
Abstract 

 

BOTCHKOVAR EKATERINA V.  Theoretical Improvement of Braithwaite’s Reintegrative 
Shaming Theory: Specifying Contingencies for the Process of Shaming. (Under the Direction 
of Charles Tittle).  

 

Reintegrative shaming theory has been one of the most undertested and the least 

empirically supported criminological theories. Drawing mainly on the predictions from self-

control theory, general strain theory, and deterrence theory, I attempt to improve 

Braithwaite’s shaming theory by identifying conditions under which its causal process might 

be more effective in predicting misbehavior. Using data from the first self-report crime and 

deviance survey ever conducted in Russia, I put shaming theory to the test in its original and 

elaborated versions. In line with previous research, the study findings indicate that, contrary 

to the theory’s predictions, being reintegratively shamed is positively associated with 

projected deviance while participating in gossip is unrelated to projected involvement in 

deviant behavior. While disintegrative shaming was found to be positively associated with 

future misbehavior, this relationship was not statistically significant controlling for past 

deviance reports. Interdependency does not seem to enhance the effects of shaming variables.  

Contrary to shaming theory theory, although anticipated feelings of guilt and fear of losing 

respect from others for potential misbehavior predict projections of future misconduct, they 

do not seem to be the links between shaming experiences and projected misconduct. While 

some of the hypothesized contingencies seemed to condition the effects of shaming on 

projected deviance, none of these effects were consistent for all types of deviant behavior in 

this study. These results, in conjunction with the accumulated body of research, suggest that 

reintegrative shaming theory may be in need of further revision.  Suggestions for the future 



   

refinement of shaming theory are provided.  Overall, this study contributes to the literature in 

two ways. First, it strengthens shaming theory by specifying some of the boundaries for its 

explanatory scope. Second, this work provides an extensive empirical test to the original and 

elaborated statements of shaming theory using data from an unusual locale. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

1.1   Research Problem 

Reintegrative shaming theory is among most complex theories of criminal behavior 

because it draws upon and attempts to integrate several extant theories, including social 

control, deterrence, general strain, labeling, learning, and subcultures. However, it remains 

perhaps the most under-tested theory in the field.  

Convinced of the priority of informal social sanctions over formal punishments, the 

author of the theory (Braithwaite, 1989) argues that one of the most important components of 

socialization designed to promote conforming behavior in society is shaming practiced 

within families and communities. The social embeddedness of shaming, both in the ways that 

shaming is administered and in its consequences, is what makes this exercise of informal 

control a strong deterrent and a successful promoter of morality. This is especially true 

among persons who invest in social networks and fear the loss of status in their social group. 

According to the theory, only one kind of shaming is capable of producing conformity—

reintegrative. Disintegrative shaming, by contrast, produces stigmatization and 

nonconforming behavior rather than reformation of the offender.  

While the theory continues to develop (Ahmed et al, 2001), empirical evidence has 

been mixed (see Tittle et al, 2003; Zhang 1995; 1996; Makkai and Braithwaite, 1994; Hay, 

2001). The most common finding denies the power of reintegrative shaming to produce 

conformity. One possible reason for this finding is the lack of precision in the theory. To be 

effective, a theory should use unambiguous concepts, specify the actual causal mechanisms, 
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and identify the conditions under which the causal process will or will not work. 

Braithwaite’s formulation does not meet these important criteria, making it uncertain whether 

the accumulated evidence is relevant. Nonetheless, even in generous interpretation of the 

research, one would have to conclude that shaming theory currently lacks empirical support 

and is therefore in need of modification.  

While Braithwaite’s theory addresses micro (individual) and macro (group or 

community) levels, the focus of my work is solely on the impact of shaming processes on 

individuals. In this dissertation, I report tests of hypotheses from the theory as currently 

formulated. In addition, I elaborate the theory by specifying several contingencies for the 

operation of its causal process. These specifications are drawn from three prominent 

contemporary theories—self-control, strain, and deterrence theories. After discussing these 

contingencies, I assess the modified theory using data collected in Russia. Finally, I identify 

additional possibilities for theory elaboration and re-specification of its main concepts. 

Overall, this study contributes to the literature in two ways. First, it strengthens shaming 

theory by specifying some of the boundaries for its explanatory scope. Second, this work 

provides an extensive empirical test to the original and elaborated statements of shaming 

theory using data from an unusual locale. 

 

  1.2   Outline of Subsequent Chapters 

Chapter Two provides an overview of the original formulation of shaming theory 

and its recent developments. Later, I conduct a review of relevant studies and identify the 

shortcomings of existing empirical tests of shaming theory. Finally, I examine some 

conceptual issues of the theory that I posit are in need of further clarification. 
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The following chapter, Chapter Three, reviews three theories of criminal/deviant 

behavior: general strain theory, self-control theory, and deterrence theory and pinpoints the 

contributions of each of these theories to the causal processes of shaming. Each of these 

theories will be used in future chapters to specify relevant contingencies for the operation of 

shaming. Chapter Four presents research hypotheses, some of which are drawn from the 

original version of shaming theory by Braithwaite and some from its elaborated formulation 

developed in the previous chapter. Chapter Five contains the description of the sample, 

methodology, and the variables to assess the hypothesis.  Potential weaknesses and 

advantages associated with the chosen sample and research methodology are discussed. 

Chapter Six assesses Braithwaite’s original formulation of shaming theory, focusing on the 

effectiveness of various kinds of shaming as predictors of misbehavior, as well as on 

presumed mediating processes that translate shaming experiences into behavioral outcomes.  

Chapter Seven empirically explores theoretical additions to the main causal processes in 

shaming theory. In particular, I probe the potency of shaming to explain behavioral outcomes 

for: a) persons with differential self-control abilities, b) those stressed by other negative 

events, c) individuals perceiving the certainty of informal sanctions as low, d) those who 

never experienced remorse as a result of being shamed. I also examine the differences in 

effects of reintegrative shaming for persons shamed by family versus nonfamily members. 

The final chapter, Chapter Eight, contains an overview of the study findings and the 

prospects for future research.  
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Chapter 2 

Theoretical Framework: Reintegrative Shaming Theory 

This chapter develops a theoretical rationale for modifying Braithwaite’s shaming 

theory. First, I review reintegrative shaming theory and accumulated empirical evidence 

concerning it.  Second, I focus on theoretical deficiencies associated with the concept of 

reintegrative shaming.  In particular, I address issues related to the notions of shame, 

shaming, reintegration, and disintegration. The description of these issues serves two 

purposes. First, it pinpoints problematic areas in the concepts of shame, shaming, and its 

reintegrative/disintegrative components that are in need of further theoretical clarification. 

Understanding salient problems of the theory will help point the way toward greater 

precision and comprehensiveness. It also provides the groundwork for potential elaboration. 

 

2.1   The Development of Shaming Theory 

  The greatest ambition of most theories of deviant behavior has always been to 

achieve generality and high explanatory power. Two common methods of theory production 

are invention (see, for example, Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Merton, 1938) and 

elaboration (Cohen, 1955; Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; Agnew, 1992). Newly invented theories 

typically provide unique, albeit limited, causal mechanisms of explanation for criminal or 

deviant behavior. Alternatively, theoretical elaboration is concerned with improving existing 

theoretical schemes by specifying how they apply in particular situations or to particular 

kinds of individuals. Therefore, elaborated theories encounter the same flaws as the theories 

that serve as a basis for their development and inevitably reach the point where further 

expansion requires integration with other theoretical explanations (Tittle, 1995, p. 87-88).  
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Despite their overall plausibility, the majority of invented and elaborated theories are too 

simplistic and narrow to incorporate all types of crimes or all mechanisms that trigger 

misbehavior.   

 Unlike invention and elaboration, theoretical integration can be an efficient way of 

theory production as it has the potential to blend in statements from competitive theories. The 

success of such an enterprise is contingent upon how thorough the investigator is in 

addressing the flaws of the theories included in the scheme as well as upon the method of 

integration being employed. As Tittle (1995, p.89-90) notes, the essential part of a successful 

integration process is merging separate theories into “organic entities” rather than simply 

clustering together their key variables.  

Braithwaite (1989) attempted to reconcile the differences among the existing 

explanations of criminal behavior employing an integrated theoretical approach (Braithwaite, 

1989). The theory was produced by linking together several component theories through their 

common influence on shaming processes (Tittle, 1995, p. 112). This method is also 

sometimes referred to as side-by-side integration (Hirschi, 1979). Shaming  theory contains 

elements of deterrence (Zimring and Hawkins, 1973; Andenaes, 1974; Gibbs, 1975), strain 

(Agnew, 1991), social control (Briar and Piliavin, 1965; Nye, 1958; Reckless, 1967; Hirschi, 

1969), labeling (Tannenbaum, 1938; Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1967), social learning 

(Sutherland and Cressey, 1970 Akers, 1985), and subcultural theories (Cohen, 1955; Cloward 

and Ohlin, 1960; Miller, 1958). The elements of these theories are united under the “shunt” 

or “bridge” of shaming as a means of informal social control. In other words, Braithwaite 

uses shaming as cement to consolidate the elements borrowed from other theories. 
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Unlike many other theories, Braithwaite’s theory provides explanations for individual 

misbehavior as well as group-level rates of misbehavior. Furthermore, aside from proposing 

some new predictors of criminal behavior, reintegrative shaming theory claims to explain 

some empirical regularities, such as excessive disproportionate involvement of males, 

unmarried persons, and 15-25 year olds in criminal activities (pp. 45-49).   

2.1.1   The concept of shaming 

In his theory, Braithwaite posits shaming as a key element in conformity. He 

contends that an individual’s participation in shaming of others, observation of shaming 

others, and personal experience of having been reintegratively shamed influence the 

probability of their own misbehavior. Along with many other scholars (see Tittle 1975; 1980; 

Sampson and Laub, 1993) who argue that informal sanctions are more influential on human 

behavior than are formal punishment, Braithwaite suggests that the effectiveness of shaming 

as a sanction is in its embeddedness in social contexts (p.54). The process of shaming is 

always an attempt to affect human conscience, which can be, as Braithwaite argues, more 

influential in ensuring conformity than the most severe external punishment (p. 71). Yet, 

shaming may be necessary when conscience fails, just as formal punishment is needed in 

cases when shaming is unsuccessful. While the operation of any external punishment 

typically requires an individual to calculate the costs and benefits of a chosen line of 

behavior, shaming is capable of affecting individual morality as well as exercising a deterrent 

effect. The content of this process may vary by cultural connotation, most often including 

nonverbal gestures like a turning of the back or a verbal confrontation face-to-face with an 

offender as well as gossiping about the transgression. 
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2.1.2   Micro-Level 

The original formulation of shaming theory distinguishes between two kinds of 

shaming: reintegrative and disintegrative. According to some of Braithwaite’s statements, 

reintegrative shaming, which can be exercised by community, family, or on the interpersonal 

level, involves “degradation ceremonies” or collective disapproval of a deviant act followed 

by the “gestures of reacceptance into the community of law-abiding citizens” (Braithwaite, 

1989, pp. 100-101). On the other hand, Braithwaite emphasizes the tone and style of reaction 

to deviance at the time it is discovered. He notes that shaming may look as subtle as a “slight 

shaking of the head, a laugh” (p. 58), or tears of a family member (p.77).  

A loving family that shames the act but not the misbehaving child, maintaining the 

bonds of respect, is presumably practicing reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989, pp. 57).  

In the process of childhood socialization in the family, most people become subjects of direct 

and vicarious shaming. Although children are often shamed for the misdeeds of their own, 

much learning about transgressions occurs indirectly through parents’ stories and moralizing 

about certain kinds of wrongdoing. Essentially, at this stage, children learn to shame others 

indirectly. 

Shaming, however, is also common in adulthood beyond the family circle. When it 

happens, the expressions of reprehension on the part of family members, neighbors, or 

colleagues aim to induce guilt and shame in the offender. The transgressor may be openly 

shamed or secretly gossiped about by the condemners of the misbehavior. Furthermore, not 

all individuals need to be shamed in order to develop patterns of conformity. Participation in 

shaming of others through secret gossip or open confrontations plays an equally important 
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role as being subject to shame in affirmation of moral rules and learning the consequences of 

shame. 

The effectiveness of reintegrative shaming is based on building a moral conscience 

that inhibits criminal behavior by making crime unthinkable as well as on developing fear 

related to the probable loss of collective approval due to being shamed (p.75). Braithwaite 

also notes that the identified processes are more effective for people with strong attachments 

to conventional others or “interdependency.” That is because persons invested in valuable 

relationships and bound by conventional ties accrue greater costs of shaming and will be 

especially grateful for being reintegrated. 

Reintegrative shaming theory also explains secondary offending1 by introducing 

another, disintegrative kind of shaming. The theory posits disintegrative shaming as the 

opposite of reintegrative shaming (p.55); however, the difference between the two is vague. 

According to the logic of the theory, disintegrative shaming seems to be any kind of shaming 

where: a) the bonds between transgressor and condemners are severed, b) the offender is 

never reintegrated or the gestures of forgiveness come too late to “erase” the effect of 

stigmatization (p.101).  

Nonetheless, Braithwaite never clarifies how disintegrative shaming is expressed or 

whether its messages are significantly different from those of the reintegrative kind. 

Disintegrative shaming is conducive to further deviance because it presumably 

produces outcasts. The final outcome of disintegration is also determined by the offender’s 

                                                 
1 Lemert (1951) introduced the important distinction between primary and secondary deviance. While primary 
deviant acts are spontaneous and committed without assuming a deviant role, secondary misbehavior is a 
response to stigmatizing social reactions: “When a person begins to employ his deviant behavior or a role based 
upon it as a means of defense, attack, or adjustment to the overt and covert problems created by the consequent 
societal reaction to him, his deviation is secondary. Objective evidences of this change will be found in the 
symbolic appurtenances of the new role, in clothes, speech, posture, and mannerisms, which in some cases 
heighten social visibility, and which in some cases serve as symbolic cues to professionalization”(1951, p.76). 
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integration in interpersonal networks. People in interdependent relations are likely to suffer 

more from the stigma of shaming and broken bonds than those who are not in such 

relationships. Furthermore, stigmatization leads to blockage of legitimate opportunities and a 

growing attraction to criminal subcultures that “condemn the condemners” and present new 

sources of illegal opportunities. Although being subjected to disintegrative shaming entails 

greater probability of deviant behavior in the future, Braithwaite contends that, due to the 

rarity of criminal subcultures, many people do not find subcultural support and may 

eventually return to conventional networks. If, however, contact with a subculture occurs, 

such contact may serve as a supplier of deviant role models, crime techniques, and 

illegitimate opportunities, in which case continued criminal involvement is the most likely 

scenario (Braithwaite, 1989, p. 67; 102-103). 

2.1.3   Macro-Level 

Shaming theory also provides an explanation for group or societal crime rates. 

Braithwaite argues that social groups may differ in the degree of their cohesiveness, which he 

calls communitarianism. Inhabitants of highly communitarian communities are 

interdependent and bound by mutual obligation and trust. Such social groups are more likely 

to practice reintegrative shaming, which, in turn, is argued to ensure greater cohesiveness by 

fostering the development of moral conscience among the group members.  Some structural 

conditions such as high degree of urbanization and residential mobility undermine 

communitarianism. Deteriorating socioeconomic conditions create large groups of 

individuals with blocked legitimate opportunities for goal achievement ready to form or join 

criminal subcultures. In this context, disintegrative shaming, though used more frequently in 

noncommunitarian groups, to some extent contributes to growing crime rates by supplying 
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criminal subcultures with stigmatized persons ready to join deviant social groups. Thus, 

disintegrative shaming practiced in less communitarian communities is likely to produce 

higher rates of criminal involvement and recidivism. Finally, the theory purports that greater 

interdependency should enhance the effects of both kinds of shaming on behavior of group 

members. (Braithwaite, 1989, pp.101-103). 

 

2.2   Recent Theoretical Additions 

The latest developments in the theory of reintegrative shaming (Ahmed et al, 2001) 

involve revision of and specifications of some additional contingencies for the effect of 

shame on individual behavior. One of the most important alterations in the theory prompts 

scholars to view reintegrative and disintegrative components of shaming as independent 

dimensions instead of polar opposites (Ahmed et al, 2001, pp. 42-43).  The writers 

distinguish among the concepts of shaming, reintegration, and disintegration. The likely 

implication of this development is that shaming is social disapproval (p. 43), whereas 

reintegrative and disintegrative shaming are the procedures that make this disapproval 

stigmatizing or restorative for the individual.  

The revised theory also suggests that the effects of shaming, disintegration, and 

reintegration on individual behavior depend on how common the use of shaming is in 

particular social settings. According to Braithwaite and associates (Ahmed et al, 2001), in 

shame-laden contexts, reintegration or disintegration inevitably interact with shaming when 

producing conformity or deviance. However, in groups with limited shaming practice, simple 

reintegration or disintegration will not have the desired effects unless experienced together 

with shaming. Finally, shaming may be felt as disintegrative and reintegrative at the same 
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time. For instance, the expression of love and mistrust for the same person may serve as an 

example of restoration and stigmatization occurring at the same time (p.42). Unfortunately, 

the theory does not reveal the potential consequences of concurrent effects of interactions 

between reintegration and shaming and disintegration and shaming on individual conduct. 

Furthermore, on the micro-level, the success of the reintegrative shaming procedure is 

theorized to be contingent upon such characteristics of the offender as: a) acknowledgment of 

shame; b) law-abiding identity; c) respect for the shamer; d) pride in being a member of the 

shaming community (pp.51-52); and e) ability to resolve or manage shame (p.11). On the 

macro level, societal inequality and injustice are likely to undermine law-abiding identities of 

participations, which may lead to the failure of reintegrative shaming to reduce the offender’s 

criminal behavior (p.52).  

Despite this effort to specify more contingencies from the theory, based on 

examination of some empirical evidence they collected, Braithwaite and his co-authors seem 

to have overlooked the guidance provided by extant theories of crime/deviance. Part of my 

objective is to correct that oversight. 

2.3   Theoretical Caveats 

2.3.1   Concept Ambiguity 

 Although the theory of reintegrative shaming has recently been refined and elaborated 

(Ahmed et al, 2001), it still visibly struggles with a few theoretical issues pertaining to its 

main concepts and causal mechanisms. The current work introduces two potentially 

problematic areas of the theory: the phenomenon of shaming and lack of precision in 

specification of the causal relationship between shaming and criminal behavior. While the 

idea of shaming in Braithwaite’s theory has changed somewhat since its original formulation 
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(Braithwaite, 1989), the three major questions that surfaced in the time of theory’s existence 

are related to the content of shaming, the relationship and the time lag between shaming and 

reintegration/disintegration, and the mechanism of their influence on criminal behavior.  A 

closer look at these problems is warranted.  

2.3.2   Shame or Guilt? 

 The definition and the content of shame as emotion never surfaces in the original 

statement of the theory. In the first presentation of shaming, Braithwaite (1989, p.100) 

describes it as criticism with intentions to invoke feelings of guilt and remorse in the 

transgressor and condemnation from others.  Clarifying the concept, Braithwaite notes that, 

although feelings of shame and guilt are often perceived as separate emotions (see Gilligan, 

2003), the theory of reintegrative shaming makes no distinction between these two as both 

shame and guilt are part of the process of disapproval following a misdeed (Braithwaite, 

1989, p. 57).  While shaming comes from criticism directed toward a transgressor, guilt is a 

feeling of remorse induced by such criticism; thus guilt simply does not exist separately from 

shame. This description of the shaming process points to a possible overlap between shame 

and guilt. Furthermore, the theory intentionally does not distinguish between shame and guilt 

as two parts of the same process. Guilt is deemed to be the result of being shamed as well as 

a part of the mechanism translating reintegrative shaming into conformity.  

Later revision (Ahmed et al, 2001) acknowledges the possible duality of shame. The 

two hypothesized distinctions are: a) shame as a social emotion and guilt as an internal 

feeling, and b) shame as self-blame and guilt as blaming of the act. In Ahmed et al’s 

research, they eventually determine that the two emotions are inseparable in one factor that 
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included fear of collective disapproval, sense of having done something wrong, inward 

directed anger, and loss of honor status in one’s social group (Ahmed et al, 2001, p. 127).  

Finally, the theory of reintegrative shaming does not seem to recognize shame as a 

self-sufficing feeling capable of altering the course of individual conduct without the 

reintegrative or disintegrative components.  

Even so, it may be argued that the consequences of shame as an emotion can be 

destructive.  Scholars note that shame is a powerful feeling, “a rejection against the wish to 

be loved” (Gilligan, 2003, p. 1165), a fear of bond disconnection (Scheff, 2000, p. 95); and a 

“master emotion” that overwhelms the person, suppressing all other senses (Scheff and 

Retzinger, 2000; Gilligan, 2003). Furthermore, while Scheff and Retzinger (2000) theorize 

that disguised shame leads to anger and frustration that potentially result in deviant behavior, 

Gilligan (2003) contends that shame is closely associated with a sense of humiliation and 

inferiority that provokes arrogance, boastfulness, and even violence as a way to “save face” 

Guilt, according to Gilligan, serves as a buffer for the negative emotions necessary to prevent 

the ashamed from hurting others. Scheff (1988, p. 402), in turn, differentiates between overt 

and bypassed shame. While persons experiencing overt shame feel this emotion strongly, 

bypassed shame avoids pangs of conscience by hyperactive speech or actions. 

 Therefore, Scheff (1988) and Gilligan (2003) imply that shame does not provoke 

remorse or guilt in every person or situation. In fact, Gilligan (2003) suggests that guilty 

feelings, even if subjected to shaming, may be neutralized by the pain of punishment. Also, 

the ability to feel guilty never develops in some individuals (p. 1164-1165). These 

assumptions do not necessarily contradict the findings of Ahmed et al (2001), since shame 

and guilt are indeed closely related concepts. They can be experienced concurrently by 
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individuals capable of feeling guilty or remorseful in situations that are not too stressful for 

them to neutralize guilt. However, the failure of reintegrative shaming theory to account for 

variability in the way shaming is experienced by different persons or in different situations 

undermines the theoretical reasoning behind the mechanism that translates shame into 

conformity.  

Finally, if guilt and pangs of conscience are not uniformly experienced by every 

shamed person, shaming does not always carry moralizing connotations. In especially 

stressful situations that make shame overwhelming and acute and for those people with 

underdeveloped capability to feel guilt or remorse, shaming becomes a sanction solely 

associated with a threat of external punishment rather than with moral inhibitions toward 

rule-breaking behavior. The feeling of remorse or guilt, then, is a sign of moral reformation 

or moral development in an individual. It is thus logical to assume that reintegrative shaming 

will be most effective for people who feel remorse as a result of being shamed and least 

effective for those who leave the situation reintegrated but unremorseful. Alternatively, 

disintegrative shaming may be the kind of shaming that does not moralize and thus cannot 

invoke remorse in those subjected to shaming. 

2.3.3 Shaming as Process 

The crux of the theory is the concept of shaming. The original version of shaming 

theory distinguished between reintegrative and disintegrative shaming as opposite ends of the 

same continuum; the difference between the two was speculated to be in the degree of 

shamers’ willingness to reaccept a transgressor into the community (Braithwaite, 1989). The 

locus of shaming in reintegrative and disintegrative procedures is another distinction 

surfacing in Braithwaite’s theory. Reintegrative shaming assumes shaming the wrongful act, 
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whereas disintegrative shaming is directed toward the individual and, as such, is stigmatizing 

(p.55). While the theory clearly delineates only disintegrative and reintegrative shaming, 

throughout the book Braithwaite, without referring to the stigmatizing or restorative 

connotation, used the term of shaming as if it were a social sanction (see, for example, pp. 

87, 88, and 100).  

The recent refinement of the theory struggles with the notion of shaming but does not 

disentangle the reintegration-disintegration knot. Ahmed et al (2001) overtly separate 

shaming from the concepts of reintegration and disintegration, suggesting that the same 

process of shaming may simultaneously contain the grains of stigmatization and restoration. 

However, just as in the theory’s initial formulation, the effect of shaming taken out of 

reintegrative or disintegrative context is indefinite. 

The time frame for shaming and reintegration is another factor contributing to the 

confusion about the notion of shaming. In the earlier statement of the theory Braithwaite 

claims that reintegration occurs after shaming but before deviance becomes the transgressor’s 

master status (Braithwaite, 1989, p.101). According to this logic, sometimes shaming can 

unintentionally become stigmatizing if the offender loses hope too early for restoring his 

(her) social status. Unfortunately, shaming does not specify the length of time between 

shaming and reintegration necessary for the shaming process to be called effectively 

reintegrative.  

The uncertainty surrounding the phenomenon of reintegrative and disintegration 

shaming stems from the references Braithwaite makes about their content throughout his 

book. While sometimes he speculates about cases when shaming becomes unintentionally 

disintegrative, at other times he claims that unlike disintegrative shaming, reintegrative 



 

16
   

shaming “maintains bonds of love and respect throughout the finite period of suffering 

shame” (Braithwaite, 1989, p. 101). While the first argument implies that occurrence of 

reintegration when needed is the only difference between restorative and stigmatizing 

shaming, according to the second, reintegrative shaming is qualitatively different from 

disintegrative shaming.  

2.3.4 Theoretical Precision 

Aside from the problems with conceptualization of its main predictors, shaming 

theory fails to specify important contingencies for its causal process. In other words, the 

theory fails to delineate its scope. Tittle (1995) argues that most theories of deviant/criminal 

behavior are stated in a way that presumes the effect of its predictors to be stable for all 

individuals and for all situations (p. 35). In reality, many causal mechanisms are applicable to 

a limited range of circumstances or personalities. While Braithwaite (1989) and Ahmed and 

associates (2001) attempt to specify the conditions under which shaming is effective (the 

condition of interdependency in the original theory formulation: Braithwaite, 1989) and the 

range of contingencies such as law-abiding identity of the shamed (Ahmed et al, 2001)), a 

careful analysis of the way shaming is proposed to work reveals additional possibilities 

unaccounted for even in the later version of reintegrative shaming theory. 

The core of shaming theory is the effect of reintegrative and disintegrative shaming 

on misbehavior. As Braithwaite argues, reintegrative shaming operates through moralizing 

individuals by making certain crimes “unthinkable” and deterring misbehavior via 

perceptions of risk of being shamed in the future. Applying the logic of Tittle’s (1995) 

argument, the question then becomes: Do mechanisms of deterrence and morality work the 

same way for all individuals and situations? In more precise terms, in order for reintegrative 



 

17
   

shaming to be an effective inhibitor of misbehavior, it should be applied to people who can 

be moralized and/or deterred by shaming. Indeed, one of the later conditions included in the 

theory is a law-abiding identity of the person subjected to shaming (Ahmed et al, 2001). 

However, this statement refers more to a value system and the self-esteem of an individual 

than to the personal capacity to process the consequences associated with shaming. It is not 

unreasonable to assume that some persons may also willingly discount consequences of 

misbehavior due to certain perceived or objective characteristics of the situation conducive to 

crime/deviance. 

Furthermore, Braithwaite’s theory seems to claim that it is applicable to all situations 

where shaming is involved. It is possible, however, that certain conditions may prevent 

individuals who are aware of or have experienced shaming from taking into account 

immorality or negative consequences of their acts.  One such condition is a momentary 

psychological state of the potential offender. Sometimes such conditions decrease the ability 

to take into consideration consequences of shaming. 

This discussion suggests that there is a room for additional specifications of the 

contingencies under which shaming operates. The mere possibility that the scope of shaming 

theory is limited to certain types of persons or situations calls for further revisions. 

 

2.4   Empirical Evidence 

Perhaps, due to the identified ambiguities in shaming theory, the main proposition sof 

the theory do not enjoy much empirical support. While shaming theory appeared in the 

literature almost fourteen years ago, studies testing its main propositions are scarce, and only 

a few studies attempt to assess the direct effects of shaming on individuals (see Makkai and 
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Braithwaite, 1994; Hay, 2001; Tittle et al, 2003, Zhang and Zhang, 2004). In this section I 

review tests of shaming theory and provide a detailed analysis of the issues of this body of 

research. 

Makkai and Braithwaite (1994) tested shaming propositions in a study of inspections 

of Australian nursing homes. The subjects of the study were inspectors who evaluated 

nursing homes at the time of the first visit and 18 to 24 months later. At two points in time 

the study probed whether nursing home health inspectors who had reintegrative attitudes 

toward nursing homes were more likely to produce compliance with state standards in these 

institutions. Reintegrative-disintegrative attitudes were operationalized as several variables 

combined in a scale (a continuum from more humiliating to less humiliating attitudes).  

While it was found that inspection teams with reintegrative attitudes were more successful in 

providing rule compliance than those who held stigmatizing attitudes, the perceptions of 

those who were shamed were not studied. Furthermore, the results were supportive only for 

those cases when the nursing home directors knew the inspection teams personally. Finally, 

the test was incomplete because it did not study the effect of disintegrative shaming on the 

rule compliance of the nursing homes. 

In addition to the weakness of its results, the test provided no actual measures of 

reintegrative behavior. The shaming and reintegration variables used by Makkai and 

Braithwaite are questionable on the issue of validity, since one’s attitudes may not always 

accord with the actions. Moreover, while Makkai and Braithwaite assume that personal 

acquaintance between inspector and nursing home director sets the condition of 

interdependency, such measure is not equivalent to the relationship of mutual attachment, 

respect, and trust that Braithwaite (1989) posits to be parts of interdependency.  
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A study by Zhang (1995) uses a sample of 354 African-American and 54 Asian 

families of male delinquents placed on home probation. The research tried to assess possible 

differences in shaming practices and in the degree of interdependency between Asian and 

African-American families in the United States. The test distinguishes between parental 

shaming, where parents attempt to make their child remorseful, and communitarian shaming 

occurring when the family makes the delinquent status of the child known to the community. 

The measure of shaming comprised of 22 items including verbal and nonverbal shaming 

practices, including physical punishment. The reintegrative shaming was perceived as an 

ongoing relationship of interdependency between parents and children in the process of 

shaming measured by such items as emotional care and belief of the parent that the child was 

a good boy whose misbehavior would be forgiven. The author assumed that Asian families 

were more interdependent and thus more likely to practice reintegrative shaming. Contrary to 

original hypothesis, no significant differences in practicing reintegrative shaming between 

these two ethnic groups were revealed. Another finding was the preponderance of verbal 

shaming in Asian families.  

The interpretation and the measurement of shaming is one of the most serious issues 

of this study. On a theoretical level, Zhang seems to equate reintegration with 

interdependency, which, according to Braithwaite, are two distinct concepts. Shaming theory 

argues that interdependency enhances the effects of shaming. Furthermore, since the author 

makes no attempt to link shaming to reintegration, the relationship between the two is 

unclear. As such, the corporal punishment component of the measure of shaming may be 

problematic. Braithwaite notes the importance of maintaining a relationship of respect 

between the shamer and the shamed in reintegrative shaming. Should shaming and 
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reintegration interact, the punishment component makes them incompatible in the construct 

of reintegrative shaming.  

Zhang et al (1996) also researched the perceptions of 1060 inmates from China about 

the use of reintegrative shaming and dispute resolution in their home communities. This test 

provided mixed results. The comparison of the inmates’ reports with crime rates in these 

communities showed that reintegrative shaming was not associated with lower crime rates, 

whereas dispute resolution seemed to have a negative relationship with the reports of crime 

in groups that practiced it. In support of Braithwaite’s theory, the finding of only a few 

communities reported to practice reintegrative shaming may be due to the fact that the reports 

were made by the people with criminal history who, most likely, were not shamed 

reintegratively and might see little of such shaming in their home environment. The accuracy 

of this assumption was confirmed by the reported absence of reintegrative shaming in the 

home communities of recidivists. The results of this study, however, are based on the 

inmates’ recollections of their experiences rather than measures of actual shaming practices 

in their home communities. Since personal perceptions and the actual procedures of shaming 

may vary, the test’s conclusions should be accepted with a note of caution. 

 Two years later, Vagg (1998) reported no consistent evidence in favor of 

Braithwaite’s theory. Vagg hypothesized that communitarian societies would be more likely 

to shame their offenders reintegratively. His study of Hong Kong, a community that was 

assumed to be communitarian, revealed that deviant behavior was routinely stigmatized in 

that environment.  The major weakness of Vagg’s research is that Hong Kong society was 

never tested for communitarianism. Therefore, the results of the study may not serve as a 

basis for drawing conclusions for or against shaming theory. 
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In a somewhat related study, Lu (1999) studies neighborhoods practicing what she 

posits to be reintegrative shaming. The author concludes that the crime rates in such 

neighborhoods are low; however, no basis for comparing those crime rates to those in other 

communities was provided.  

The major deficiency of the study is that it does not ascertain the existence of 

reintegrative shaming in those communities but rather proceeds with an assumption of it. 

Miethe et al (2000) examined the effectiveness of legal sanctions for offenders 

brought to drug courts. The essence of the study was to compare the rates of recidivism of the 

groups of drug abusers who were sent to a drug court with those who were not. Drug courts 

were assumed to practice reintegrative shaming because of the multiple contacts of the 

offender with the judge, supposedly fostering interdependency, decertification of the deviant 

label, and the treatment program that, above all, contributed to maintaining bonds between 

the offender and community. The authors expected to see a decrease in recidivism among 

those who supposedly were reintegrated by a court in contrast with the offenders who were 

disintegratively shamed by routine procedures of the criminal justice system. However, the 

results did not support their hypothesis. The drug abusers processed by drug courts exhibited 

higher rates of recidivism than others. Attempting to explain these results, Miethe and 

associates suggest that, in reality, drug courts are more stigmatizing than reintegrative for 

transgressors. Like previous studies, this study failed to provide support for reintegrative 

shaming. Its results, however, cannot be taken for granted because Miethe and associates did 

not attempt to measure directly the degree of reintegration or disintegration practiced by drug 

courts. 



 

22
   

In contrast to many other studies, the key findings of the research by Hay (2001), 

offer relatively strong empirical support for shaming theory. Using a sample of 197 

adolescents, this study probed the effects of parental sanctioning methods on children’s 

behavior. The measures of shaming and reintegration were based on the respondents’ 

perceptions of their parents’ childrearing practices. Its results demonstrated a strong 

relationship between the strength of parent-child interdependency and parents’ use of 

reintegrative shaming. Moreover, the search for a durable and independent effect of shaming 

in families on deviance revealed that shaming was negatively related to projected deviance 

(Hay, 2001). However, the effect of reintegration appeared to be spurious when the parent-

child interdependency was included in the model. 

The actual meaning of Hay’s study depends on further testing with various measures 

of reintegrative shaming.  Perhaps, most shaming done by parents who maintain 

interdependent relationships with their children is inherently reintegrative, rendering the 

separate predictor of reintegration spurious. Also, in addition to mixed support for shaming 

theory, the study provides only a partial test because it focuses solely on the reintegrative 

shaming part of the theory, ignoring the effects of disintegrative shaming as a separate 

phenomenon. 

Yet another study based on Chinese society (Lu et al, 2002) compared practices of 

reintegrative shaming in Shanghai neighborhoods and families. The authors predicted that in 

truly communitarian communities reintegrative shaming would be more likely to stem from 

interdependency than in families, since historically families have had to resort to 

reintegration for the sake of living together. The study involved a survey of 477 respondents; 

its results indicated that interdependency exhibited no relationship to shaming practices in the 
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family, but it had a significant impact on the use of reintegrative shaming in communities. 

Although the findings of this research challenge Braithwaite’s contention that the family is 

the site of reintegrative shaming because of high interdependency of the relationships among 

its members, one must be cautious in accepting the Lu and associates’ conclusion as their 

measures of interdependency in family and community are not entirely faithful to shaming 

theory. The family interdependency measure in the study is based solely on the feelings of 

emotional tension among its members, whereas the community interdependency is measured 

as the number of personal contacts in the neighborhood, which may or may not be the 

indicator of a loss of trust and respect proposed by Braithwaite as components of 

interdependent relationship. Finally, the test does not attempt to assess the impact of 

reintegrative or disintegrative shaming on deviant behavior, which is the crux of reintegrative 

shaming theory.   

A more direct test of reintegrative shaming was conducted by Ahmed and co-authors 

(2001). The goal of the study was to probe the effects of parental use of reintegrative and 

disintegrative shaming in child-rearing on the children’s school bullying behavior. The 

children from families routinely practicing reintegrative shaming were hypothesized to have 

a higher sense of self-worth and responsibility for the harm done, whereas children from 

families that shame their children in a stigmatizing, disrespectful way are likely to have 

insecure relationship with their parents, perceive themselves as worthless and deviant 

through their parents’ eyes, and thus, more likely to engage in school bullying. The study 

focused on the families of 978 children and probed parental attitudes about stability, 

responsibility, intentionality, and controllability of bullying through presentation of 

hypothetical incidents where their child transgressed  (pp. 263-264). The researchers (Ahmed 
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et al, 2001) contended that such attributions may be reintegrative or stigmatizing and, as 

such, contribute to general (bullying in company) and self-initiated (by oneself) bullying. 

Shaming variables were found to have no effect on children’s general bullying and just a 

small effect on self-initiated bullying (0.08 and -0.09 for disintegrative and reintegrative 

shaming, respectively) (p. 292). Although the results provide partial support for shaming 

theory, it is not empirically confirmed that a link between parental attitudes about bullying 

and shaming practices exists.                                                   

Baumer et al (2002) explored the prediction that Iceland’s sociocultural conditions 

favoring reintegration would produce low recidivism rates. Their study data included 

information on the criminal records of convicted offenders and the nature of punishment they 

received in Iceland in the period from 1994 to 1999. (Baumer et al, 2002, p.47). The 

recidivism rates of Iceland were compared with those of several other countries that were 

presumed to be less communitarian. According to the authors’ findings, while Iceland did 

have lower crime rates, its rates of recidivism were not lower than those in societies 

perceived to be less communitarian. The Baumer and associates’ investigation could have 

been an appropriate test of macro-level shaming theory had it attempted to probe the degree 

of communitarianism in Iceland and the other countries referred to in the study. Since the 

authors did not provide any empirical evidence for their assumptions about 

communitarianism, their findings can neither be interpreted as supportive nor as challenging 

reintegrative shaming theory. 

More recently, Tittle et al (2003) investigated the effects of inhibiting and crime-

generating variables outlined by Braithwaite on self-reported projected deviance. In addition 

to the hypothesized inhibiting and facilitating effects of reintegrative and disintegrative 
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shaming, the authors predicted that the magnitude of the associations would be increased by 

the condition of interdependency. The key variables were participation in gossip and having 

been reintegratively shamed as deviance-restraining factors and having been subjected to 

gossip and as well as stigmatizing experience as the variables promoting misbehavior. None 

of the crime-inhibiting variables demonstrated a statistically significant effect on deviance. 

However, consistent with Braithwaite’s theory, crime-generating variables of disintegrative 

shaming were positively associated with self-predicted future misbehavior. Therefore, the 

study was the only complete test of the micro-level predictions associated with the effect of 

reintegrative shaming on misbehavior and its results provided mixed support for 

Braithwaite’s theory. 

Finally, Zhang and Zhang (2004) conducted an exploratory test of shaming theory on 

the individual level, operationalizing reintegrative shaming as a combination of delinquency 

disapproval and forgiveness. Based on the first two waves of the National Youth Survey, the 

authors probe the effects of perceived parental and peer shaming and forgiveness of 

adolescent criminal behavior. The results indicated modest negative effects of parental and 

peer shaming as well as parental forgiveness on involvement in predatory crime. Peer 

forgiveness, however, was positively associated with criminal involvement. The study, 

therefore, provides only partial support for the theory. Explaining the mixed findings, the 

authors contend that while adolescents are especially sensitive to the threat of peer 

disapproval, the signs of forgiveness exhibited by friends are likely to be perceived as 

symbols of approval for misconduct (Zhang and Zhang, 2004, p. 453).  

While Zhang and Zhang provide a direct test of reintegrative shaming theory, their 

results may be challenged on several points. First, reintegrative shaming was measured in the 
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same way for parents and peers by asking how strongly the respondent thinks they would 

react to a hypothesized misdeed. Perhaps, the measure should include shaming behavior 

specific to parents or peers rather than perceptions of their disapproval in hypothetical 

situations. Also, the study does not include the measures of interdependency that are 

important from the point of view of the theory (Braithwaite, 1989) and research (Hay, 2001).  

Finally, the study provides only a partial test of shaming theory by omitting the effects of 

stigmatizing shaming on adolescent delinquency. 

 

2.5   Summary and Conclusions 

In sum, one may note that the research relevant to shaming theory is scarce, and the 

theory has received only partial support. With the exception of the Zhang and Zhang (2004) 

and Makkai and Braithwaite (1994) studies, the most common finding is that reintegrative 

shaming has either no bearing on misbehavior (Zhang et al, 1996; Miethe et al, 2000; Tittle et 

al, 2003), or has modest effect on some types of misbehavior (Ahmed et al, 2001, Baumer et 

al, 2002). Some findings show that shaming, as a form of criticism or disapproval, has 

predictive power (Hay, 2001; Zhang and Zhang, 2004), whereas others reveal no significant 

effect of reintegration on criminal involvement (Hay, 2001). Finally, reintegrative shaming, 

in some instances, was found to be conducive to deviance (Zhang and Zhang, 2004). Such an 

effect is the opposite of what the theory predicts. 

Furthermore, most tests of shaming theory suffer from issues with measurement of its 

main concepts. The measures that vary significantly across studies are: reintegration (see 

Tittle et al, 2003 vs. Zhang and Zhang, 2004), interdependency (Tittle et al, 2003 vs. Lu et al, 

2002), and shaming (Zhang 1995 vs. Hay, 2001). Many studies also use perceptions of 
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practices rather than actual behavioral measures of shaming (Braithwaite and Makkai, 1994; 

Zhang et al, 1996; Hay, 2001) or simply take certain conditions, such the presence of 

communitarianism in some societies, for granted (Vagg, 1998; Baumer et al, 2002). Also, the 

vast majority of studies (Makkai and Braithwaite, 1994; Hay, 2001; Zhang and Zhang, 2004) 

(exceptions: Ahmed et al, 2001; Tittle et al, 2003) focus on the reintegrative shaming portion 

of the theory, leaving out the facilitating effect of disintegrative shaming on deviant 

behavior. Finally, much of this research bears only indirect relevance to the theory, testing 

some of its concepts but not the main causal mechanism (Zhang, 1995; Lu et al, 2002; 

Baumer et al, 2002). It is, thus, clear that shaming theory needs further empirical testing. 

In this chapter, I have addressed some of shaming theory’s weaknesses, such as the 

ambiguity of shame and shaming as well as lack of theoretical precision in the theory’s 

general scope. In particular, it is reasonable to assume that shaming theory may not apply to 

individuals or situations whose characteristics impede the operation of the shaming 

mechanism.   

In the following sections I provide an overview of three theories that identify 

variables and processes that would seem important for understanding the conditions under 

which reintegrative shaming is most effective. I will review and specify how and why certain 

parts of these theories should be integrated into Braithwaite’s theory of reintegrative 

shaming. 

 I recognize that the three theories used in this study may not provide an 

exhaustive list of all scope conditions potentially important to shaming theory. The choice of 

the theories used in this elaboration was determined by pure scholarly interest and pragmatic 

considerations. The data limitations on the measures necessary for adequate testing of a 
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theory were the decisive point for including it in the study. The discussion section of my 

findings, however, contains references to other theories that might be useful to explain the 

results of this test and provide further specifications of the causal mechanism of shaming.  
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Chapter 3 

Overview of Auxiliary Theories 

In this chapter, I present an overview of the three theories that have a potential to 

contribute to understanding the scope of shaming theory. The included theories are: general 

strain theory, self-control theory, and deterrence theory. At the end of each theory section, I 

provide an explanation of how and why the concepts from these theories may be relevant for 

understanding contingencies for shaming theory. 

 

3.1   General Strain Theory 

3.1.1  Theoretical Framework  

The theory of crime that that provides a rich basis for explaining the effects of 

negative relationships on individual behavior is general strain theory by Agnew (1992). 

Since rule violation and other conditions associated with shaming concern human 

relationships potentially involving strain, this theory may offer much help for understanding 

the situations in which reintegrative shaming operates effectively to reduce deviance.  

The main argument of general strain theory is that motivation for deviance stems 

from “negative affective states” (Agnew, 1992, p. 48) engendered by negative relationships 

with the social environment. Such negative relationships imply that individuals are not 

treated in a way they desire. The theory introduces three types of negative relationship that 

may create strain: presentation with noxious stimuli, removal of positively valued stimuli, 

and blockage of achievement of valuable goals. The theory contends that the psychological 

strain produced by such negative relationships at any point in a lifetime leads to anger and 
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other related emotions that, in turn, prompt individuals to act to alleviate the strain or 

emotions associated with it. 

While Agnew never limits the scope of his theory to a particular demographic group, 

most of its arguments seem to be designed to explain juvenile delinquency. As he speculates, 

adolescents are particularly prone to deviance due to the lack of power resources and 

inability to escape the situations they find adverse (Agnew, 1985; Agnew, 1997). These 

conditions make noncriminal coping less likely, forcing the youth to resort to criminal 

behavior to alleviate strain and the negative emotions it engenders.  

Strain as a Result of Blocked Goals and Opportunities 
 

According to the original statement of strain theory made by Merton (1938), deviance 

results from a disjunction between culturally prescribed goals and socially accepted means of 

their achievement. However, many of its tests traditionally focused on the equilibrium 

between aspirations and expectations (Hirschi, 1969; Akers and Cochran, 1985; Paternoster 

and Triplett, 1988; Burton, Cullen, Evans, and Dunaway, 1994). Contending that this 

relationship, signifying the disjunction between ideal goals and expected achievements, does 

not fully cover the range of potentially straining situations, Agnew introduces two more 

subtypes of strain in the goal blockage category: an imbalance between expectations and 

actual achievements and between just/fair outcomes and actual outcomes. In the first case, 

achievement of expected goals may be taken even more seriously than that of ideal or 

utopian ones, since expectations are typically rooted in reality of past experiences and may 

actually be based on comparison with others seen to achieve these goals. This assumption 

also addresses the issue of preoccupation of strain theory with culturally based goals 

(Kornhauser, 1978).  
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The second addition to the theory refers to individual perceptions of equity. As 

Agnew argues, individuals in a relationship calculate the ratio of their inputs to outcomes and 

compare it to the ratios of others involved in similar relationships. The relationship outcome 

will be considered fair if the ratios are perceived to be at least equal. If benefits for others 

exceed those of the individual, strain is expected, since the person is likely to feel 

unrewarded. The author of the theory further proposes that strain will be greatest when more 

than one kind of standard, such as blockage of expected and ideal goals, is not met. 

Strain as a Removal of Positively Valued Stimuli 

The second type of negative relationships theorized to result in strain are those where an 

individual experiences or anticipates removal of positively valued stimuli such as friendship 

or work promotion. The strain engendered by such situations may lead to deviant behavior as 

the person attempts to secure the stimulus or regain it, seek revenge for it, or to manage the 

stress by using illicit drugs (Agnew, 1992).  

 Strain as a Presentation of Negative Stimuli 

Agnew also suggests that noxious or negative stimuli (such as, for example, parental 

abuse) may trigger deviance as the person attempts to a) escape or avoid it; b) terminate or 

alleviate such stimuli; c) seek revenge against the source of the negative stimuli; or d) take 

illicit drugs to manage its effect. 

 Although Agnew lists these three sources of strain as analytically distinct, he 

acknowledges the possibility of their overlap in practice. For example, one negative situation 

may signify both blockage of valued goals and presentation of negative stimuli. He also notes 

that strain may create a predisposition for deviance, especially when individuals are 

chronically exposed to unpleasant situations. In this case, individuals exhaust their coping 
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resources, develop hostile attitudes toward the source of animosity, and become more 

susceptible toward aversive situations. However, strain may serve as a situational event, 

triggering actual deviant acts. 

Strain Contingencies  

Agnew specifies four contingencies that define the effect of strain on human 

behavior, contending that negative events may be more or less influential depending on their 

1) magnitude (gap between goals and reality, amount of positive stimuli lost, or amount of 

harm inflicted), 2) recency, 3) duration, and 4) clusteredness in time. 

Coping with Strain 

Individuals under strain may cope with it in deviant or nondeviant ways. Adapting to 

strain may include cognitive, emotional, or behavioral coping, which can be used separately 

or together. Cognitive strategies for coping with adversity include minimizing its importance, 

simply ignoring it, or making an attempt to maximize positive outcomes while minimizing 

negative outcomes. In the first case, the individual may argue that a particular stimulus or 

goal, such as welfare or prestige is of no value to him or her. In the second, similar to 

Merton’s adaptations of retreatism and ritualism, lowered or distorted standards for 

evaluation of outcomes may be used, where value of goals is de-emphasized or the threshold 

for negative effects is raised.  In addition to these two ways of cognitive coping, persons may 

agree that they are responsible for adversity, which makes a strain “deserved.” 

 Behavioral adaptations, on the other hand, presume maximizing positive and 

minimizing negative outcomes, such as actively pursuing valued goals, retrieving or 

protecting positive stimuli, and escaping negative stimuli. This may be done in conventional 

or deviant manner. For instance, a student who feels that his chances of getting a better grade 
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are jeopardized may study even harder than before or resort to cheating on the exam. Agnew 

notes that sometimes adversity is blamed on others, which may trigger vengeful behavior 

(Agnew, 1992). Finally, strain effects may be resolved emotionally using relaxation 

techniques or drugs. However, the theory posits that this adaptation is likely only when the 

first two fail.  

As seen from the theory, it is unclear why some individuals choose deviant, whereas 

others choose nondeviant methods of dealing with strain. As a remedy to this ambiguity, 

Agnew proposes several constraints to nondelinquent and delinquent coping, including: a) 

the person’s initial goals/values/identities—importance of threatened goals and values to 

individual, b) individual coping resources—a variety of individual traits such as self-esteem, 

intelligence, interpersonal or problem-solving skills that affect individual’s sensitivity to 

strain and ability to engage in strain coping, and c) conventional social support. Furthermore, 

some other constraints to delinquent coping include: 1) costs and benefits of engaging in a 

criminal act; 2) individual’s social bonds; 3) presence of “illegitimate means” or opportunity 

to engage in deviant behavior; 4) macro-level or environmental factors that may determine 

the importance of particular goals and values, provide or deprive individuals of social 

support, or make personal strains public, reminding individuals of their failures and making it 

difficult to engage in cognitive coping. Some of these constraints may be overcome by anger. 

For example, according to Agnew, “anger impedes noncriminal coping, reduces the actual or 

perceived costs of crime, and creates a sense of power or control and a desire for revenge or 

retribution—all of this may lead individuals to view crime in a more favorable light” 

(Agnew, 2001, p. 355). 
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Finally, Agnew notes that deviant or nondeviant outcomes may be a product of 

personal disposition for deviance, encompassing the factors of: personal temper, whether or 

not delinquency was reinforced in the past, individual beliefs, and attributions of causes of 

adversity. The theory also purports that association with delinquent peers may affect past 

reinforcement of deviant behavior and adversity attributions.  

In a recent revision of general strain theory, Agnew (2001) draws a line between 

objective strain as an event or circumstance disliked by most people and subjective strain—a 

situation disliked by a particular individual. The propensity to perceive certain events as 

averse is argued to be contingent upon personal goals, values, coping resources, and 

concomitant life circumstances such as additional strains that make a person more susceptible 

to the new ones.  The revised theory also purports that those strains that influence perceptions 

of the cost of criminal coping, ability to cope in a noncriminal manner, and/or disposition 

toward criminal coping are more likely to result in crime than others. No examples of such 

strains are provided, however. 

Furthermore, some kinds of strain may be more potent than others. In addition to the 

earlier contingencies of the effects of strain on individual behavior, Agnew proposes that the 

kinds of strain particularly conducive to crime include those situations perceived as unjust, 

high in magnitude, associated with low social control or increased pressure to engage in 

delinquent behavior. Strain experience becomes more frustrating when the victim believes 

that the harm inflicted by unpleasant situation or event was intentional. Perceived magnitude 

of strain is another factor conditioning the effect of strain, contingent upon the degree of 

strain inflicted (in money equivalent or otherwise), its frequency, recency, centrality 

(threatening the core values and identities of the person), and expected duration into the 
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future. Social control is yet another condition that may engender strain. High social control 

may be the cause of deviance, for instance, in case of excessive parental supervision of 

adolescents, whereas weak bonds, associated with erratic parenting or homelessness increase 

the likelihood of criminal coping among adolescents. Yet, strong bonds can be a source of 

social support that facilitates noncriminal ways of coping with strain. Finally, the effect of 

strain on individual behavior may depend on whether it creates pressure toward misbehavior 

or rewards criminal coping. The strain types associated with exposure to delinquent models 

of behavior may reward criminal coping or pressure the strain victim into patterns of 

misbehavior.   

3.1.2  Empirical Evidence 

Many empirical studies have attempted to probe the main propositions of general 

strain theory (see Agnew 1985; Agnew and White 1992; Piquero and Sealock, 2004; Brezina 

et al, 2001 for examples of such studies) but due to data limitations, general strain theory 

today remains untested in its entirety. Practically every test omits important parts of the 

theoretical process, such as coping mechanisms (Hay, 2003; Hoffmann and Su, 1997), strain 

contingencies (e.g. Broidy 2001, Hay 2003, Capowich et al 2001), or constraints to 

delinquent or nondelinquent coping (Brezina et al 1999; Aseltine 2001; Broidy 2001).  

Perhaps for this reason, much research evidence derived from the tests provides only partial 

support for the theory, although strain has generally been shown to be associated with 

delinquent behavior (Agnew 1985; Agnew and White 1992; Aseltine 2000; Hoffmann and 

Cerbone 1999; Hoffmann and Miller 1998; Piquero and Sealock 2004, Broidy 2001; Hay 

2003).  
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Some of the earlier tests of general strain theory (Agnew, 1985; Agnew and White, 

1992) reported some support for the theory, showing that blocked goals (Agnew 1985) and 

negative situations, such as neighborhood problems, being unpopular with opposite sex, or 

occupational problems (Agnew and White, 1992) were associated with adolescent 

delinquency. Furthermore, Agnew and White (1992) demonstrated that high self-efficacy 

facilitates noncriminal coping, whereas delinquent peers enhance the chance of criminal 

coping. 

A few recent studies have investigated how anger, as a mediator of strain, influences 

behavioral outcomes. Baron (2004) probed the mediating effect of anger between deviant 

conduct and several types of strain, including strain resulting from emotional, physical, and 

sexual abuse, relative deprivation, and poverty among the homeless. While anger was found 

to be a statistically significant predictor of property and violent crime, it did not appear to 

mediate all of the strain effects. Furthermore, the study showed no indication of a 

relationship between poverty-related strains and anger.  

In a study based on longitudinal data, Aseltine et al (2000) used family and peer 

induced stresses to predict nonaggressive delinquency, such as DUI or marijuana use, and 

aggressive delinquency among high school students with anger and anxiety as mediating 

variables. They found that although strain was related to adolescent deviance in general, 

anger and anxiety mediated this relationship only for violent delinquency. Similarly, anger 

was found to be separate from strain as a predictor of delinquency in the studies by Piquero 

and Sealock (2004), Hoffmann and Cerbone (1999), and Mazerolle et al (2003) (but see 

Broidy 2001; Agnew et al 2002; Simons et al 2003). 
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Much research in general strain theory was sparked by its theoretical developments 

on gender differences in crime and neighborhood crime variations (Broidy and Agnew 1997; 

Agnew 1999). The explanation that general strain theory offers for neighborhood variation in 

crime is based on the presumption that the population in high crime rate communities is 

economically and psychologically deprived. These circumstances lead to selection and 

retention of strained persons who are frequently presented with negative situations that they 

are unable to escape. High concentration of such persons in these areas leads to “aggregated 

negative affect” (Agnew 1999), which, in combination with low coping abilities, low social 

control, high crime opportunities, and values conducive to crime, result in high crime rates. 

 Brezina and his colleagues (2001) named this development MST (Macro-level Strain 

Theory) and tested its main assumptions using a sample of high school students. They 

hypothesized that school-level differences in delinquency could be explained by aggregated 

levels of anger in student populations. While this research found a positive association 

between the overall level of student anger and interpersonal conflicts at school, it never 

addressed the sources of student anger or the variables possibly conditioning the effect of 

anger on the frequency of conflicts.  

 The application of general strain theory to the gender gap in crime rates, with men 

known to be more involved in crime than their female counterparts, focused on the gender 

differences in exposure and responses to strain (Broidy and Agnew, 1997). The authors 

posited that discrepancy in crime rates between women and men may stem from three 

conditions: 1) exposure to different types of strain; 2) differential emotional responses to 

strain by sex with males being more likely to respond with anger; 3) and greater likelihood of 

men responding to strain and anger with delinquency. Broidy and Agnew (1997) argued that 
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it is unlikely that men experience greater quantities of strain, but their strains may be 

different in quality characteristics, which leads to greater probability of deviance. Women are 

often subject to discriminatory practices and are concerned with maintaining personal bonds 

with others, whereas men are frequently involved in peer conflicts and are more concerned 

with the ideal of material success. Emotional responses to strain were also hypothesized to be 

different across gender. According to the authors, women are more likely to respond to strain 

with depression and anger turned inward, which are manifest in the feelings of guilt and 

shame. Men’s reaction to strain more often is anger, followed by moral outrage directed 

toward others. Finally, even if men’s and women’s emotional responses to strain are similar, 

the probability of delinquent response is still higher among men who are argued to have: a) 

fewer resources for nondelinquent coping, such as social support; b) fewer constraints to 

delinquent coping (weaker social bonds), and c) a greater predisposition to delinquency in 

general. Women, at the same time, employ avoidance and escape methods of dealing with 

strain more frequently than men (Broidy and Agnew 1997:288). Broidy and Agnew (1997) 

further argue that these differences in responses to strain account for male specialization in 

property and violent crime and proneness to self-destructive behavior among women.  

 Agnew and Brezina (1997) probed the importance of peer relations and their effect on 

delinquency among girls and boys. Contrary to the theory predictions, the only peer relations 

variable associated with delinquency among girls was romantic relationships with the 

opposite sex, and, rather than the expected negative association, the effect of this variable on 

female deviance was positive. The overall results suggested that the strain of peer 

relationships is more likely to be associated with male deviance. 
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  In yet another test of GST addressing gender differences in strain and responses to it, 

Piquero and Sealock (2004) found no differences in the amount of strain experienced by men 

and women, which corroborates the theory’s predictions. Females, however, reported higher 

levels of anger and depression, which, in turn, predicted interpersonal aggression. 

Furthermore, contrary to Broidy and Agnew’s (1997) argument, women reported lower 

levels of physical coping resources, whereas the presence of social resources exacerbated the 

probability of criminal behavior among men. Similar findings were reported by Hoffmann 

and Su, 1997, Mazerolle (1998), Hoffmann and Cerbone (1999), Hay, 2003 (but see Eitle, 

2002). 

Finally, almost all studies of general strain theory have been conducted in the U.S. 

The only test of general strain theory in a foreign cultural context was attempted by Bao et al 

(2004). Using a sample of school students in China, they determined that such mechanisms 

as anger, anxiety, resentment, and depression mediate the effect of interpersonal strain on 

deviant outcomes.   

 3.1.3   The Contribution of General Strain Theory to Shaming Theory 

In this dissertation I argue that some elements of general strain theory may be useful 

in elaborating shaming theory. Indeed, strain itself may serve as an important contingency in 

Braithwaite’s theory. The current section provides a brief explanation of how general strain 

theory contributes to shaming theory.  

First, general strain theory suggests a situational component for shaming theory. 

General strain theory’s main argument is that deviance results from anger caused by 

psychological strain. While both deviant and nondeviant techniques of coping with strain are 

available to individuals, the actual behavioral outcomes are contingent upon the constraints 
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and facilitating factors for criminal coping. Along with strong social bonds or the absence of 

“illegitimate means,” the calculation of costs and benefits of engaging in a criminal act may 

suppress delinquent coping. Agnew, however, contends that anger reduces perceived costs of 

misbehavior as well as instills a desire for revenge in those who are strained (Agnew, 2001, 

p.357).  

Thus, strain may affect shaming in one of two ways. First, the agents of shaming may 

target a misbehaved individual who is already strained by some other negative situation not 

inherent in shaming, such as unaccomplished life goals.  In the shaming theory context, the 

strain may impede smooth operation of a cost-benefit analysis, since anger may undermine 

an individual’s ability to calculate the long-range consequences of his/her behavior. Thus, for 

those individuals who are under strain, neither anticipated pangs of conscience nor fear of 

being shamed should be effective crime inhibitors. Furthermore, due to anger, strained 

individuals are more likely to seek retribution and revenge for the negative treatment inherent 

in disintegrative shaming and, therefore, to be attracted to criminal subcultures as potential 

providers of the opportunities for retaliation. 

 Based on these arguments, I propose adding a situational contingency to shaming 

theory. When individuals are under strain not inherent in shaming, shame may have distorted 

effects. Specifically, one would expect reintegrative shaming and participation in shaming 

others to inhibit deviance mainly among those who have less strain while disintegrative 

shaming should have more crime-generating effects among those experiencing strain and/or 

negative emotions associated with it. The reintegrative portion of this assumption is based on 

Braithwaite’s argument that being subject to reintegrative shaming as well as participation in 

shaming other transgressors leads to elevated fear of direct exposure to shaming in the future. 



 

41
   

Presumably, due to anger resulting from strain, those individuals who have been shamed and 

reintegrated or have participated in shaming others will not be deterred as much as others by 

a future possibility of being shamed for transgression. Their ability to appreciate how guilty 

they will feel after committing a crime should also be undermined. This reasoning implies 

that the temporary effect of anger will interact with heightened sensitivity to informal 

sanctions as a result of being shamed reintegratively or participating in shaming other people.  

The same logic applies to the outcome of disintegrative shaming. Whether 

disintegrative shaming leads to crime may be affected by the presence or absence of criminal 

subcultures. Such subcultures become appealing to individuals with blocked conventional 

opportunities for satisfying their needs, and they provide illegal opportunities and supportive 

context for “condemnation of the condemners.” Since those persons who are angry as a result 

of strain are more likely to seek revenge and retribution (Agnew, 2001, p. 357), they should 

naturally be more attracted to criminal subcultures because such subcultures supply 

opportunities for and, perhaps, support retaliation. Having become active participants in 

criminal subcultures, such persons are more likely to respond to peer influence, further 

increasing the chances of misbehavior.  

This argument suggests that anger produced by strain may indirectly cause active 

involvement in criminal subcultures through desire to retaliate. An alternative interpretation 

of the relationship between subcultures and strain would be that subcultures provide 

definitions favorable to retaliation, invoking more anger in individuals. Therefore, according 

to this argument, the causal order between anger and criminal subcultures could be the 

reverse. However, according to general strain theory, anger is not learned but is rather 

produced by personal strain. Thus, criminal subcultures are unlikely to produce anger in 
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individuals through supplying them with definitions conducive to retaliation.  Nonetheless, 

subcultural involvement may, indeed, lead to more deviance through learning about revenge. 

Braithwaite acknowledges this possibility when he notes that in criminal subcultures 

individuals respond to criminal peer influence (Braithwaite, 1989: p.100-101), which leads to 

more misbehavior. 

 Second, being shamed might itself be regarded as a source of strain. In the case of 

disintegrative shaming, disintegration removes positive stimuli from an individual by 

severing social bonds connecting him or her with community and by so doing blocks legal 

opportunities for goal accomplishment. The presence of criminal subcultures and anger will 

make noncriminal coping less likely. Hence, from the point of view of shaming theory and 

general strain theory, conformity is least likely when disintegrative shaming is practiced. 

It is also possible, however, that despite the reintegration that follows shaming, 

reintegrative shaming also produces strain in its subjects. Gestures of disapproval that are 

considered to be a part of shaming may be regarded as negative stimuli regardless of 

shamers’ reintegrative intentions (Scheff and Retzinger, 2000). In view of this argument, 

Braithwaite’s failure to specify a time frame for reintegration after shaming is especially 

important. For a period of time between shaming and reintegration, individuals may be 

unaware of their chances to be forgiven. Thus, those who are shamed, ultimately to be 

reintegrated, may be just as angry as those who have been shamed disintegratively, at least 

until reintegration occurs. Furthermore, since strain engenders anger and a desire for 

retaliation, both of which may promote criminal coping (Agnew, 2001), the outcome of 

reintegrative shaming may be as likely to be deviance as conformity. Of course, if people are 

interdependent, agents of shaming will probably keep providing a buffer of social support to 
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facilitate noncriminal coping. However, even if such a buffer does prevail, from the point of 

view of general strain theory, the result of reintegrative shaming remains far from definite 

and depends on additional conditions such as initial goals and identities of the individual, 

specific personality traits and so on.  

Since anger and other negative emotions are products of strain presumably leading to 

deviance (however, see Baron 2004, Piquero and Sealock 2004, , Mazerolle et al 2003, and 

Aseltine et al 2000 for contrary evidence), one may assume that all individuals who 

experience strain experience some negative emotions, usually anger, although not all of them 

choose to cope with it in a nondeviant manner (Agnew 1992). This argument has been 

supported by the results of the tests by Broidy 2001, Agnew et al 2002, Simons et al 2003 

that tested and found direct effect of strain on individual misbehavior. 

Reasoning from general strain theory to shaming suggests that the causal mechanisms 

of shaming theory are in need of elaboration and may be challenged on many points. And if 

taking strain notions into account actually increases the predictive power of shaming, that 

would indicate the value of elaboration by using strain elements to more clearly specify the 

effects of shaming. 

3.2   Deterrence Theory 

3.2.1  Theoretical Assumptions   

The idea that human behavior can be constrained by fear of bad consequences lies at 

the heart of the deterrence argument. The notion of deterrence, first spelled out in Beccaria’s 

essay On Crimes and Punishments, is grounded in utilitarian theory, which assumes that 

individual behavior results from calculation of costs and benefits where prospective benefits 

prevail over costs. Advocates of deterrence, however, seem to emphasize costs rather than 
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rewards of rule-breaking behavior, arguing that an individual contemplating a misdeed will 

refrain from it proportional to its painful consequences (Zimring and Hawkins, 1973). 

Although the costs of misbehavior may potentially consist of the natural consequences of 

certain acts, such as getting sick from certain kinds of drugs, most studies associate the 

undesirable effect of misbehavior with societal sanctions as reflections of social disapproval 

(Andenaes, 1974; Tittle and Paternoster, 2000, p. 516).Typically, deterrence is conceived of 

as “the omission of an act as a response to the perceived risk and fear of punishment for 

contrary behavior” (Gibbs, 1975, p. 117). The theory further assumes that the decision to 

misbehave or conform is determined by three components: certainty, severity, and celerity of 

anticipated punishment. In other words, in order for a sanction to deter it should be: a) likely 

to be applied to rule-breakers; b) severe enough to become costly; c) follow misbehavior 

closely in time.  

Types of Deterrent Effect 
 

The count of misdeeds not committed as a result of associated punishment is referred 

to as a net deterrent effect, which can be absolute or marginal. A deterrent effect will be 

absolute when the behavioral outcome in response to existing punishment is complete 

inhibition in the presence of this sanction or a sanction threat. Alternatively, reductions or 

increases in behavior in response to sanction or sanction threats are identified as a marginal 

effect (Zimring and Hawkins, pp. 75-76). Furthermore, individuals contemplating a misdeed 

do not necessarily have to be subjected to punishment in order to be deterred.  Traditionally, 

in the literature on crime and deviance, deterrent effects are also divided into specific when 

experienced punishment forces the offender to refrain from future criminal activities, and 

general when the mere threat of punishment for misbehavior prevents deviance in 
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community members (Andenaes, 1974). A sanction effect may be general when the 

punishment becomes public knowledge; it may be specific for the person being sanctioned; 

and a sanction may have no deterrent effect at all if it fails to prevent future misbehavior in 

the offender and those aware of the applied punishment (Tittle and Paternoster, 2000, p. 517).  

            An alternative point of view on general and specific deterrence brings in the notion of 

direct and indirect experiences with punishment (Stafford and Warr 1993). Stafford and Warr 

(1993) contend that whether or not the person has been legally apprehended for a misdeed 

cannot be a basis for the division of deterrent effects into general and specific. Aside from 

the individuals who never committed any crime (indirectly experiencing punishment through 

others) or those who were caught and legally apprehended for their misbehavior (in direct 

association with sanctions), some persons commit criminal acts but remain uncaught and 

thus, unpunished. These people have direct experience with punishment, although it has not 

been applied to them. Alternatively, observing their behavior and its consequences, others 

indirectly experience punishment avoidance. Both direct and indirect experiences with 

punishment as well as punishment avoidance should affect the perceived dimensions of 

punishment, including certainty and severity (Stafford and Warr, 1993). 

According to Stafford and Warr, general deterrence, then, is associated with the 

deterrent effect of indirect experience with legal punishment and punishment avoidance, 

whereas specific deterrence applies to direct experience with legal punishment and 

punishment avoidance (p.127).  

Objective vs. Subjective Characteristics of Punishment: Perceptual Studies of 

Deterrence 

Some research has measured aspects of sanctions as objectively present, focusing on 

the relationship between sanction levels or policy effects and crime rates (examples: 
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Sampson and Cohen, 1988; Blumstein, Cohen, and Nagin 1978; Fisher and Nagin, 1978; 

McDowell, Loftin, and Wiersema, 1992; also see Nagin, 1998 for literature review). But 

many scholars recognize that deterrent effects of sanctions are contingent upon their 

perceived characteristics (Gibbs, 1975, Tittle, 1980) that may or may not be closely tied to 

objective attributes of actual punishment (Waldo and Chiricos, 1972). Some misperceptions 

can be explained by lack of information, inadequate processing of information, or the 

tendency to discount the magnitude of punishment due to self-imagined personal 

characteristics such as being extremely lucky or skillful (Tittle and Paternoster, 2000, p. 512)  

 

Sources of Punishment: Formal vs. Informal Sanctions 

Traditionally, sources of punishment identified in the literature fall into formal or 

informal categories. While formal societal response is planned and reflected in law, informal 

sanctions are usually unplanned and allow for significant variation (Tittle and Paternoster 

(2000, p. 516).  Much research in the literature on deterrence assesses the effect of formal 

punishment on misbehavior (see for example Wilson and Boland, 1978; Sampson and Cohen, 

1988; Decker and Kohlfeld, 1985). In constrast to legal sanctions, however, many thinkers 

contend that informal sanctions are just as influential or, in fact, may be more influential in 

deterring offenders (Zimring and Hawkins, 1973, pp. 173-175; Tittle, 1980, pp. 320-321; 

Tittle and Paternoster, 2000, p. 510). Presumably, informal reactions to misbehavior 

undermine individual self-esteem, negatively affect outcomes of social interactions, and 

increase the probability of being discovered (Tittle, 1980, p. 10). 

Alternatively, formal sanctions may only inhibit criminal behavior if followed by 

informal disapproval (Gibbs, 1975, p. 85-86, Jensen, 1969; Williams and Hawkins, 1986). 
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While earlier research on deterrence did not assume the connection between formal and 

informal sanctions, Williams and Hawkins (1986) specify three types of costs that link 

together informal and formal sanctions: a) commitment costs resulting in a blockage of life 

goals; b) attachment costs manifested in loss of valued relationships; c) stigma of arrest that 

applies in cases when formal punishment instigates informal consequences. 

3.2.2  Empirical Evidence  

             The empirical evidence in support of informal punishment has been quite favorable. 

Many tests (see Jensen, 1969; Burkett and Jensen, 1975; Kraut, 1976; Anderson et al, 1977, 

Grasmick and Appleton, 1977; Grasmick and McLaughlin, 1978;Tittle, 1980; Meier et al 

1984) have demonstrated a strong association of informal sanctions with criminal behavior 

that many regard as causal. Furthermore, the research addressing the effects of informal costs 

on deviant behavior has found that perceived commitment and attachment costs are 

negatively associated with criminal behavior (Burkett and Jensen, 1975; Hirschi, 1969; 

Grasmick and Green, 1980; Bishop 1984; Williams and Hawkins, 1989; Nagin and 

Paternoster, 1991; Nagin and Pogarky, 2001; Paternoster and Simpson, 1996; but see 

Paternoster et al, 1983; Bachman et al, 1992).  Most frequently, perceptions of risk of 

informal sanction are found to be more effective than perceived formal punishment for 

misbehavior (Jensen, 1969; Burkett and Jensen 1975; Anderson et al, 1977; Grasmick and 

Appleton, 1977; Grasmick and Bursik, 1990; Nagin and Paternoster, 1994; Paternoster and 

Simpson, 1996; Nagin and Pogarsky, 2001). Some research has found, however, that the 

effects of formal punishment are contingent upon the perceived risk of informal sanctions 

(Grasmick and Green, 1980; Tittle, 1980; Bishop, 1984). For instance, formal sanctions may 

only be effective for those persons who expect social disapproval (Tittle, 1980); or quite the 
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reverse, punishment by law may be especially prominent among those who have little fear of 

informal disapproval (Grasmick and Green, 1980). 

Although Toby (1964) suggested that moral commitment is irrelevant to perceptions of 

sanction certainty, some scholars have contested this argument (Zimring and Hawkins, 1973, 

p.120; Tittle, 1980), by proposing that strongly socialized individuals are more sensitive to 

punishment threats. Tittle (1980, p. 67-68) argues that people with strong beliefs in 

importance of rules live in a “shell of illusion” that prompts them to think rule-breaking 

behavior will instigate “terrible consequences.” Elaborating the idea of internal constraints 

toward criminal behavior, some researchers took into account the cost of feeling guilty as 

possible internal punishments (Grasmick and Bursik, 1990, Liu, 2003). Grasmick and Bursik 

(1990) found that projected feelings of guilt, which they relate to self-imposed shame, to be a 

stronger inhibitor of criminal behavior than anticipated embarrassment or formal 

apprehension by police. Liu’s findings corroborate these results.  

    Perceived Certainty of Sanction 

It is no surprise that much research has moved away from ecological studies of crime 

rates (Tittle and Rowe, 1974) to focus on the self-reported perceptions of sanction levels on 

the perceptions of sanction levels (Waldo and Chiricos, 1972; Paternoster and Simpson, 

1976; Grasmick and Bursik, 1990; Bachman et al, 1992). However, even in perceptual 

research, celerity is rarely given attention. Probability of sanction as well as its severity have 

been considered of prime importance and are frequently used in empirical testing of 

deterrence theory.  In the perceived deterrence literature practically all tests using survey data 

include perceived certainty of sanction as a predictor of criminal or deviant behavior (see, for 

example, Jensen 1969; Waldo and Chiricos 1972; Silberman 1976; Teevan 1976; Saltzman et 
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al 1982; Paternoster et al. 1983; Meier et al 1984; Nagin and Paternoster 1991; Pogarsky and 

Piquero 2003). Although the results are frequently mixed (Paternoster et al. 1983; Waldo and 

Chiricos 1972; Meier et al 1984), anticipated certainty of punishment seems to be negatively 

associated with criminal behavior more closely than severity (Klepper and Nagin 1989; 

Nagin and Paternoster, 1991; Nagin and Pogarsky, 2001).  

The most common finding in deterrence research is a persistent effect of perceived 

sanction certainty on the likelihood of misbehavior (Burkett and Jensen, 1975; Minor 1977; 

1978; Grasmick and Appleton, 1977; Tittle, 1980; Paternoster et al, 1983; Decker et al, 1993; 

Nagin and Paternoster, 1991; Horney and Marshall, 1992; Pogarsky and Piquero, 2002; 

Pogarsky and Piquero, 2003; but see Waldo and Chiricos, 1972; Saltzman et al, 1982). In the 

research literature, however, the effect of perceived certainty of formal and informal 

punishment is frequently overshadowed by (Paternoster et al, 1983; Burkett and Ward, 1993; 

Grasmick and Bursik, 1990; but see Nagin and Paternoster, 1994; Nagin and Pogarsky, 2001) 

or found to be contingent upon moral commitments (Burkett and Jensen, 1975; Bishop, 

1984). 

Finally, some scholars criticize the use of past reports of criminal involvement to 

estimate the deterrent effect of perceived certainty of punishment. Greenberg (1981) and 

others have suggested that criminal involvement may potentially affect individual risk 

perceptions.  In that case, the frequently reported negative association between perceived 

certainty of sanction and misconduct may be a product of past deviance –an “experiential 

effect” (Jensen, 1969; Saltzman et al, 1982; Minor and Harry, 1982; Paternoster et al, 1983; 

Decker et al, 1993). Results from panel studies as well as tests employing projected 

misconduct as a dependent variable have provided mixed findings, and some research 
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(Paternoster et al, 1983; Saltzman et al, 1982) has reported no evidence of an association 

between sanction certainty and misbehavior. Yet, most studies indicate a fairly consistent 

effect of perceived risk of punishment even controlling for past misbehavior (Nagin and 

Paternoster, 1991; Pogarsky and Piquero, 2003; Decker et al, 1993; Bishop, 1984). 

3.2.3   The Contribution of Deterrence Theory to Shaming Theory 

I contend that since the underlying assumptions of deterrence theory are embedded in 

the causal process of shaming, the effect of shaming is contingent upon the same conditions 

as a deterrent effect of any punishment. Therefore, the effectiveness of reintegrative shaming 

or participation in shaming others should be at least partly determined by certainty, severity, 

and celerity of perceived risk of being shamed. This assumption allows me to test associated 

propositions from shaming theory and deterrence theory. 

Recall that, according to Braithwaite (1989), individuals who directly or indirectly 

experience reintegrative shaming develop a heightened sense of immorality of deviant 

behavior and dread being shamed (p.55). Since shaming can be a deterrent for those 

contemplating a misdeed, its effectiveness is subject to perceived certainty and severity of 

this sanction, an aspect of shaming completely ignored by Braithwaite2.  It is expected that 

moral conscience alone sometimes may be sufficient to inhibit misbehavior (see Paternoster 

et al, 1983; Burkett and Ward, 1993; Grasmick and Bursik, 1990). However, shaming is a 

twofold process based on morality and deterrence, thus, most likely the effect of shaming 

will be weaker if collective disapproval is perceived as nonserious, and/or the risk of being 

shamed is considered low. 3 

                                                 
2 However, he may have implied something about certainty by his discussion of the effect of gossip. Those who 
shame others presumably become more sensitive to the chances of being shamed. 
3 Indeed, the mechanism of shaming is partly based on the notion of deterrence, thus some readers may argue 
that deterrence theory is redundant in this elaboration.  However, the perceived certainty of being shamed 
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3.3   Self-Control Theory 

 3.3.1   Theoretical Assumptions 

The idea of self-control as a personality trait first appeared in Walter Reckless’s 

(1961) containment theory. Reckless argued that environmental influences frequently push 

individuals to crime, but two kinds of containment may constrain individuals to conform. 

Societal containments are represented by normative constraints such as group cohesion, 

whereas individual containments are personal characteristics such as high self-esteem or 

frustration tolerance. Although both types of constraint are capable of preventing criminal 

behavior, inner constraints are deemed to be more effective in ensuring behavioral 

conformity. Later development of self-control arguments were made by Wilson and 

Herrnstein (1985), who contend that the results of the process of reinforcement will not be 

the same for persons with different levels of impulsivity. Individuals with low ability to 

control impulses tend to discount long-term consequences of their behavior, which makes 

learning from a punishment less efficient. 

 Self-control theory (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990) essentially furthered the concept 

of impulsivity suggested by Wilson and Herrnstein. Being perhaps the most popular theory of 

individual-level criminal behavior in the past fifteen years, self-control theory claims to be 

applicable to all crimes (defined as acts of force and fraud in pursuit of self-gratification) and 

contexts across time and space (p. 117). The authors posit high impulsivity, or low levels of 

self-control to be the ultimate key to understanding and predicting criminal behavior.  

 Criminal acts, as the authors argue, “require no special capabilities, needs, or 

motivation; they are available to everyone” (p. 88).  This statement explicitly rejects the 

                                                                                                                                                       
should be important for the effectiveness of shaming as informal sanction. Thus, omitting this determinant may 
constitute a serious disadvantage for shaming theory. My goal in this project is to correct this problem.  
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argument that criminals specialize in particular types of crimes (see Blumstein et al, 1988a; 

Blumstein et al, 1988b for an opposite opinion) implying that people committing crimes are 

versatile in the types of crimes committed (p. 91). Furthermore, self-control theory does not 

recognize differences in criminal motivation among people, assuming that people vary little 

in motivation to commit crimes, since criminal acts are inherently gratifying or pleasing.  

 Self-Control vs. Opportunity 

One of the most salient issues of the theory is the relationship between self-control 

and opportunity. Originally, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) seemed to imply that since 

opportunities for criminal activities are abundant, crimes can be committed by anyone who 

lacks behavioral restraints. Such restraints, according to the theory’s authors, are activated 

solely by self-control. Yet, at the same time, self-control theorists acknowledge that some 

crimes may be restricted by situational context (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990, p.4). Their 

later argument allowed for the separate effects of self-control and opportunity on 

deviant/criminal behavior. Many scholars, however, contend that individuals with low self-

control are likely to commit crimes only in the presence of the opportunities to do so 

(Grasmick et al, 1993).  Self-control, then, should interact with opportunity in producing 

behavioral outcomes. Since opportunity is undefined in self-control theory, different 

interpretations of this concept have been used in the research literature (see Smith, 2004 for a 

detailed review) varying from number of evenings used for recreational activities outside the 

home (Burton et al 1998; 1999) to parental supervision (LaGrange and Silverman 1999) to 

perceived opportunities to commit crimes without immediate costs (Grasmick et al, 1993). 

Despite the variety of interpretations of the meaning of opportunity, many studies have 

confirmed its interaction with self-control (Grasmick et al, 1993; Burton et al, 1999; Cochran 
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et al, 1998; LaGrange and Silverman, 1999; Longshore and Turner, 1998; but see Sellers, 

1999). And some studies have shown opportunity to be more important than self-control in 

predicting deviance (see Grasmick et al, 1993; Longshore et al, 1996).   

 Self-Control Components 

Gottfredson and Hirschi identify several distinctive characteristics of individuals with 

low self-control. Since crimes provide easy and immediate gratification of desires, low self-

control is manifest in a person’s inability to defer gratification, instead orienting toward 

short-term benefits. Due to the risky and thrilling nature of crimes, people with low self-

control are physical, adventuresome, and naturally inclined to take risks. Also, people with 

low self-control tend to be self-centered and oblivious to the problems of others, since, most 

frequently, crimes hurt the interests or health of other persons. Finally, Gottfredson and 

Hirschi argue that inability to recognize and calculate painful long-range consequences of 

deviant behavior is what connects low self-control to elevated chances of criminal behavior. 

Grasmick and associates (1993) used six components of self-control to construct a 

scale measuring the concept. The identified elements were: impulsivity, preference for 

simple tasks, self-centeredness, risk seeking, violent temper, and physicality over “cerebral 

activities” (Grasmick et al 1993, p. 13).  After performing exploratory factor analyses, 

Grasmick et al. determined that the trait was unidimensional and encompassed all six 

characteristics in their measurement scale. A study by Arneklev et al (1993), however, found 

that the components of the scale did not have equivalent effects in misbehavior, suggesting 

that self-control trait, in fact, may be multidimensional. Essentially, this contention sparked 

the debate on the dimensionality of self-control (see for example Arneklev et al, 1993;1999; 

Cochran et al, 1998; Delisi et al, 2003; Longshore et al, 1996;1998; Piquero and Rosay, 
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1998; Romero et al, 2003; Vazsonyi, 2001;2004). Some tests of self-control theory have 

suggested self-control is unidimensional (Grasmick et al, 1993; Piquero and Rosay, 1998; 

Tittle et al, 2004), whereas others have found evidence of its multidimensionality (Arneklev, 

et al, 1993; 1999; Delisi et al, 2003; Longshore et al, 1998). Furthermore, while some 

scholars have suggested that, despite its multidimensionality, self-control is still a global 

construct (Arneklev et al, 1999; Vazsonyi et al, 2001; 2004), others have argued that self-

control should not be treated as a single latent trait (Wood et al, 1993; Arneklev et al, 1993; 

Longshore et al, 1998; Delisi et al, 2003).  

The importance of this argument has both theoretical and empirical basis. As 

Arneklev and associates (1999) note, only unidimensionality of self-control would be 

consistent with the theory. Since individuals are theorized to be versatile in their crimes, a 

finding that some individuals score higher on some dimensions of self-control and not the 

others, would mean that offenders actually specialize in certain kinds of crimes, which runs 

counter to the theory’s main assumptions. However, Vazsonyi et al (2001) contest this 

argument suggesting that only multidimensionality of self-control would be consistent with 

self-control theory. According to Vazsonyi and associates, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s 

description of self-control as a number of traits that “come together” in a person serves as an 

indication of its multidimensionality, which does not preclude self-control from being a 

single latent trait in and of itself.  

      

The Development of Self-Control 

The self-control authors propose that variation in the degree of self-control stems 

from imperfect family socialization (childrearing techniques that lead to high self-control 
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necessarily include parental monitoring of a child’s behavior, recognition of misbehavior 

when it occurs, and punishment or correction of deviant acts). This way, parental supervision 

inhibits impulsive behavior, teaching the child to appreciate negative long-range 

consequences of misbehavior. 

  

3.3.2   Empirical Evidence 

 The empirical evidence in support of self-control theory has been quite favorable. The 

generality statement regarding crime types and contexts made by Gottfredson and Hirschi has 

been corroborated by multiple studies (see Pratt and Cullen, 2000 for a review). Self-control 

has been found predictive of drunk driving (Keane et al, 1993; Piquero and Tibbets, 1996), 

drug use (Sorenson and Brownsfield, 1995; Vazsonyi and Crosswhite, 2004); class cutting 

and excessive alcohol consumption (Gibbs and Giever, 1995); shoplifting (Piquero and 

Tibbets, 1996); acts of physical force and personal theft (Grasmick et al, 1993; Tittle et al, 

2004); academic dishonesty (Cochran et al, 1998; Vowell and Chen, 2004; Smith, 2004); 

courtship aggression (Sellers, 1999); a range of imprudent behaviors such as smoking, 

speeding, and gambling (Wood et al, 1993; Paternoster and Brame, 1998; Burton et al, 1999), 

and a variety of more serious criminal acts (Longshore et al, 1996; Polakowski, 1994; Evans 

et al, 1997; Wright et al, 1999; Moffitt et al, 2000). The trait of self-control also seems to 

explain misconduct for males and females (Keane et al., 1993; Burton et al., 1998; LaGrange 

and Silverman, 1999 but see Tittle et al, 2003), as well as minorities and nonminorities 

(Vazsonyi and Crosswhite, 2004). Self-control also shows persistent effects in cross-sectional 

studies (Arneklev et al, 1993; Brownfield and Sorenson, 1993; Grasmick et al, 1993) as well 
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as longitudinal surveys (Polakowski, 1994; Longshore, 1998) and experimental designs 

(Smith, 2004; White et al, 1994). 

Research using subjects from other countries has also been supportive of the causal 

relationship between self-control and criminal behavior (Keane et al., 1993; Caspi et al., 

1994; Moffitt et al, 1995; Moffitt et al, 2000; Henry et al., 1996; Hwang and Akers, 2003; 

Junger and Tremblay, 1999; LaGrange and Silverman, 1999; Marcus et al., 2002; Moffitt et 

al., 1995;  Nakhaie et al., 2000; Pulkkinen and Hamalainen, 1995; Romero et al., 2003; 

Tremblay et al., 1995; Vazsonyi,  2001, Vazsonyi et al, 2004; Wang et al, 2002; Wright et 

al.,  1999).  

Less favorable to self-control theory has been the line of research assessing the 

hegemony of self-control. Self-control has been tested against the predictors of: learning 

theory (Brownfield and Sorenson, 1993; Sorenson and Brownfield, 1995; Evans et al, 1997; 

Burton et al, 1998; Vowell and Chen, 2004) social control theory (Brownfield and Sorenson, 

1993; Polakowski, 1994; Evans et al, 1997; Junger and Tremblay, 1997; Wright et al, 1999), 

routine activities theory (Nagin and Paternoster, 1993; Forde and Kennedy, 1997), and strain 

theory (Burton et al, 1998; Vowell and Chen, 2004). Most of the tests indicate the persistent 

effect of other theoretical predictors even after self-control is taken into account, though they 

also show that self-control continues to have at least a modest independent association with 

crime or deviance. 

Despite strong evidence favorable to the theory, self-control rarely shows a strong  

association with misconduct, and the degree of association appears to be contingent upon 

other factors (see Tittle et al, 2004 for a more extensive review) such as age (Burton et al, 

1999), gender (LaGrange and Silverman, 1999; Keane et al, 1993), situational characteristics 
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(Nagin and Paternoster, 1993; Piquero and Tibbets, 1996), or mode of measurement (Keane 

et al, 1993; Muraven et al, 1998; Wright et al, 1999; Caspi et al, 1994; Grasmick et al, 1993). 

 Finally, some research has focused on the interaction between self-control and the 

deterrent effect of sanctions (Nagin and Paternoster, 1994; Nagin and Pogarsky, 2001; 

Pogarsky, 2002; Piquero and Pogarsky, 2002; Wright et al, 2004). Self-control theory would 

suggest high deterrent effect of sanctions for people with high self-control and little influence 

of sanctions on those with low self-control. That is because those with low self-control lack 

the ability to take long range consequences into account. The evidence from these studies is 

mixed. Nagin and Paternoster (1994) found that, for larceny and sexual assault, the deterrent 

effect of informal sanctions was greater for persons with high levels of self-control. No 

interaction between informal sanctions and level of self-control, in predicting drunk driving, 

was observed. Similar studies on drunk driving (Nagin and Pogarky, 2001; Pogarsky, 2002) 

reported no findings for the interaction between impulsivity or short-term orientation and 

sanction certainty and severity. Finally, Piquero and Pogarsky (2002) and Wright et al (2004) 

reached a conclusion contrary to the assumptions of self-control theory: perceived certainty 

and severity of sanctions were most effective for people with low self-control. These results 

then indicate that persons with low self-control are more, not less deterred by threat of 

sanctions.  

3.3.3   The Potential Contribution of Self-Control Theory to Shaming Theory 

Although self-control theory often speaks of people “with” or “without” self-control, 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) acknowledge that the ability to exercise self-control is a 

matter of degree (p. 115). Since there are no identified thresholds for high or low levels of 
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self-control, behavioral outcomes are not predetermined. Thus, even those people with 

substantial self-control may nonetheless turn to deviant activities.  

The recent argument that distinguishes between the ability to exercise self-control and 

the desire to exercise it (Tittle et al, 2004) provides another theoretical rationale for expecting 

that persons with high self-control may potentially engage in crime. Tittle and associates 

suggest that, although some people who are unable to control their impulses when they want 

to resist deviant temptations may exist, not all individuals with high self-control are always 

interested in resisting their temptations. Tittle et al argue that a desire to control one’s actions 

is distinct from the capacity for self-regulation and is based on “having strong linkages to the 

immediate social world” (Tittle et al, 2004, p. 151). Such linkages may be recognized by 

many theories (such as self-theories, social learning, or rational choice) and may include 

aspirations for preserving law-abiding images of self, anticipated pangs of conscience, or fear 

of getting caught. Furthermore, Tittle and associates (2004) note that some individuals may 

develop patterns of exercising self-control in different situations, with the desire to exercise 

self-control varying by context. This notion is juxtaposed with the ability to exercise self-

control that is deemed to be inherent and stable (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990).  

Whether self-control ability, for whatever reason, occasionally simply fails in people 

who have it in abundance or because the ability to exercise self-control alone is not always 

enough to prevent misbehavior, one can expect that deviance is possible even in persons with 

stronger self-control. By bringing in the contentions supplied by self-control theory, I 

elaborate the causal process of shaming. Specifically, self-control helps identify the types of 

individuals for whom shaming should or should not be effective.  
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As I have already indicated, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) contend that people can 

be differentiated by higher or lower levels of self-control. In the face of criminal 

opportunities (for self-gratifying fraud or force), those whose level of self-control is high are 

able to control their deviant impulses and are less likely to engage in criminal activities. 

Under the same circumstances, those persons whose self-control is weak defer to their 

desires. The major difference between those at the extreme ends of the self-control 

continuum is in the ability of those with strong self-control to take into consideration long-

range negative consequences of misbehavior. Essentially, then, people with low self-control 

cannot be deterred, since they cannot resist deviant temptations.  

This contention, in conjunction with fear of shaming as a deterrent, implies 

differential effect of shaming on individuals. Those with high self-control, then, should be 

more receptive to reintegrative shaming than persons with low self-control, due to their 

ability to be effectively deterred or, in other words, anticipate the consequences of their 

actions (but see Wright et al (2004) for findings that challenge this assumption). 

Self-control theory argues that not only are persons with low self-control 

shortsighted, but also they are self-centered and egoistic. Such people can hardly be morally 

educated and they may tend to discount or to be unable to experience feelings of guilt or 

pangs of conscience following a transgression. Thus, even if shamed, persons with low self-

control are less likely to develop moral inhibitions toward criminal activities.  

Finally, shaming theory argues that the condition of interdependency is an important 

determinant in shaming outcomes. Supposedly, those persons who are well-integrated into 

social networks and who feel respected and loved by the members of their social group will 

be especially grateful for being restored in the eyes of others or will feel especially frustrated 
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if shamed disintegratively. Since persons with low self-control are shortsighted and 

impulsive, they are less likely to keep stable relationships with people, and thus, are less 

likely to be interdependent.  Therefore, reintegrative shaming will likely be more effective 

for persons with high self-control and less influential for people with low self-control. 

 Overall, persons with low self-control may potentially engage in crime, and if so, they 

may become subjects of reintegrative shaming or participate in shaming others. Based on the 

presented links between individual level of self-control and shaming, I conclude that 

reintegrative shaming has a more salient effect on those individuals whose self-control is 

high. Such persons are more likely to be interdependent, have a developed morality, and fear 

shaming as a sanction. Alternatively, persons with low self-control should be less 

interdependent, have underdeveloped morality, and remain undeterred by shaming or 

anticipation of being shamed.  

 Some might argue that reintegrative shaming is more likely to occur for those with 

high self-control since individuals with high self-control are more likely to be engaged in 

interdependent relationships with potential shamers. The distinction would be then in levels 

of reintegrative shaming rather than the difference in its effects on those with high or low 

self-control. However, while shaming theory says that interdependency increases the chances 

for successful reintegration, its argument does not imply that shaming might be applied 

differently or to be more or less reintegrative depending on cohesiveness of the relationship 

between a transgressor and shaming agents.  

 Finally, the interaction between self-control and disintegrative shaming may be 

subject to discussion. One view of the problem is that the effect of disintegrative shaming 

could be contingent upon a person’s level of self-control. When shamed disintegratively, 
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those who have strong self-control may not easily succumb to deviant impulses despite 

broken social bonds. Such individuals should be less likely to commit further crimes and join 

criminal subcultures. Furthermore, being subject of disintegrative shaming increases the 

likelihood of misbehavior for persons with low self-control. Severed bonds and negative 

labeling associated with disintegrative shaming in the absence of strong self-control ability 

should push them toward further deviance and criminal subculture involvement.  

However, this argument may be viewed as inconsistent with basic premises of self-control 

theory. One the one hand, since persons with low self-control are unable to sustain long-term 

relationships, it is unlikely that severed bonds associated with disintegrative shaming would 

significantly impact their behavior. One the other hand, according to Braithwaite, the 

consequences of disintegrative shaming should be powerful enough to provoke misconduct 

in any person regardless of his/her ability to control deviant impulses. In sum, disintegrative 

shaming is unlikely to have differential effect on people with high and low self-control. 
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Chapter 4 

Research Hypotheses 

In the original formulation of shaming theory Braithwaite acknowledged that 

reintegrative shaming occasionally fails, in which case, legal sanctions would need to be 

applied (Braithwaite, 1989, p.73). This assumption as well as a thorough analysis of shaming 

theory indicates a need for a more complex understanding of the way shaming affects 

individual behavior. Ahmed et al’s (2001) revision of shaming theory was a step toward this 

goal. In this set of studies, these researchers used exploratory research to confirm their 

theoretical hypotheses regarding the conditions under which shaming worked. The tactic of 

my research, however, is to draw on other theories as resources for such contingencies. In 

this study I propose some additional conditions for the shaming process, drawing on the 

variables from self-control, strain, and deterrence theories. While Braithwaite contends that 

shaming practices can build moral conscience and serve as a deterrent, their efficiency may 

be contingent upon some individual characteristics, situational constraints, or social 

processes occurring simultaneously with shaming or prior to being shamed. The contentions 

of deterrence, general strain theory and self-control theory have the potential to specify the 

conditions under which shaming theory works. By specifying more contingencies for the 

theory not considered by Ahmed et al., I enhance its comprehensiveness and precision (Tittle, 

1995). 

 The research hypotheses for the current study of the shaming theory are discussed in 

this chapter. I also summarize the logic of expecting the variables of the three theories to 

conditions the effects of shaming. 
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4.1   Research Hypotheses and Rationale 

Original Theory Hypotheses 

H1:  Having been shamed reintegratively predicts lower involvement in criminal activity in 
the future. 

 
H2:  Participation in shaming others decreases the chances of criminal involvement by an 
        individual. 

 
H3:  Having been shamed disintegratively predicts greater involvement in criminal activities 
in the future. 

 

H4:  The effect of reintegrative shaming or participation in shaming others on criminal 
involvement will be mediated by person’s moral inhibitions as well as fear of being 
shamed in the future. 

 
In accord with the theory’s predictions, reintegrative shaming or participation in 

shaming others should inhibit crime whereas disintegrative shaming should facilitate criminal 

involvement. 

However, since the theory argues that reintegrative shaming and participation in 

shaming others work by building moral conscience and enhancing a fear of disapproval, both 

of these processes should be positively associated with past reintegrative shaming or 

participation in shaming and negatively associated with deviance. Disintegrative shaming, in 

turn, should de-sensitize individuals to informal sanctions, undermining feelings of guilt and 

fear of losing respect of others. Thus, it is expected that disintegrative shaming will be 

negatively associated with these two variables. Moreover, projected feelings of guilt and fear 

of social disapproval should mediate the effect of reintegrative shaming on misbehavior.  

H5:   The positive effect of disintegrative shaming and the negative effect of reintegrative 
shaming/participation in shaming others should be stronger for interdependent 
individuals. 

 
Braithwaite contends that interdependency enhances the effects of reintegrative and 

disintegrative shaming on individual behavior. Therefore, I expect the effects of reintegrative 
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shaming and disintegrative shaming to be magnified for interdependent persons. The threat 

of severed social bonds will be especially painful for interdependent individuals if they are 

shamed disintegratively. On the other hand, for people whose level of interdependency is 

high, the joy of being reinstated in the interdependent social group will be especially 

overwhelming. 

Conditional Hypotheses Derived from Theories of Deviant/Criminal Behavior 

Shaming Theory in Conjunction with General Strain Theory 

An important issue to be addressed in the theory of reintegrative shaming relates to 

the extent to which shaming interacts with situational inducements. Gilligan’s (2003) 

contention that guilt feelings may sometimes be neutralized by pain hints that variation in 

individual susceptibility to shaming in different situations is possible. Agnew’s General 

Strain Theory (Agnew, 1992) may clarify the way shaming is conditioned by stressful 

situations in which transgressors find themselves. Though shaming may be a source of strain, 

there are other strains not inherent in the cause of shaming. Two hypotheses were derived 

from the predictions of shaming theory in conjunction with general strain theory. 

H6: The effects of reintegrative shaming/participation in shaming will be less effective in 
producing conformity for people under strain and more effective for those who are not 
experiencing strain. 

  
General strain theory purports that individuals get motivation for commission of 

crimes from the three types of “negative state situations” namely: blockage of valuable goals, 

presentation with negative stimuli, and removal of positive stimuli. The mechanism that 

translates these situations into misbehavior is guided by the strain individuals experience in 

each of them. Strain, as Agnew argues, evokes anger or related negative emotions that, in 

turn, impede noncriminal coping increasing the likelihood that a wrongful act will be 
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committed. Among other constraints for noncriminal coping presented by anger, is the 

reduced ability to perceive costs of crime (Agnew, 2001, p. 355), which should lead to 

inadequately weighed ratio of costs and benefits, as well as a desire for revenge. 

While this study focuses on anger as a conditioning factor, general strain theory 

seems to imply that anger and other negative emotions are inherent in strain. Furthermore, 

along with others, Agnew uses strain as a proxy for anger in his tests of general strain theory 

(Broidy, 2001; Agnew et al, 2002). Thereby, other researchers seem to have been given a 

tacit permission to use the direct measure of strain rather than anger in assessing the effects 

of anger on individual conduct. 

 Recalling the intervening mechanism that translates shaming into behavioral 

outcomes, it is important to note that the decision to offend or to conform is partly contingent 

upon individual’s fear of being shamed in the future. In other words, conforming behavior is 

partly a result of greater weight placed on the social consequences of shaming rather than the 

benefits of misbehavior. Since angry (and thereby, strained) individuals are less likely to be 

rational and are more likely to underestimate the seriousness of shaming as a sanction, the 

effectiveness of reintegrative shaming as a social sanction is undermined. In fact, the 

mechanism linking shaming to human conduct becomes unidimensional with a heavy 

emphasis on the morality component of societal shaming practices. Should inner morality fail 

due to the individual’s inability to feel guilt, no external deterrent will be present to prevent 

misbehavior.  

 H7:  Disintegrative shaming will interact with psychological strain not inherent in 
shaming in such a way that the positive effect of disintegrative shaming will be especially 
strong for those who are under strain. 
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Being under strain may potentially aggravate the effect of disintegrative shaming on 

individual conduct. The contention of shaming theory is that individuals who are shamed 

disintegratively face blocked legitimate opportunities and become likely to misbehave in the 

presence of criminal subcultures. If so, those persons who are angry and thus seek retaliation 

(Agnew, 2001) should be more likely to seek subcultures that potentially may provide them 

with opportunities for revenge. 

Shaming Theory in Conjunction with Self-Control Theory 

H8:   Reintegrative shaming/shaming others will be more likely to result in crime among 
persons with lower levels of self-control and it will be more likely to produce 
conformity among persons with higher levels of self-control. 

 
 The argument of self-control theory is that individuals differ in their propensity to 

commit crimes based on their ability to resist deviant temptations. Those persons who are 

more able to control their impulses (have higher levels of self-control) have a higher 

probability of conformity, whereas those whose level of self-control is low are more likely to 

succumb to deviant impulses (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). The theory purports that 

persons with weak self-control are different from others on several points. First, they exhibit 

certain personality traits such as self-centeredness, physicality, and liking for risk and 

adventures that distinguish them from the persons with high self-control. Second, they are 

short-sighted or, in other words, unable to appreciate long-term consequences of their 

behavior, which leads to perceived depreciation of costs of misbehavior as well as inability to 

sustain long-term relationships. In the context of shaming theory, self-control may influence 

three conditions: interdependency, morality, and ability to be deterred by the threat of future 

punishment. These concepts are associated with the causal mechanism of shaming and are 

argued to be crucial in producing conformity.  
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Recall that Braithwaite argues that reintegrative shaming exercises its influence on 

individuals through moralizing and deterring them by the threat of being subjected to 

shaming. Furthermore, these effects should be more salient for individuals who are strongly 

integrated into social networks or interdependent. Looking at these contentions through the 

prism of self-control theory, one may find that persons with weak self-control cannot 

appreciate long-range consequences of their conduct and thus, cannot be efficiently deterred 

by the threat of being shamed for misdeeds. By the same token, individuals with low self-

control are unlikely to be interdependent, since their impulsiveness and inability to take into 

account the costs of misbehavior renders them incapable of sustaining long-term 

relationships needed for interdependency. In other words, individuals lacking the capacity to 

resist deviant temptations are likely to act impulsively without stopping to think how their 

actions might affect others. Finally, since persons with low self-control are short-sighted, 

self-centered, and insensitive to human suffering, they should be less concerned with 

immorality of their behavior as something that hurts interests of others. Furthermore, such 

persons will be less likely to anticipate pangs of conscience as a result of misbehavior.  As a 

result, only persons with high levels of self-control can be deterred by the threat of being 

shamed, develop internal inhibitions toward crime, or be interdependent. 

Drawing on these contentions, reintegrative shaming should be most effective among 

persons with high ability to control their impulses and least effective for those with low self-

control. The other side of shaming that has not been discussed yet is disintegrative shaming. 

 I argue that: 

H9:   The effect of disintegrative shaming on individual conduct will not contingent upon 
personal level of self-control. 
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In accord with Braithwaite’s predictions, persons who have been shamed 

disintegratively lose their bonds with their community or larger social groups, face blockage 

of legal opportunities and if criminal subcultures are present likely misbehave. The 

implication of the theory is that severing of social bonds makes people feel betrayed and 

instigates this process.  Since, according to self-control theory, persons with low self-control 

are unable to sustain long-term relationships, disintegrative shaming should have no 

differential effect on people with low self-control. At the same time, the impact of 

disintegrative shaming seems powerful enough to provoke secondary deviance in persons 

with higher self-control levels.  Therefore, the outcome of disintegrative shaming is unlikely 

to have differential impact on persons with low and high levels of self-control, since the 

ability to control deviance impulses will neither improve nor worsen the situation of those 

who have been shamed disintegratively. 

Shaming Theory in Conjunction with Deterrence Theory 

H10:  Perceived certainty of being shamed will interact with reintegrative shaming in such a 
way that the effect of reintegrative shaming will be stronger for people who perceive the risk 
of being shamed as high. 
 
H11:  Perceived certainty of being shamed not have any effect on the relationship between 
disintegrative shaming and projected misbehavior. 
 
 

Since part of shaming effectiveness is in its deterrent effect on individuals, the same 

contingencies as for any deterrent effect should apply to the effect of shaming on 

misbehavior. Thus, the perceived conditions of certainty, severity, and celerity of shaming 

will condition its effectiveness in inhibiting rule-breaking behavior.  

While the issue of severity of shaming is unacknowledged in Braithwaite’s theory, 

Braithwaite seems to imply that shaming experience is severe enough a punishment to be an 



 

69
   

efficient deterrent, since fear of shaming is assumed to be a sufficient means of reinforcing 

conformity if morality fails (Braithwaite, 1989, p. 73). However, the body of literature on 

deterrence indicates that perceived certainty of punishment is important for sanctions to 

deter. In application to reintegrative shaming as a sanction, the certainty proposition in 

deterrence doctrine proposes that those individuals who are afraid of being shamed and who 

perceive the certainty of being shamed for misbehavior as high are more likely to refrain 

from deviance, whereas low perceived risk of encountering shaming as a result of a 

transgression should be associated with higher rates of misconduct. Alternatively, those 

people who have been shamed disintegratively have little to lose due to the stigma of shame 

and broken bonds with their social networks. Such people, therefore, are unlikely to be 

concerned about the possibility of being shamed in the future. Thus the certainty of being 

shamed should have no effect on behavior of those who have been shamed disintegratively. 

Additional Contingencies  

H12:   The effect of reintegrative shaming/participating in shaming should interact with the 
source of shaming, so that family shaming will more effective than shaming beyond 
the family circle. 
 
Reintegrative shaming theory is primarily concerned with an almost idealized image 

of communitarian society where the majority of members are interdependent, committed to 

conventional order and ready to shame and forgive those who breach the peace. Most 

societies, however, seem to be far removed from this ideal, since their members are often less 

interdependent and supportive of shaming as a way of producing conformity. Furthermore, as 

Braithwaite notes, the effectiveness of shaming is highly dependent on the offender’s respect 

for the shamer (Ahmed et al, 2001).  
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Based on the predictions drawn from shaming theory, even in noncommunitarian 

societies, shaming might be effective in the family, whose members are much more likely to 

be interdependent and more likely to preserve the relationship of respect between the 

transgressor and the agent of shaming4. It is also possible that relationships among family 

members are always more respectful and loving than outside the family circle, or perhaps 

family interdependency is of special kind that cannot be substituted in the community or 

larger group. In accord with this assumption, most shaming done outside the family should 

be less effective in preventing criminal involvement than is shaming in the family. 

H13: The effect of reintegrative shaming should interact with a feeling of remorse in such a 
way that reintegrative shaming will have a stronger inhibiting effect on those 
individuals who feel remorse when shamed. 

 
 

Braithwaite (1989) argues that the effectiveness of shaming is partly due to enhanced 

moral feelings, including feelings of guilt or remorse, as a result of being shamed. In the first 

part of the chapter, drawing on the arguments by Scheff and Retzinger (2000) and Gilligan 

(2003), I argued that some persons may not experience guilt when being shamed due to the 

underdeveloped capacity to feel culpable for misbehavior. Since the idea of variability in 

people’s capacity to feel guilt presumes that shaming may not work the same way for 

everyone, it is logical to conclude that individuals vary in their susceptibility to shaming. 

Perhaps those people who feel remorseful when shamed are more subject to 

moralizing with concerning the inappropriateness of deviant acts. If this is true, reintegrative 

shaming will be less successful in inhibiting deviance when it fails to evoke remorse in a 

transgressor, although, perhaps, its effect will not be washed out completely.  

                                                 
4 It is important to recognize that the relationships of family members may be interdependent or conflicting. 
However, in his theory, Braithwaite builds his argument upon the ultimate effectiveness of reintegrative 
shaming as conducted in family circle. Thus the author of the theory seems to perceive family relations as 
intimately interdependent at all times (but see Lu et al, 2002 for findings refuting this argument). 
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Some might contend that the effect of disintegrative shaming on individual behavior 

should be mediated by a feeling of remorse. If, according to Braithwaite, the effectiveness of 

reintegrative shaming is its ability to invoke guilty feelings in the shamed, then disintegrative 

shaming, as the kind that does not moralize, should not have this potential. Therefore, there is 

a reason to expect that an individual subjected to disintegrative shaming will not experience 

guilty feelings or remorse. However, the empirical test of this hypothesis would not be 

theoretically warranted, since, according to shaming theory, there is no guilt or remorse 

component in feelings of shame resulting from disintegrative shaming.  
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Chapter 5 

Data and Research Methodology 

In this chapter, I discuss how I test the original predictions of Braithwaite’s (1989) 

shaming theory and how I probe the efficiency of shaming in prevention of misbehavior 

under the contingencies I have specified.  

 

5.1   Data Description 

Although Braithwaite (1989) seems to favor qualitative ethnographic research over 

surveys, he acknowledges surveys as useful tools for testing individual-level effects of 

shaming on human behavior (pp.118-121). 

 The data in this study were collected in the summer of 2002 in a moderate sized 

Russian city (Nizhni Novgorod) of 1.3 million people. The questionnaire was originally 

written in English but later translated into Russian by the lead author. Then another Russian-

speaking person was asked to translate it back into English. The new English version was 

compared to the original in order to eliminate possible discrepancies in meaning. It was then 

pretested with Russian-speaking graduate students living in the US.   

Initially the study was planned as a series of face-to-face interviews with at least 200 

household respondents selected through random procedures. However, that summer Nizhni 

Novgorod was electing a mayor. People’s mailboxes were inundated with questionnaires and 

their apartment buildings were flooded with interviewers inquiring about the political 

preferences of voters. Those activities produced strong resistance among potential household 

respondents. After a few days of unsuccessful home visits to prospective respondents, I had 
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to resort to other means of collecting data. I turned to interviewing people in the streets, 

cafes, and shopping malls.  

The final dataset includes 224 respondents, ranging in age from 13 to 86, with a mean 

age of 30 compared with a total population average of 36 revealed by the Russian Census. 

Although the actual proportion of women in the population of Nizhni Novgorod is 56%5, 

70% of respondents are females. This sample imbalance is probably because women are 

more likely to be present in shopping areas and because women appeared to be more 

compliant with requests for an interview. No measure of race was included in the 

questionnaire since Russian society is racially homogeneous with about 97% of the city 

population in Nizhni Novgorod simply being Russian (Goskomstat, 2002). 

 

5.2   Data Issues 

 The gender composition of the sample may have introduced bias into the results of 

this study. Braithwaite (1989) argues that women are more receptive to reintegrative shaming 

due to greater interdependency (pp.92-93), so the disproportionate representation of women 

in the sample may have reduced variation in answers. In addition, females are known to be 

less prone to deviance/crime (Nagel and Hagan, 1983; Smith and Visher, 1980; 

Steffensmeier et al, 1989), therefore, the strength of the effect of shaming on misbehavior 

may be somewhat attenuated. Another potential caveat associated with the sample is that it is 

a bit younger than the population of Nizhni Novgorod, whose average age is 36 years old 

(Goskomstat, 2002). Since my sample is mainly of adults, clearly it is much younger than the 

average.  According to Braithwaite, young people (especially those between the ages of 15 

and 25) are less likely to be interdependent than middle-age persons. This is because younger 
                                                 
5 Effective 2002, source: Goskomstat (Russian Census Bureau) 
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individuals’ bonds with parents gradually weaken in the absence of new ties such as families 

of their own or steady jobs (Braithwaite, 1989, p. 90). Furthermore, younger people are more 

likely to do deviance in any case, so the potential gender and age biases should cancel each 

other. Indeed, validation analyses that I have conducted inspire confidence in the usability of 

these data. Despite potential limitations in variation of the major theoretical variables to be 

examined, the data exhibit substantial variation in all theoretically important variables, 

including interdependency (see Table 7.2.1). Approximately 46% of all respondents reported 

having been reintegratively shamed, 53% reported having strong interdependent 

relationships, and about 10% of all respondents indicated that they had been subjected to 

gossip.  Significant variation was also observed for the dependent variables. About 26% 

reported willingness to use violence if they face a temptation to do so, approximately 10% 

projected that they could take something that did not belong to them worth $50 or more, 

nearly 8% would be willing to use illegal drugs, and approximately 15% committed petty 

theft, having taken something that did not belong to them worth $5 or less.  

  The quality of the data used in this study may also be questioned on the grounds of 

their nonrandomness. However, I believe that these data are appropriate for the purposes of 

my research for several reasons. First, they seem to behave similarly to Western data based 

on nearly random samples. For instance, just as in most other surveys (see Hoffmann and Su, 

1997, Mazerolle 1998, Hoffmann and Cerbone 1999, Hay, 2003) females exhibit lower rates 

of misconduct than males (approximately 45% of females projected some involvement in 

criminal activities, and 60% of males reported willingness to engage in criminal misconduct). 

Also, as in many other studies, the data show a strong relationship between having delinquent 

peers and misbehavior (Akers, 2000; Warr, 2002). Finally, socioeconomic status here, as in 
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most of the surveys, does not seem to be significantly associated with deviant conduct (Tittle 

and Villemez, 1977; Tittle and Meier, 1990, Wright et al, 1999).  

 Second, only two deviations from usually expected patterns were found; and both of 

these irregularities can be reasonably explained. First, 26% Russians projected higher than 

usual probability of using violence and about 48% reported prior engagement in violent 

activities. Second, about 33% of all respondents reported no knowledge of their peers 

engaged in any criminal activities. Pridemore and Shkolnikov’s studies (2002; 2004) address 

the first concern by emphasizing high rates of violence in Russian society that often seem to 

be associated with high rates of alcohol consumption. The second finding may be explained 

by the unwillingness of Russian people, “inherited” from the Soviet regime, to interfere with 

other people’s lives. The history of collective meetings where offenders were publicly 

shamed taught most of them to “mind their own business” or run the risk to be “put on the 

spot.” So, it is likely that a large proportion actually did not know about the misdeeds of their 

acquaintances. 

Finally, a large number of samples used in modern research do not seem to be random 

with respect to the entire population to which a given theory might apply, and they may not 

be representative. For instance, many studies base their findings on the samples of students of 

particular schools (Aseltine et al, 2000, Brezina et al, 2001; Hay, 2001) or convicted 

offenders in a given facility (Zhang et al, 1995), which certainly do not seem to be random 

with respect to other students or convicted offenders or to the population whose 

criminal/deviant behavior the tested theories might explain. In this study I do not attempt to 

describe the Russian population or generalize to it. However, since the data seem to satisfy 

the criteria of variability of its main indicators and behave similarly to Western data, it 
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should be satisfactory for the purposes of testing shaming theory. 

 Also, while these data are not without deficiencies, which I have noted above, they 

come from a unique socio-cultural setting that has never been used for testing any known 

theories of criminal behavior.  

 

 5.3   Testing Shaming Theory in the Russian Context 

 Since Braithwaite does not limit the effectiveness of shaming to particular socio-

cultural settings, one can assume that the theory’s proposed mechanism of informal control 

should have general implications. As for any other theory, the generality of the causal 

mechanism of shaming needs to be assessed through multiple tests (Braithwaite, 1989, 

pp.122-123), preferably, in different cultural contexts. So far shaming theory has been tested 

in the context of Western (Makkai and Braithwaite, 1994; Ahmed et al, 2001; Hay, 2001; 

Tittle et al, 2003) or Asian (Lu et al, 2002; Zhang and Zhang, 2004) cultures. The study of 

shaming theory in a nonwestern setting would be the next necessary step in assessing the 

generality of the theory’s predictions.  

The history of stringent formal and informal social control in the USSR as well as 

recent changes in Russian political and economic life make Russia an especially intriguing 

locale for testing shaming theory. The context of post-Soviet Russia seems particularly 

interesting due to a radical shift in its political and economic course with the collapse of the 

USSR. This social change has been associated with drastic changes in the moral values of its 

residents. Reorganizations in economic and political structure resulted in a sharp class 

division in Russian society, where once popular collectivistic proclivities gave way to 

individualism and financial advancement as the most desirable accomplishments in human 
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life. Furthermore, many people, who live in a society where organized and predatory crime 

rates are on the rise, face everyday challenges of balancing the primacy of financial success 

with the standards of honesty and humane relations that are also undergoing dramatic 

transformations. The standards of today’s informal relationships that, from the point of view 

of many insiders, have recently become more distant and brittle than before, are in direct 

conflict with an ideal of close and tight-knit communal living. This sudden clash of two 

different cultures of conduct and communication accompanied by the recent growth in crime 

rates makes Russia an especially intriguing study object for reintegrative shaming theory as a 

theory of informal social control.  

Moreover, according to Russian Public Opinion Fund, 68% of Russians think the 

current arrangements in the country leave no choice but to break laws, and only 6% believe 

that conformity is a result of belief in the rightness of law. In these conditions, the reliance of 

Russians on informal means of social control should be even greater (Fond Obeschestvennoe 

Mnenie, 2002).  

Indeed, the described trends in the life of Russians seem to indicate decreasing 

cohesiveness of Russian society. Nevertheless, while communitarianism is assumed to be a 

crucial element in ensuring conformity, Braithwaite’s theory seems to imply that, even in 

societies where the level of societal cohesion is low, shaming is still capable of exercising its 

effect on interdependent individuals. In this survey, most respondents reported having at least 

some degree of interdependency.  

Finally, if the Russian context is appropriate for testing shaming theory, Nizhni 

Novgorod would probably be one of the best cities to do it. Situated on the intersection of 

Volga and Oka rivers, for many centuries Nizhni Novgorod was considered not only a 



 

78
   

commercial, but also cultural center of Russia. Yet, having preserved the true “spirit of 

Russianness” the Nizhni Novgorod region has been one of the first cities in the country to 

undergo major political and economic reforms. Shaped by the new trends in the country, this 

third largest Russian city leans more toward its historic and cultural heritage, which makes it 

probably more cohesive than its famous “competitors” including Moscow and St. Petersburg. 

Thus, Nizhni Novgorod residents may be more likely to practice and be receptive to shaming 

than residents of other Russian cities. 

 

5.4   Variable Description 

 Dependent Variables 
 

In the early formulation of shaming theory, Braithwaite (1989) contended that the 

theory can explain predatory crimes, which, he argued, are violations of law that prohibits 

one from preying on others (pp. 13). However, he uses such descriptions as “transgression” 

or “wrongdoing” when describing the acts that can provoke shaming. In his own research, 

Braithwaite uses shaming to predict noncompliance with standards for healthcare and well-

being maintained by nursing homes (Makkai and Braithwaite, 1994). These institutional 

transgressions clearly do not fit the definition of predatory crimes that can be predicted by 

shaming practices. Furthermore, in the test of shaming theory by Ahmed et al (2001), one of 

the dependent variables was drunk driving, which hardly qualifies as a predatory crime. 

Since Braithwaite seems to give tacit permission to use various kinds of misbehavior in tests 

of shaming theory, I proceeded with selection of the crimes that seemed applicable to the 

Russian context: force, fraud, and drug abuse. Four dependent variables were included in the 

study. The respondents were asked about the likelihood they would commit each of the 
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following acts if they had a strong desire to do it: “hit somebody on purpose,” “take 

something that does not belong to you worth $100 (translated into Russian rubles, of course) 

or more,” “use illegal drugs,” and “take something that does not belong to you worth $5 or 

less.” There were 5 answer options, which ranged from “very likely” to “not likely at all” 

coded such that higher scores would indicate greater likelihood of misbehavior.  

Since the responses were skewed, they were converted into 3-response continua. The 

coding  is 3 for those who reported projected intentions or past misbehavior to happen at least 

sometimes, 2—for those who answered “rarely,” and 1-for those who answered “never.” 

Two alternative methods for decreasing skewness and kurtosis are used. First, log 

transformations are performed for the dependent variables in their full distribution and the 

results of the analyses are compared to those with nonlogged variables. Second, I  

dichotomize the four dependent variables for each type of misbehavior and use binary 

logistic regression. 

Despite the uncertainty around the issue of crime types that shaming theory most 

likely can explain, there is still a chance that shaming experiences predict predatory crimes 

better than any other types of misbehavior. Therefore, I include one more dependent 

variable—a combination of the three types of predatory misbehavior (large and small theft 

and violence) in a general scale using factor analysis (with factor score coefficients 

multiplied by z-scores). This step allows me to trace the effects of shaming variables on 

predatory crime in general. This scale has an alpha reliability of 0.79, mean of 0 and standard 

deviation of 1 with a range of scores from -1.12 to 2.35.  Since drug crimes may not be 

considered predatory, I will compare the results of analysis for predatory crimes used 

separately and combined with the findings for drug abuse.  
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There are two potential concerns related to these dependent variables. First, as any 

other self- reports, these projections may be subject to exaggeration or withholding 

information, memory loss, or telescoping (Hser et al, 1992; O’Malley et al, 1983). Much 

research confirms, however, that self-reports are reasonably accurate assessments of criminal 

behavior (examples:Hindelang et al, 1981; Akers et al, 1983; Petersilia, 1978). 

 Second, I use projected reports of misbehavior rather than reports of past deviance as 

my dependent variables. While validity of reports of projected misbehavior may be 

questioned, the findings of many research studies demonstrate a reasonable relationship 

between declared intentions and actual behavioral outcomes (see for example Murray and 

Erickson, 1987; Green 1989; Pogarsky, 2004). Furthermore, in the past twenty years, 

projected probability of future deviance has become a popular measure of potential offending 

(Grasmick and Bursik, 1990; Loewenstein et al, 1987; Piquero and Paternoster, 1998; Hay, 

2001; Mazerolle et al, 2003; Tittle et al, 2003; Higgins and Ricketts, 2004). In fact using 

projected deviant behavior rather than past reports is regarded by many as especially 

advantageous in cross-sectional studies. First, the use of projected misbehavior rather than 

reports of past deviance allows me to more correctly align the variables temporally. That is, 

shaming experiences, development of moral conscience, and the fear of shaming presumably 

inhibit deviance and should occur prior to misconduct. The use of past deviance as a 

dependent variable might result in a confusion of this temporal order.  Second, as Tittle et al. 

(2003) note, reports of probabilities of future misbehavior are less likely to legally implicate 

respondents, and the scales produced by projections of misbehavior are often more reliable 

(p. 599).  

Independent Variables 
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 According to shaming theory, experience with shaming can decrease or increase the 

likelihood that the person will misbehave. The inhibitory effect is theorized to be achieved 

through participation in shaming or being shamed and reintegrated, whereas being 

stigmatically shamed is supposedly associated with an increase in criminal involvement. 

Participation in Shaming 

 Shaming theory posits gossip as an important mechanism of informal social control 

and a part of the shaming process (pp.76-80). Braithwaite notes that, although gossip is often 

associated with conflict, it actually promotes reintegration because it helps people avoid open 

criticism. Gossiping “behind the offender’s back” not only helps produce conformity once 

the transgressor begins sensing collective disapproval, but also reveals the dreadful 

consequences of transgression to those involved in gossip about misbehavior.  

 The survey question asked about the likelihood that one would personally talk about 

the person who committed each of the four deviant acts listed above. Three response 

categories fell in between “very likely” and “not at all likely.” Braithwaite, however, 

contends that gossip should include a large curriculum of crimes in order to decrease the 

likelihood of personal engagement in a crime not covered by it. Therefore, using a general 

measure of participation in gossip is warranted. Since all four variables load on one factor, 

factor scores coefficients were multiplied by z-scores and summed. This factor- based 

composite scale has an alpha reliability of 0.85, a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 and 

a range of scores from –1.98 to 1.67. 

 
Being Reintegratively Shamed  
 
 Reintegrative shaming is the core predictor of nondeviant behavior in shaming theory. 

Braithwaite seems to imply that reintegrative shaming is a two-fold process, where the 
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person is first subjected to shaming and restored later (Braithwaite, 1989, p.100-101). While 

the time gap between being shamed and reintegrated is unclear, Braithwaite seems to imply 

that these are separate processes that cannot occur simultaneously (but see Ahmed et al, 2001 

for an alternative interpretation). I use two variables as a measure of reintegrative shaming. 

In this survey, the respondents were asked “how often in the past have you been punished or 

shamed for a misdeed and later been accepted without it being held against you” with 5 

response options from “quite often” to “never.” This variable seems appropriate since it 

refers to shaming that is followed by reintegration. The second variable taps on projected 

reintegrative shaming for each offense asking the respondents to estimate their chances of 

being punished or shamed and later accepted without others holding the prior misbehavior 

against them. The responses ranged from “very likely” (5) to “not at all likely” (1). The 

underlying assumption here was that respondents would draw on their own experiences with 

shaming (either direct or indirect) when estimating their chances to be shamed and later 

accepted by the members of their social groups. These variables were combined in additive 

scales in order to produce offense-specific measures of reintegrative shaming (see Table 5.1 

for descriptive statistics). 

 I have also combined these offense-specific variables in a general factor-based scale, 

where factor score coefficients are multiplied by z-scores and summed. The scale had a 

reliability of 0.95, a mean of 0,a standard deviation of 1, and a range of -2.16 to 2.62 . 

 

 Being Disintegratively Shamed 

 While the notion of disintegrative shaming is a vague concept in Braithwaite’s theory, 

its original statement seemed to imply that disintegrative shaming is really any shaming 
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where restorative attempts necessary for it to become reintegrative either failed or were not 

made. Braithwaite also seems to imply that gossip plays an important role in shaming and 

can promote both conflict and reintegration (p. 73). 

In this study, respondents were asked if they have ever been suspected of misconduct 

and had people talk about them, where the responses ranged from “quite a lot” to “never” 

Unlike the measures of reintegrative shaming, this question did not indicate that shaming had 

been or would be succeeded by forgiveness. Therefore, this measure might be indicative of 

disintegrative shaming that seems to imply practicing shaming in the absence of reintegrative 

attempts.  

   Using gossip as a measure of disintegrative shaming that produces misbehavior as 

well as a shaming process that is supposed to inhibit deviance might lead to confusion. 

However, Braithwaite never explicitly acknowledges that in order to be successfully 

constrained from misbehavior, individuals should necessarily participate in reintegrative 

shaming. Furthermore, he recognizes that gossip may be used disintegratively or 

reintegratively. Thus, in the absence of attempts to reintegrate a person, gossip may become 

disintegrative.  

The scale was again collapsed; the answer “never” was coded as 1, “rarely”-as 2, and 

“sometimes” or more frequently-as 3, and, as an alternative, a log transformation of this 

variable was used. This variable has a mean of 1.84 and a standard deviation of 0.58. 

 

Mediating Variables 

 Since shaming, according to Braithwaite, exercises its effect on misbehavior 

through inner moral conscience and external fear of shaming, these two predictors are 
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mediating variables in a relationship between shaming and deviance. In this study, I use 

projected feelings of guilt as a proxy for pangs of moral conscience and fear of losing other’s 

respect as a proxy for the fear of being subjected to shaming. Both of the variables ask 

respondents to think about the hypothetical consequences of their misbehavior. Braithwaite 

notes that having been reintegratively shamed or participation in shaming helps builds moral 

conscience and deters a person from misbehaving (Braithwaite, 1989, p.100-101). 

Supposedly, then, reintegrative shaming exercises its influence on individual behavior 

through imagined fear of shaming and pangs of conscience. An individual directly or 

indirectly exposed to shaming might entertain the idea of misbehaving in the future but 

imagining being shamed or feeling guilt following a transgression should be enough to 

inhibit deviance. Should the theory hold some truth, controlling for the hypothesized feelings 

of guilt and pangs of conscience following a transgression should eliminate or significantly 

reduce the relationship between shaming others or having been shamed reintegratively and 

deviance.  

Projected Guilt 
 
       Braithwaite argued that shaming precedes and facilitates the development of moral 

conscience, which, in turn, affects the likelihood of future misbehavior. The survey question 

was stated as “I would feel guilty if I committed (each of the four crimes) with 5 response 

options ranging from “strongly agree” to “totally disagree.” In order to minimize skewness, 

this scale was converted into a 4-point response continua with responses ranging from 1 

(disagree), 2(neither agree, nor disagree), 3(agree), and 4(strongly agree). As an alternative, a 

log transformation of the variable was used. Also, a general scale comprising the three types 

of predatory crimes discussed above has been used (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.79). The scale is a 
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composite of factor score coefficients multiplied by z-scores and summed; it has a mean of 0, 

a standard deviation of 1, and a range of. –2.70 to 0.87. 

Projected Fear of Losing Respect of Others 

Fear of losing respect is measured as “People whose opinion I value would lose 

respect for me if I committed (each of the four acts of deviance)” The responses also ranged 

in 5 categories from “strongly agree” to “totally disagree.” The scale was again converted 

into a 3-point scale with responses ranging from 1 (disagree), 2(neither agree, nor disagree), 

3(agree), and an alternative log transformation was used. In addition, I have created a general 

scale for three types predatory crimes: violence, large theft, and small theft. The final scale 

has a reliability of 0.80, a mean of 0, a standard deviation of 1, and a range of scores of -

1.45-1.10. It is a composite of factor score coefficients multiplied by z-scores and summed.  

Conditional Variables 

Interdependency 

 Shaming theory argues that persons who are strongly involved in social networks that 

provide means to person’s valuable ends (p. 100) are more susceptible to reintegrative and 

disintegrative shaming.  In the survey, the indicator of interdependency was “How strongly 

connected do you feel to other people” with response options from “very strongly connected” 

to “not connected at all” (with 5 being the highest level of interdependency and 1 being the 

lowest).  

 

Since there is no evidence of skewness, the variable is used in its original 5-point 

continuum. The interdependency variable has a mean of 3.56 and a standard deviation of 

0.95. 
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Remorse 

 Those respondents who reported having committed a transgression (41% of the 

sample) were asked, “When you committed (one of the four behaviors) did you feel remorse? 

How frequently would you say it happened?” The responses are provided in several 

categories ranging from (5) “very often” to (1)“never.”  This variable has a mean of 2.76 and 

a standard deviation of 1.31. 

Source of Remorse 

 Those respondents who answered positively to the previous question on the frequency 

of remorse they felt were asked who provoked that feeling in them. The response options 

were: 1) spouse or partner, 2)family member, 3) friend, 4)colleague, 5) neighbor, 6)church 

member, 7)police, 8)yourself, 9)somebody else, 10)don’t know. The rationale for using this 

variable is to compare the results of shaming within and outside the family circle. Therefore, 

this variable was converted into a dichotomy, where 1 was assigned to “family member,” 

“spouse or partner,” and 0-to all other sources of shaming except “yourself.” The rationale 

for excluding the category “yourself” here is that this source of shaming is internal, rather 

than external. The theoretical question that needs to be answered here is whether family is the 

most effective external source of shaming. As such, the option “yourself” most likely refers 

to inner morality rather than the effectiveness of external agents of shaming. The variable has 

a mean of 0.64 and a standard deviation of 0.48. 

Self-Control 

In this study I use two measures of self-control, a cognitive-based and a behavioral-

based scale. The cognitive-based scale uses 23 items developed by Grasmick and associates 

(1993). This set of 23 items has been widely used in many tests of self-control theory 
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(examples: Arneklev et al, 1999; Cochran et al, 1998; Vazsonyi et al, 2001). While some 

scholars disagree that the six characteristics included in the scale should be considered as a 

unidimensional trait (Arneklev, 1993; Longshore et al, 1996; 1998; Wood et al, 1993), others 

believe that the cognitive-based scale is indeed unidimensional (Grasmick et al, 1993; 

Piquero and Rosay, 1998; Tittle et al, 2004). Most findings of unidimensionality of self-

control have been based on the principal components analysis, where the decision on 

unidimensionality was based on a large break between the eigenvalues for the first and 

subsequent factors.  Some studies, however, have employed structural equation modeling in 

order to assess the dimensionality of self-control (Delisi et al, 2003). In this study I assume 

that self-control is a unidimensional trait and employ the technique used in Grasmick et al. 

(1993) study. Following the procedures of Grasmick et al study, the 23 items of the self-

control scale were factor analyzed. While the 23 items produce more than one factor with 

eigenvalues greater than 1 (see Table A.11), there is a large drop in eigenvalues between the 

first and the second factors (the differences between the first and subsequent factors are 1.51, 

0.69, 0.33…). Hence, it was concluded that a one-factor solution would be appropriate. 

Unlike Grasmick and associates, I use five instead of four response categories. All 23 items 

were thus combined in one scale (with reliability of 0.79, a mean of 0, a standard deviation of 

1, and the range of -3.83 to 2.58) where factor score coefficients were multiplied by z-scores 

and summed. 

 Another way of measuring self-control is based on behavioral manifestations of self-

control, rather than on attitudes and perceptions. However, such indicators have been widely 

criticized for tautology stemming from associating deviance with acts deemed to be 

themselves criminal (defined as acts of force and fraud committed in the pursuit of self-
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interest (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990, pp.4, 14). Nevertheless, despite the popular use of 

the Grasmick et al., method of self-control measurement, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1993) still 

favor behavioral measures of self-control over cognitive indicators. In this study, the 

behavioral measure of self-control is based on 11 questions that should reflect self-control 

but at the same time minimize potential tautology. The acts included were: 1) using tobacco 

products, 2) drinking more than two or three alcoholic beverages over the span of a week, 3) 

forgetting to take medication when sick, 4) taking extra precautions to avoid getting a cold or 

some other minor ailment (reverse coded), 5) eating pretty much what they felt like without 

concern for how it might affect health, 6) jaywalking, 7) having been involved in accidents, 

(8) making debts that later were difficult to repay, 9) “blacking out” while drinking, 10) 

saving money for a “rainy day” (reverse coded), and 11) engaging in risky sexual encounters.  

Originally, 5 responses for the behavioral scale ranged from “very often” to “never” 

with higher scores indicative of high self-control. The response categories were dichotomized 

in such a way that those who responded with “very often” to sometimes” were assigned the 

score of 1, whereas the rest were given a 0.  These dichotomous items were then summed to 

create a “variety” index reflecting the total number of deviant activities out of the 11 that the 

respondent had engaged in. The decision to use a variety index was based on Gottfredson and 

Hirschi’s contention that criminal propensity is best measured by a variety of problem 

behaviors characterizing the same person. The two variables where consent meant higher 

self-control (taking extra precautions to avoid catching cold and saving money for a bad day) 

were coded in a reverse direction. The final variety index has an alpha reliability of 0.81, a 

range of 2 to 11, mean of 8.04, and a standard deviation of 1.71. 
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Strain 

 While anger and other negative emotions are products of strain presumably leading to 

deviance, I use only direct measures of strain. Because Agnew names three sources of strain 

(blockage of valued goals, presentation of negative stimuli, removal of positive stimuli) 

capable of producing misbehavior, three strain indicators were included in the survey. The 

first question measuring removal of positive stimuli asked, “how often are you in danger of 

losing things you value?” Negative stimuli were measured as “how often do you meet 

unpleasant people or deal with unpleasant situations?” Both of these indicators had a 5-point 

range of responses from “very often” to “never.” Finally, the respondents were asked “would 

you say you have achieved your life goals?” with response options ranging from “most” to 

“none,” with high scores associated with greater goal blockage. It is possible that those 

individuals who are chronically exposed to strain are more predisposed to misbehavior 

(Agnew, 1992). In this case, exposure to various types of aversive situations generates a 

cumulative effect of strain. However, potentially, the three kinds of negative relationships 

identified in general strain theory might have differential explanatory power for individual 

behavioral outcomes. In this study I will model the effects of strain separately for each of the 

strain measures as well as for a composite strain scale, for which a variety index was created. 

The variety index was created by first coding all responses from “always” to “sometimes”  as 

1, with others being assigned a 0 value. The three items were then summed. The composite 

strain measure has an alpha reliability of 0.24, a mean of 1.5, a standard deviation of 0.91, 

and a range of 0 to 3. 

Perceived Certainty of Punishment  

 Finally, for the last of the mediating variables, the statement “I would get caught if I 
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(committed each of the four acts) was used as a proxy for perceived risk of being shamed. 

The response categories were “strongly agree,” “agree somewhat,” “neither agree, nor 

disagree,” “disagree,” and “strongly disagree,” with greatest perceived risk coded as 5 and 

the lowest coded as 1. In addition, three measures of risk perceptions associated with three 

predatory crimes formed a single factor and were combined in a general factor-based scale 

with an alpha reliability of 0.82. The scale (with a mean of 0, a standard deviation of 1, and a 

range -1.27-1.55) was produced by multiplying the factor score coefficients for each variable 

by the standardized values of the variable obtained for that case. 

 Control Variables 

Three control variables are included in all equations : age, sex, and socioeconomic 

status. The age was measured as the year a respondent was born. Sex was a dichotomous 

variable, where “1” was assigned to females and “2” was assigned to males.  

While I also control for social class, the assessment of social class was done by the 

respondents, who were asked to place themselves into any of the five class categories ranging 

from upper (5) to lower class (1). Since so many people’s incomes depend on informal 

sources, most Russian researchers admit that the actual social class breakdown in Russia is 

unknown, whereas the measures based on income are pointless. Under these circumstances, 

the self-judged measure of social class used in these data seems more appropriate than 

breaking respondents’ income down in groups. 

It is not uncommon in the literature to include past misbehavior as a control variable 

in order to reduce a possible bias associated with a large number of persons who are 

especially prone to crime (Piquero and Tibbetts, 1996; Moffitt, 1993). In this study, however, 

controlling for past deviance may seem especially necessary due to a presence of a reciprocal 
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causal relationship between past deviance and shaming. Since shaming is a response to 

misbehavior, one would reasonably expect measures of shaming to be, in part, measures of 

past misconduct. Thus the effects of reintegrative shaming can be viewed partly as the effects 

of past deviance unless past reports of misbehavior are controlled.  

I decided to conduct the analysis with and without past misbehavior as a control 

variable and examine the results in terms of statistical significance and directionality of the 

effects of self-control and shaming on projected misbehavior. The survey question asked how 

often in the past five years the respondent committed each of the four deviant acts, with 5 

answer options ranging from “very often” to “never.” Due to distribution skewness, continua 

were converted from 5 to 3 points, with 3 for the highest and 1 for the lowest frequency of 

each type of misconduct. A composite scale was created for three predatory crime variables 

(with a reliability of 0.68, a mean of 0, a standard deviation of 1, and a range of -0.82 to 4.03) 

by multiplying the factor score coefficients for each variable by the standardized values of 

the variable obtained for that case. 
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Table 5.1             Descriptive Statistics for Variables in the Analysis 
      

 
Dependent Variables: 

 
Range 

 
Mean 

 
Standard 
Deviation 

 
Valid 
Cases 

Projected  Deviance (Factor-Base Predatory Crime 
Scale) -1.12-2.35 0.00 1.00 2246 

 
Projected Violence 

 
1-3 

 
1.87 

 
.81 

 
205 

 
Projected Large Theft 

 
1-3 

 
1.54 

 
.68 

 
203 

 
Projected Drug Use 

 
1-3 

 
1.34 

 
.63 

 
204 

 
Projected Minor Theft 

 
1-3 

 
1.60 

 
.73 

 
203 

 
Independent Variables: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Participation in Gossip -1.98-1.67 0.00 1.00 224 

Reintegrative Shame, General (Factor-Based 
S l )

-2.16-2.62 0.00 1.00 224 
 

Reintegrative Shame, Violence (z-score scale) -3.36-3.51 0.03
 

1.56 200
 

Reintegrative Shame, Large Theft(z-score scale) -2.85-3.90 0.02
 

1.55 198
 

Reintegrative Shame, Drugs (z-score scale) -2.82-3.61 0.00
 

1.54 201
 

Reintegrative Shame, Small Theft(z-score scale) -3.36-3.50 0.04
 

1.57 198
 

Disintegrative Shame 
 

1-3 
 

1.84 
 

0.58 
 

222 
 

Conditional Variables: 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Interdependency 

 
1-5 3.56  

0.95 
 

214 
 

Mediating Variables 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Guilt (General), Composite Scale -2.70-0.87 0.00 1.00 224 
 

Guilt, Violence 
 

1-4 
 

3.23 
 

1.05 
 

216 
 

Guilt, Large Theft 
 

1-4 
 

3.38 
 

0.93 
 

216 
 

Guilt, Drugs 
 

1-4 
 

3.14 
 

1.12 
 

214 
 

Guilt, Small Theft 
 

1-4 
 

3.16 
 

1.04 
 

215 

Fear of Respect Loss (General), Composite Scale -1.45-1.10 0.00 1.00 224 
 

Fear Respect Loss, Violence 
 

1-3 
 

2.06 
 

0.98 
 

207 
 

Fear Respect Loss, Large Theft 
 

1-3 2.34  
0.93 

 
207 

                                                 
6 In order to compensate for a large volume of missing values in the presence of interaction terms, a mean substitution of 
missing values was performed for factor scales. A comparison of the models with variables with and without mean-
substituted missing values revealed no significant differences in results. Fewer missing values (every model would have 
suffered a 10-20% case loss) as a result of the mean replacement procedure gave me more confidence, however, that 
statistical significance of the models in the presence of interaction effects was not affected by sample size.  
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Table 5.1          (Continued.)   

Fear Respect Loss, Drugs 1-3 2.46 0.96 209 
Fear Respect Loss, Small Theft 1-3 1.98 0.98 202 

Strain (Danger of Losing Valued Things) 1-5 2.72 0.64 215 
Strain (Being in Negative Situations) 1-5 2.23 0.78 213 

Strain (Goal Achievement) 1-5 3.38 0.71 221 

Strain (General, Variety Index) 
0-3 1.53 0.91 206 

Perceived Risk -1.27-1.55 0.00 1.00 224 

Perceived Risk (Violence) 1-5 2.74 1.86 183 
Perceived Risk (Large Theft) 1-5 3.04 1.86 184 
Perceived Risk (Drug Abuse) 1-5 3.03 1.87 185 
Perceived Risk (Small Theft) 1-5 2.58 1.82 182 

Self-Control Scale,  Cognitive, Factor Scores -3.83- 2.58 0.00 1.00 224 
Self-Control Scale, Behavioral, Variety Index 2.00 - 11.00 8.04 1.71 193 

Remorse 1-5 2.76 1.31 100 
Source of Shame 0-1 0.64 0.48 59 

Control Variables:     
Age 13-86 29.92 12.11 220 
Sex 1-2 1.29 0 .46 223 

Past Deviance(General), Composite Scale -0.82-4.03 0.00 1.00 224 
Past Violence 1-3 1.65 0.73 207 

Past Large Theft 1-3 1.14 0.43 207 
Past Drug Use 1-3 1.21 0.50 206 

Past Minor Theft 1-3 1.38 0.64 208 
 

 
 
5.5   Modeling Strategy 

 
OLS regression is used to assess the hypotheses of this study. The testing of 

hypothesized contingencies will be conducted with multiplicative interaction terms based on 

centered variables (Aiken and West, 1991). In order to assess indirect relationships, the 

coefficients for predictors in the models with and without the mediators are compared. 
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 Since the data are not random, tests of significance used to assess the significance of 

predictor effects on the dependent variable can be considered meaningless. Nevertheless, 

there many studies employ tests of significance for what hardly qualifies as probability data 

(examples: Broidy, 2001; Hay, 2001; Mazerolle and Piquero, 1998). For instance, Hay 

(2001) used tests of significance for a sample of students enrolled in physical education 

courses in one school. Mazerolle and Piquero (1998) examine the data for undergraduate 

students enrolled in a criminology course in one mid-Atlantic university. Taking into 

consideration the issue of employing tests of significance in a nonrandom sample, I will also 

consider the issue of directionality and overall convergence of observed predictor effects 

rather than focusing just on their statistical significance.  

Modeling 

 The theory of reintegrative shaming provides insight into the way informal social                                

control operates in producing conformity or deviance. The core elements of the theory are 

reintegrative and disintegrative shaming.  While reintegration should result in conforming 

behavior, disintegration should lead to stigmatization of an offender and secondary deviance.  

In accord with these contentions, the initial test of shaming theory should examine the causal 

mechanism of shaming.   

Chapter Six reports the results of OLS regression models investigating the 

relationship of participation in shaming and reintegrative and disintegrative shaming with 

misbehavior with and without their interaction with interdependency. In the predictive 

equations, I include age, sex, and social class as controls. In accord with the theory’s 

predictions, participation in shaming as well as having been reintegratively shamed should be 

negatively associated with all four kinds of misbehavior.  
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Alternatively, disintegrative shaming experience is expected to be positively related to all 

four dependent variables. In addition, the effects of all kinds of shaming should be magnified 

by the interaction of shaming with interdependency.  The models are estimated separately for 

each type of misbehavior as well as for a composite measure of all three predatory crimes 

(drug crimes excluded). The final models are estimated for each shaming variable and its 

interaction with interdependency. Later I compare the models with and without interaction 

effects. I use two sets of analyses—one to obtain main effects (without predictor centering), 

and another one—to examine interaction effects (with centering of predictors) (Aiken and 

West, 1991).  

After showing the results of tests of the original statements of reintegrative shaming 

theory, Chapter Seven reports results concerning contingencies for the causal process of 

shaming. I include sex, socioeconomic status and age as controls in all equations. 

Multiplicative interaction terms are used to assess the conditioning effects of self-control, 

strain, perceived risk of being caught, feeling of remorse resulting from being shamed, and 

the agent of shaming on the relationships between shaming variables and five dependent 

variables.  
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Chapter 6 

The Results of the Test of Original Shaming Theory 

 According to shaming theory, individuals who are shamed reintegratively should be 

less likely to misbehave, whereas disintegrative shaming is argued to be causally related to 

higher probability of deviation. In addition, the effects of reintegrative and disintegrative 

shaming on individual behavior are theorized to be exacerbated for interdependent 

individuals. Furthermore, since reintegrative shaming presumably educates individuals in a 

moral sense and deters them from future criminal activities, it is expected that projected 

feelings of guilt and fear of losing respect of others will mediate the relationship between 

reintegrative shaming and misbehavior.  

In this chapter, I test these hypotheses using three shaming variables (reintegrative 

shaming, participation in gossip, and disintegrative shaming) for four kinds of misbehavior: 

projected large and small theft, drug usage, and violence as well as for a combination of 

predatory crime variables (small and large theft and use of violence). Despite the vagueness 

surrounding the possibility that reintegrative shaming applies to nonpredatory crimes, some 

may argue that drug crimes should be separated into a distinct category and examined 

separately. Therefore, the general crime scale in this analysis excludes drug crimes.  

 To more thoroughly examine the relationship between shaming and misbehavior I 

introduce three interaction terms corresponding to the products of each of the three shaming 

variables and interdependency. The relationships between shaming and deviance presumed to 

be mediated by projected guilt and fear of losing respect of others are studied by comparing 

models with shaming variables regressed on deviance with and without these two mediators.  
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The findings presented in this and the next chapter are outcomes of OLS multiple 

regression modeling. While all models presented in this and the next chapter include controls 

for sex, socioeconomic status, and age, I compare the results with the models that include 

past deviance as a control variable (see Appendix). 

 Two ways of assessing robustness of findings are used. First, I performed log 

transformation for all variables with skewed distribution and compared the results with 

nonlogged variables. Second, I dichotomized four dependent variables for each type of 

misbehavior and used them in binary logistic regression models. Since all of these methods 

yielded similar patterns, the findings presented in this chapter are based on nonlogged 

variables with three-, four- and five-point scales.  

Finally, all models have been checked for possible multicollinearity issues7. 

 

6.1   Results 

 Standardized OLS regression coefficients establishing the relationship between 

shaming and misbehavior, controlling for socioeconomic status, sex, and age, are reported in 

Table 6.1. The theory posits reintegrative shaming or projected participation in gossip as 

conducive to conformity. However, in this study, the separate effects of these variables on 

five types of misbehavior are inconsistent with shaming theory’s predictions. Neither 

reintegrative shaming, nor projected gossiping is negatively associated with any of the 

dependent variables. The first two columns of Table 6.1 indicate that participation in gossip 

is not statistically related to misbehavior, whereas reintegrative shaming has a statistically 

significant and positive effect on all examined types of misbehavior except violence. Thus 

                                                 
7 Two ways of assessing multicollinearity were used: Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance levels. Any 
TOL value lower than 0.3 and VIF value greater than 3.5 were considered indicative of possible 
multicollinearity. 
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contrary to the theory, reintegrative shaming is indicated to be conducive for deviance. By 

contrast, consistent with Braithwaite’s argument, Model 3 shows that disintegrative shaming 

is positively related to misbehavior for large and small theft, use of violence, and drug abuse.  

 Next, I test Braithwaite’s contention that shaming effects should be especially salient 

for interdependent persons. Models 5, 7, 9 in Table 6.1 show no interaction between 

interdependency and shaming for violence, large theft, and small theft. However, 

interdependency seems to interact with reintegrative shaming in its effect on drug abuse. 

Surprisingly, the effect of this interaction term is positive, which indicates that the likelihood 

of drug usage for those who have been reintegratively shamed increases with 

interdependency. This finding is also the opposite of the theory’s predictions. 

 Next, I present standardized OLS coefficients bearing evidence for the hypothesis on 

mediation of shaming.  If Braithwaite’s argument is true, exposure to reintegrative shaming 

and participation in shaming others inhibit deviance by building moral conscience and 

deterring potential offenders from crime. One should expect, then, that the inclusion of two 

mediating variables reflecting morality and deterrence in the models will render shaming 

variables insignificant. The first three columns in Table 6.2 report associations of shaming 

variables with misbehavior. Models 1 through 6 in Table 6.2, in turn, track changes in effect 

of reintegrative shaming and participation in gossip on projected deviance when projected 

guilt and fear of respect loss are included separately and together.  

Although guilt and fear of respect loss are significantly and negatively associated 

with the measures of deviance, in almost all equations the effects of reintegrative shaming 

did not appear to be significantly reduced by including either or both of these presumed 

mediators. In the presence of mediating variables reintegrative shaming has no statistically 
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significant effect on projected violence. However, due to the absence of a separate effect of 

reintegrative shaming on violence in Table 6.1, no explanation is needed . The positive 

effects of reintegrative shaming for four of the five dependent variables remain strong and 

statistically significant. Thus, the positive association of reintegrative shaming with drug 

abuse and large and small theft seems to be independent of projected feelings of guilt and 

fear of losing respect of other people. Participation in gossip also does not seem to be 

affected by the presence of the mediating variables in the models (models 3-6 in Table 6.2). 

However, since participation in gossip had no statistically significant effects on projected 

misbehavior to begin with, no explanation is necessary. 

Finally, according to shaming theory, projected feelings of guilt and fear of losing 

others’ respect might help explain a positive association between disintegrative shaming and 

misbehavior (See Table 6.2). Following the logic of shaming theory, being subjected to 

disintegrative shaming should undermine a person’s morality and weaken the significance of 

being shamed in the future. Thus, it is possible that disintegrative shaming is negatively 

associated with future misconduct through projected guilt and respect loss. Models 7-9 in 

Table 6.2 report changes in the effect of disintegrative shaming in the presence of these two 

mediating variables. All but Model 9 for large theft and Model 7 for petty theft show no 

reduction in the negative association between disintegrative shaming and respective types of 

deviant behavior. In these two models the actual reductions in effects for disintegrative 

shaming are small, however (from 0.15 in Model 3 (Table 6.1) to 0.14 in Model 9 (Table 6.2) 

and from 0.15 in Model 3 (Table 6.1 ) to 0.13 in Model 7 (Table 6.2)). Such a change in 

effects does not seem to be robust and could have occurred by chance (Paternoster et al, 

1998).                 
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Table 6.1           Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming         
Variables on Various Forms of Misbehavior, Controlling Age, Sex, and 
Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence 
 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. 
Shame 

0.13   0.14 0.13     

Particip. 
in 
Shaming 

 0.03    0.01 0.01   

Disint. 
Shame 

  0.18*     0.19* 0.19* 

Interdep.    0.04 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 
Interdep.× 
Reint. 
Shame 

    0.07     

Interdep.×
Part. in 
Shaming 

      -0.05   

Interdep.× 
Disint. 
Shame 

        -0.03 

R² 0.11* 0.11* 0.13* 0.11* 0.11* 0.10* 0.10* 0.13* 0.13* 
 N 182 202 201 177 177 194 194 193 193 
  Large 
Theft 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. 
Shame 

0.13*   0.19* 0.19*     

Particip. 
in 
Shaming 

 0.03    0.03 0.03   

Disint. 
Shame 

  0.15*     0.14* 0.14* 

Interdep. 0.05   0.07 0.07 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.10 
Interdep.× 
Reint. 
Shame 

    0.08     

Interdep.×
Part. in 
Shaming 

      -0.01   

Interdep.× 
Disint. 
Shame 

        -0.07 

R² 0.07* 0.04* 0.06* 0.07* 0.07* 0.05* 0.04* 0.06* 0.06* 
 N 178 200 199 172 172 192 192 191 191 
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Table 6.1              (Continued.) 

Drug 
Abuse 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. 
Shame 

0.27*   0.26* 0.26*     

Particip. 
in 
Shaming 

 -0.001    0.01 0.01   

Disint. 
Shame 

  0.19*     0.19* 0.19* 

Interdep.    0.03 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 
Interdep.× 
Reint. 
Shame 

    0.17*     

Interdep.×
Part. in 
Shaming 

      -0.08   

Interdep.× 
Disint. 
Shame 

        -0.03 

R² 0.06* 0.00 0.03* 0.05* 0.08* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 
 N 182 201 200 176 176 193 193 193 192 
Petty 
Theft 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. 
Shame 

0.23*   0.22* 0.22*     

Particip. 
in 
Shaming 

 0.02    0.02 0.02   

Disint. 
Shame 

  0.15*     0.13 0.14 

Interdep.    0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 
Interdep.× 
Reint. 
Shame 

    0.03     

Interdep.×
Part. in 
Shaming 

      -0.02   

Interdep.× 
Disint. 
Shame 

        -0.04 

R² 0.09* 0.04* 0.06* 0.09* 0.09* 0.05* 0.04* 0.06* 0.05* 
 N 178 200 199 172 172 192 192 191 191 
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Table 6.1       (Continued.) 

General 
Deviance 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. 
Shame 

0.17*   0.16* 0.16*     

Particip. 
in 
Shaming 

 0.04    0.03 0.03   

Disint. 
Shame 

  0.19*     0.18* 0.19* 

Interdep.    0.06 0.06 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.06 
Interdep.× 
Reint. 
Shame 

    0.06     

Interdep.×
Part. in 
Shaming 

      -0.03   

Interdep.× 
Disint. 
Shame 

        -0.06 

R² 0.10* 0.07* 0.10* 0.10* 0.10* 0.07* 0.07* 0.10* 0.10* 
 N 219 219 217 210 210 210 210 208 208 

*p<0.05 

 

According to shaming theory, reintegrative shaming and participation in gossip 

should heighten projected feelings of guilt and fear of losing respect of other people, whereas 

disintegrative shaming is presumed to suppress these feelings. Table 6.3 reports associations 

between shaming variables and feelings of guilt and fear of losing respect. While 

participation in gossip significantly predicts feelings of guilt related to the use of violence 

and large theft (0.30 and 0.16, respectively), it does not appear to be associated with 

projected guilt due to using drugs or committing petty theft. There seems to be no 

relationship between the other two shaming variables and projected feelings of guilt. 

Furthermore, projected loss of respect of others due to large and small theft is positively and 

significantly associated with participation in gossip (0.14 and 0.15).However, reintegrative 

shaming predicts a decrease in the fear of losing respect of others as a result of using 

violence (-0.21) and drug abuse (-0.15), which contradicts Braithwaite’s argument. 
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Finally, I compared these results to those in models controlling for past reports of 

misbehavior.  While predictive power of reintegrative shaming seems to remain the same, the 

statistically significant effects of disintegrative shaming on violence, large theft, and general 

deviance disappear when past deviance reports are taken into account (see Models 8 and 9 in 

Table A.1 for violence, large and small theft, and general deviance). However, disintegrative 

shaming is still predicted to increase the likelihood of drug deviance (see Models 8 and 9 in 

Tables A.1 and 6.1). Table A.2 reports a pattern of results similar to findings in Table 6.2. 

The only change that I observed was no effect of disintegrative shaming on projected 

violence, large and small theft, as well as general predatory crime. However, since after 

controlling for past deviance disintegrative shaming did not seem to be statistically related to 

personal conduct, there is nothing to explain. Finally, Table A.3 presents the same models 

with past deviance as an additional control variable. The effects of reintegrative shaming and 

gossip as predictors of projected guilt and respect loss remain statistically significant. 

However, after controlling for prior misbehavior, disintegrative shaming for large theft and 

general predatory crime appears to have statistically significant and positive effects on 

projected fear of respect loss (0.15 and 0.15, respectively). 
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Table 6.2    Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming 
Variables on Misconduct in the presence of Guilt and Fear of Losing Respect, 
Controlling Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status 

 
Violence Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.14 0.12 0.15       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.08 0.03 0.07    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.20* 0.18* 0.19* 

Guilt -0.20*  -0.20* -0.19*  -0.17* -0.16*  -0.13 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.14 -0.06  -0.18* -0.11  -0.19* -0.13 

R² 0.15 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.15 0.17 
N 180 174 173 197 192 188 196 191 186 
   Large Theft Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.18* 0.19* 0.19*       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.06 0.06 0.08    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.14* 0.17* 0.14 

Guilt -0.30*  -0.28* -0.30*  -0.27* -0.28*  -0.25* 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.25* -0.14  -0.29* -0.19*  -0.30* -0.19 

R² 0.15 0.13 0.19 0.12 0.11 0.16 0.14 0.13 0.17 
N 176 168 167 195 186 185 194 189 185 
Drug Abuse Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.25* 0.27* 0.27*       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.01 0.04 0.03    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.18* 0.20* 0.18* 

Guilt -0.32*  -0.30* -0.002  -0.26* -0.30*  -0.25* 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.25* -0.13  -0.29* -0.18*  -0.29* -0.18 

R² 0.15 0.12 0.19 0.08 0.07 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.14 
N 178 173 172 194 191 188 193 191 188 
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Table 6.2            (Continued.) 
 

Petty Theft Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.21* 0.20* 0.19*       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.05 0.07 0.08    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.13 0.17* 0.15* 

Guilt -0.34*  -0.26* -0.32*  -0.23* -0.31*  -0.22* 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.40* -0.32*  -0.43* -0.36*  0.43* -0.35* 

R² 0.19 0.23 0.28 0.13 0.20 0.25 0.14 0.22 0.26 
N 174 165 164 194 185 183 193 185 183 
General 
Deviance 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.17* 0.15* 0.15*       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.09 0.08 0.11    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.17* 0.21* 0.19* 

Guilt -0.29*  -0.22* -0.31*  -0.24* -0.27*  -0.19* 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.22* -0.19*  -0.29* -0.22*  -0.30* -0.23* 

R² 0.18 0.16 0.20 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.19 0.22 
N 219 219 219 219 219 219 217 217 217 

*p<0.05 
 

 

Table 6.3      Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables                                           

                          on Guilt and Fear of Losing Respect, Controlling Age, Sex, and SES 

 

   p<0.05 

 

Guilt Violence Large Theft Drug Usage Small 
Theft 

General 
deviance 

Participation in Gossip 0.30* 0.13* 0.10 0.08 0.19* 

Reintegrative Shame 0.07 0.00 -0.04 -0.06 0.00 

Disintegrative Shame -0.05 -0.07 -0.01 -0.08 -0.08 

Loss of Respect Violence Large Theft Drug Usage Small 
Theft 

General 
Deviance 

Participation in Gossip 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.14* 0.15* 

Reintegrative Shame -0.21* -0.07 -0.07 -0.15* -0.08 

Disintegrative Shame 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.04 0.08 
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6.2  Discussion 

 
OLS regression models controlling for socioeconomic status, age, and sex show no 

statistically significant effect of participation in gossip on any of the four acts of deviance or 

predatory crimes combined in a general scale. Consistent with the theory, disintegrative 

shaming was found to have a positive effect on all types of deviant behavior included in the 

study. These results seem to reaffirm the power of stigma as an instigator of secondary 

deviance and corroborate the labeling argument by Lemert (1967), Becker (1963), 

Tannenbaum (1938) and others. 

Contrary to shaming theory’s predictions, reintegrative shame appeared to be 

positively and significantly related to all listed types of misconduct except violent behavior. 

Furthermore, the effects of these variables on misbehavior were not exacerbated for 

interdependent individuals for any of the deviant acts except drug usage. Perhaps, unlike 

other deviant behaviors, drug use requires individual involvement in interdependent 

relationships with members of deviant subculture in order to get access to drug supplies. This 

finding, however, also contradicts shaming theory’s assumptions. The negative direction of 

this effect suggests that reintegrative shaming becomes even more conducive to deviance for 

interdependent individuals.  

Furthermore, with the exception of a few cases, the results show no evidence that 

shaming variables are related to misconduct through either enhanced feelings of guilt or 

increased fear of losing respect of other people. Of all three shaming variables, only 

participation in gossip seemed to increase moral inhibitions and perceived threat of being 

subjected to shaming in the future. This hypothesis, however, seemed to be fully 
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corroborated only in case of large theft, partially borne out for large and small theft, and was 

not applicable at all to drug usage.  

In this chapter I also presented the results for the same equations controlling for past 

deviance. In sum, controlling for past deviance in the same models (Tables A.1-A.3) did not 

change the overall pattern of findings for reintegrative shaming and participation in gossip. 

However, the effects of disintegrative shaming on projected misbehavior (excluding drug 

crimes) became statistically insignificant with inclusion of past deviance in the models. Two 

explanations are possible for this finding. First, disintegrative shaming might have occurred 

earlier in time and exercised causal effects on past and future deviance. Alternatively, prior 

misbehavior could be the cause of disintegrative shaming and projected criminal 

involvement. In this case, disintegrative shaming in this study partly taps on the measure of 

past deviance, and the relationship between disintegrative shaming and projected 

misbehavior is spurious.  However, the measures of past deviance (recorded as crimes 

committed in the past five years) and disintegrative shaming (having been gossiped about at 

any point in life) used in this study prohibit assessment of a temporal order between them.  

Another difference in findings is that being subject to disintegrative shaming seems to 

increase the fear of losing respect of others in persons who have been stigmatically shamed 

for large theft and general predatory crime. It should be noted that past deviance was found 

to be negatively associated with both types of deviance. Therefore, the effects of 

disintegrative shaming were probably suppressed in models without prior misbehavior due 

disintegrative shaming absorbing the negative effect of past deviance on the fear of respect 

loss. According to Braithwaite, a person subjected to disintegrative shaming loses his or her 

ties with shamers and thus is unlikely to be deterred by the loss of their respect. Thus, 
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positive association between disintegrative shaming and projected fear of respect loss is 

inconsistent with the main argument of shaming theory.  

While the nature of association between disintegrative shaming and projected 

involvement in crime may be unclear due to unresolved causality issues, some conclusions 

regarding reintegrative shaming can be drawn. Overall, the implications of the presented 

findings for shaming theory are twofold. One is the possible need to revise the notion of 

reintegrative shaming. As Tittle et al (2003) note, since reintegrative shaming seems to 

increase likelihood of misbehavior, it is possible that shaming is an experience that is hard to 

overcome due to feelings of anger and embarrassment associated with it (Scheff and 

Retzinger, 1991). In other words, one possible explanation for these results would be that all 

shaming is inherently disintegrative.  It is also possible, however, that disintegrative and 

reintegrative shaming affect individual behavior through different mechanisms. As predicted 

by shaming theory, disintegrative shaming might exercise its effect on individual conduct 

through stigma and broken bonds. At the same time, reintegrative shaming, as pictured by 

Braithwaite, then, may be conducive to deviance precisely because it permits an offender to 

“get away” with a wrongdoing and retain the respect of the people close to him or her. 

Awareness of these consequences may decrease perceived risks of shaming and thus lower 

the person’s inhibitions toward future deviance. This possibility is supported by the finding 

that reintegrative shaming apparently decreases fear of losing respect of other people for the 

acts of violence. Furthermore, those individuals who feel strongly connected to other people 

may expect milder sanctions or faster reintegration because they presume that interconnected 

shamers cannot be “angry” with the shamed for too long. 
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Second, while reintegrative shaming may have some effect on probability of 

misconduct, only in some instances does reintegrative shaming and participation in shaming 

others seem to work through sensitizing individuals to informal sanctions through heightened 

morality and fear of being shamed.  As noted above, the mechanisms that translate shaming 

into deviance or conformity may be different for different kinds of shaming and, perhaps, for 

different crime types.   
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Chapter 7 

Test of the Contingencies for the Causal Process of Shaming 

In this dissertation I argue that the causal processes specified in shaming theory lack 

precision. The tests reported in the last chapter confirm that shaming theory, as formulated 

and later modified by Braithwaite and his associates is somewhat ineffective. One potential 

remedy to this problem is in identifying conditions under which these mechanisms implicated 

in the theory may be more effective. In this chapter I test several contingencies for the causal 

process of shaming, including those derived from self-control theory, general strain theory, 

and deterrence theory. In short, I expect the effect of reintegrative shaming on misconduct to 

be especially salient for persons with high self-control, for those who perceive their risks of 

being caught for misbehavior as high, as well as for those individuals who are least strained 

by the circumstances not inherent in shaming. Furthermore, I hypothesize that disintegrative 

shaming will be especially destructive for strained individuals. Finally, reintegrative shaming 

is presumed to be most efficient in inhibiting deviance when it successfully invokes remorse 

in the shamed and when shaming is done by a family member. Therefore, I expect 

reintegrative shaming to interact with self-control, strain, perceived risk of being caught, 

feeling of remorse resulting from being shamed, and the agent of shaming. Disintegrative 

shaming is also hypothesized to interact with individual strain. In order to test for possible 

interactions, I employ several crime-specific interaction terms. As in the previous chapter, I 

report the results with and without past deviance as a control variable. 
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7. 1   Results  

Shaming×Self-control 
 

Table 7.1 reports the effects of self-control on the relationships between shaming 

variables and various types of misconduct, including large and small theft, drug abuse, 

violence, and a general predatory crime scale. 

Tracing the effects of two competing explanations (self-control and shame) on 

misbehavior might be particularly interesting. Models 1, 3, and 5 show that the pattern of 

effects for shaming variables on individual behavior, as reported in the previous chapter, hold 

after self-control is included. Notably, in the presence of shaming variables, self-control is 

negatively associated with general predatory crime, drug crimes, and violence but not with 

major or minor theft.  

Based on the earlier arguments, I expected to find a negative interaction between self-

control and shaming in their effect on misbehavior but no interaction effect between 

disintegrative shame and self-control. However, I found that the self-control interactions 

emerge only for disintegrative shaming predicting large theft (-0.15). I conclude that 

disintegrative shaming should be especially conducive to committing a large theft for people 

with low self-control. This particular finding contradicts my earlier contention that self-

control does not interact with disintegrative shaming in predicting criminal outcomes. 

However, since this finding applies to only one of five outcomes, the general argument 

appears to hold.  
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Table 7.1           Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Individual Self-Control8, 
Controlling Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status 

 
 Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.10 0.10     
Participation in Shaming   0.04 0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.15* 0.14 
Self-Control -0.20* -0.20* -0.19* -0.19* -0.18* -0.18* 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.00     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.03   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.12 
R² 0.14* 0.14* 0.14* 0.13* 0.16* 0.17* 
N 163 163 182 182 181 181 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.21* 21*     
Participation in Shaming   0.06 0.06   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.14 0.13 
Self-Control -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.15* -0.13 -0.13 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.10     
SC×Participation in Shaming     -0.06   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.15* 
R² 0.13* 0.11* 0.06* 0.06* 0.08* 0.10* 
N 159 159 180 180 179 179 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.27* 0.27*     
Participation in Shaming   0.11 0.02   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.20* 0.19* 
Self-Control -0.15* -0.16* -0.18* -0.20* -0.17* -0.17* 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.05     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.13   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.11 
R² 0.08* 0.07* 0.02 0.03 0.06* 0.06* 
N 163 163 181 181 180 180 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.23* 0.24*     
Participation in Shaming   0.04 0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.14 0.14 
Self-Control -0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.07 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.08     
SC×Participation in Shaming     -0.01   
SC×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.02 

R² 0.10* 0.10* 0.06* 0.05* 0.07* 0.07* 
N 159 159 180 180 179 179 

 

 

 

                                                 
8 These study findings are based on a behavioral measure of self-control; a cognitive measure of self-control 
produced no statistically significant interactions with shaming.  
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Table 7.1                   (Continued.) 

General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.17* 0.17*     
Participation in Shaming   0.06 0.06   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.17* 0.16* 
Self-Control -0.15* -0.16* -0.16* -0.16* -0.14* -0.15* 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.07     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.03   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.12 
R² 0.13* 0.13* 0.10* 0.10* 0.13* 0.14* 
N 190 190 190 190 188 188 
p <0.05 

  

 

Shaming×Strain  

Next, I test for possible interaction between strain and shaming in predicting the 

likelihood of misbehavior. Models 1,3, and 5 in Table 7.2 show that the basic associations of 

shaming variables and five types of deviance already reported hold even after strain is 

included.  

The results in Model 2 (Table 7.2) suggest that in some instances the inhibitory effect 

of reintegrative shaming on deviant behavior may be undermined by other stressful events 

that an individual may face. According to these findings, strain×reintegrative shaming has  

statistically significant and negative effects on violent behavior (-0.15). Although the effect 

of strain on the relationship between reintegrative shaming and general predatory crime is 

also statistically significant (-0.14), the main effect of reintegrative shaming is strong and 

positive. Therefore, while individuals subjected to reintegrative shaming are more likely to 

commit a predatory crime, they will be less likely to do it if they are under strain. While 

strain does not seem to interact with participation in gossip, it interacts with disintegrative 

shaming for two of five measures of deviance: violence (-0.46) and drug abuse (-0.55).  
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Shaming×Perceived Risk 
 

Models 1 and 3 in Table 7.3 report the main effects of reintegrative shaming and 

participation in gossip as well as the effect of perceived risk of being caught on various types 

of misconduct. Models 2 and 4 in the same table show how these variables interact with 

perceived certainty of being caught. In this study I hypothesized that behavioral outcomes of 

reintegrative shaming and participation in shaming others would be at least partly determined 

by the perceived certainty with which an individual would be caught (and shamed) for his or 

her misdeed. However, perceived certainty of being caught interacts with reintegrative 

shaming only for large theft (-0.15). Therefore, the findings indicate that the inhibiting effect 

of positive reintegrative shaming on the likelihood of committing a large theft is weaker for 

those people who are most fearful of being exposed to informal sanctions. There is no 

evidence of perceived risk interacting with gossiping in predicting criminal outcomes.  

 Furthermore, the models 5 and 6 present the results of the same analysis for 

disintegrative shaming. Rather unexpectedly, disintegrative shaming seems to interact with 

perceived risk of being caught in case of large theft (-0.19).  Therefore, the enabling effect of 

disintegrative shaming on projected large theft is particularly salient for persons who 

perceive the certainty of being caught as low.  

Shaming×Family Shamers 
 

Table 7.4 reports evidence for the way in which reintegrative shaming/participation in 

shaming others interacts with the locale of shaming. Earlier I argued that the effectiveness of 

reintegrative shaming experiences in direct and indirect form on crime inhibition may be 

contingent upon the locale of shaming. In particular, I expected family shaming to be the 

most effective form of shaming compared to shaming from neighbors or peers. The findings 

presented in this dissertation partly corroborate this hypothesis. In the case of violent 
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behavior, reintegrative shaming proved to be most efficient if done by a family member (-

0.20).  The effect of reintegrative shaming on drug crimes is also conditioned by the agent of 

shaming. However, the main effect of reintegrative shaming on drug deviance is statistically 

significant and positive. Therefore, the instigating effect of reintegrative shaming on drug 

abuse is weaker for persons who have been shamed by a family member. The locale of 

shaming does not seem to interact with participation in gossip at all.  

Remorse×Shaming 
 

Finally, as Table 7.5 shows, the relationship between reintegrative shaming and 

criminal outcomes does not seem to be affected by whether or not the person felt remorse as 

a result of being shamed. The only statistically significant models in the analysis were 

produced for drug abuse. They, however, do not contain any statistically significant effects 

except the positive association between reintegrative shaming and drug use. 
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Table 7.2  Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Individual Strain9, Controlling 
Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.12 0.15     
Particip. in Shaming   0.04 0.03   
Disint. Shame     0.17* 0.16* 
Strain 0.01 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.43* 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.15*     
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.08   

Strain × Disint. Shame       -0.46* 
R² 0.11* 0.13* 0.11* 0.11* 0.13* 0.14* 
N 178 178 195 195 194 194 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.19* 0.20*     
Particip. In Shaming   0.01 0.01   
Disint. Shame     0.14 0.14 
Strain 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.32 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.06     
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.05   

Strain × Disint. Shame       -0.32 
R² 0.07* 0.06* 0.04* 0.04* 0.06* 0.06* 
N 174 174 193 193 192 192 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.29* 0.32*     
Particip. In Shaming   0.05 0.00   
Disint. Shame     0.20* 0.19* 
Strain -0.09 -0.06 -0.03 -0.03 -0.06 0.47 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.14     
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.01   

Strain × Disint. Shame       -0.55* 
R² 0.06* 0.07* 0.00 0.00 0.03* 0.05 
N 178 178 194 194 193 193 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.20* 0.23*     
Particip. in Shaming   0.01 0.01   
Disint. Shame     0.12 0.11 
Strain 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.24 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.14    -0.19 
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.02   

Strain × Disint. Shame        
R² 0.08* 0.09* 0.05* 0.05* 0.06* 0.06* 
N 174 174 193 193 192 192 
                                                 
9 These effects were modeled for three types of strain: frequency of being in danger of losing valuable things, 
frequency of being in unpleasant situations or meeting unpleasant people, and perceived life goal 
accomplishment. A composite variety index scale was used to measure cumulative strain. However, none of the 
listed measures except the reported frequency of being in unpleasant situations used as a separate variable 
yielded statistically significant interaction effects with shaming variables.  
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Table 7.2                  (Continued.) 
 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.14* 0.17*     
Participation in Shaming   0.03 0.02   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.17* 0.17* 
Strain 0.04 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.42 
Strain×Reint. Shame  -0.14*     
Strain×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.06   

Strain×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.39 

R² 0.10* 0.11* 0.08* 0.08* 0.11* 0.11* 
N 210 210 210 210 208 208 
*p<0.05. 
 
 

 

Table 7.3   Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Individual Risk Perceptions, 
Controlling Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.09 0.10     
Participation in Shaming   0.04 0.04   
Disint. Shame     0.18* 0.19* 
Deterrence 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05 
Deterrence×Reint. Shame  -0.09     
Deterrence×Participation in 
Shaming  

   0.07   

Deterrence× Disint. Shame      -0.06 
R² 0.10* 0.10* 0.11* 0.11* 0.14* 0.13* 
N 158 158 170 170 169 169 
  Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.26* 0.25*     
Participation in Shaming   0.02 0.02   
Disint. Shame     0.16* 0.17* 
Deterrence -0.16* -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.14 -0.15* 
Deterrence×Reint. Shame -0.09 -0.15*     
Deterrence×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.04   

Deterrence× Disint. Shame      -0.19* 
R² 0.10* 0.11* 0.04* 0.04 0.06* 0.09* 
N 154 154 169 169 168 168 
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Table 7.3  (Continued.)  
 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.31* 0.30*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.01 -0.01   
Disint. Shame     0.20* 0.20* 
Deterrence -0.15* -0.14 -0.15 -0.15 -0.15* -0.16* 
Deterrence×Reint. Shame  -0.13     
Deterrence×Participation in 
Shaming  

   0.02  -0.05 

Deterrence× Disint. Shame       
R² 0.09* 0.10* 0.00 0.00 0.04* 0.04 
N 158 158 170 170 169 169 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.26* 0.26*     
Participation in Shaming   0.03 0.03   
Disint. Shame     0.15 0.15 
Deterrence -0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.08 -0.09 -0.09 
Deterrence×Reint. Shame  0.08     
Deterrence×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.07   

Deterrence× Disint. Shame      -0.05 
R² 0.08* 0.08* 0.04 0.04 0.05* 0.05* 
N 153 153 167 167 166 166 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.18* 0.18*     
Participation in Shaming   0.04 0.04   
Disint. Shame     0.19* 0.19* 
Deterrence -0.06 -0.05 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 
Deterrence×Reint. Shame  -0.11     
Deterrence×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.04   

Deterrence× Disint. Shame       
R² 0.10* 0.10* 0.07* 0.06* 0.10* 0.10* 
N 219 219 219 219 217 217 
*p< 0.05 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

119
   

 

Table 7.4   Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of ShamingVariables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Agent of Shaming, Controlling 
Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.05 0.03   
Particip. in Shaming   0.22 0.22 
Family Shame 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.03 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame  -0.20*   
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.01 
R² 0.24* 0.26* 0.26* 0.24* 
N 49 49 51 51 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.44* 0.44*   
Particip. in Shaming   0.13 0.08 
Family Shame 0.09 0.09 0.14 0.14 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame  0.01   
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.09 
R² 0.24* 0.22* 0.08 0.07 
N 48 48 51 51 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.45* 0.50*   
Particip. in Shaming   -0.005 -0.04 
Family Shame -0.11 -0.08 -0.20 -0.07 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame  -0.35*   
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.06 
R² 0.20* 0.31* 0.04 0.02 
N 50 50 52 52 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.34* 0.33*   
Particip. in Shaming   -0.10 -0.08 
Family Shame 0.20 0.21 0.22 0.22 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame  -0.07   
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.04 
R² 0.16* 0.14* 0.04 0.02 
N 49 49 51 51 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.26* 0.26*   
Particip. in Shaming   0.19 0.16 
Family Shame 0.15 0.16 0.21 0.20 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame  -0.14   
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.06 
R² 0.18* 0.18* 0.15* 0.14* 
N 59 59 59 59 
*p<0.05 
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Table 7.5      Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Feeling of Remorse, Controlling 
Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.01 0.02 
Remorse 0.12 0.15 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.12 
N 89 89 
Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.21 0.20 
Remorse -0.08 -0.07 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.09 
R² 0.04 0.03 
N 85 85 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.33* 0.33* 
Remorse 0.03 0.02 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  0.05 
R² 0.09* 0.08* 
N 89 89 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.21 0.20 
Remorse -0.02 0.02 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.16 
R² 0.04 0.05 
N 85 84 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.12* 0.12* 
Remorse -0.004 -0.01 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.11 
R² 0.04 0.04 
N 98 98 

*p<0.05 
 

Finally, Tables A. 4 to A.9 in Appendix present the results of OLS regression for the 

same models as used in Tables 7.1 to 7.5 controlling for socioeconomic status, sex, age, and 

prior misbehavior. The pattern of results for main effects of reintegrative shaming is similar 

to the findings for the models that exclude prior deviance. However, just as in models A.1-

A.4, disintegrative shaming does not have a statistically significant effect on any type of 

misbehavior. Furthermore, the effects of reintegrative shaming in many equations become 
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weaker and in some they were reduced to insignificance (see, for example, Model 1 for petty 

theft and general predatory crime in Table A.8). All presented Tables (excluding Table A.5 

with results similar to those in Table 7.2) show no conditioning effects of any of the variables 

hypothesized to provide contingencies for the effects of shaming on misbehavior. 

 

7.2   Discussion  

 
In this chapter I tested five contingencies for the causal processes in shaming theory. 

First, I hypothesized that reintegrative shaming would be most efficient for persons with high 

self-control due to the ability of those with high self-control to appreciate long range 

consequences of their behavior (a personal quality necessary for effective functioning of 

reintegrative shaming). I also noted that the bonds of the people shamed disintegratively 

would be severed anyway. Therefore, since persons with low self-control are theorized to be 

unable to sustain such bonds, there should have been no interaction between self-control and 

disintegrative shaming. However, the findings did not corroborate either of these hypotheses. 

Neither reintegrative shaming, nor participation in gossip appeared to interact with personal 

level of self-control. Furthermore, the enabling effect of disintegrative shaming on the 

likelihood of committing a large theft interacted significantly with self-control. Therefore, an 

individual subjected to disintegrative shaming is found to have a higher probability of 

committing a large theft if his or her level of self-control is low. A possible explanation for 

this finding would be in some people’s desire to be return to their social networks despite the 

stigma. In fact, Braithwaite himself seems to hint at this possibility when he notes that many 

people return to their social networks when no criminal subcultures are available. However, 

only the individuals with high self-control are able to refrain from further deviant activity, 



 

122
   

whereas others succumb to deviant impulses despite the intent. Moreover, persons with low 

self-control have fewer chances to return to the circle of shamers even when no criminal 

subcultures are available. Thus it seems likely that people with low self-control will be even 

more prone to deviance after being disintegratively shamed.  

 Next, I tested the effect of strain related to being in adverse situations on associations 

between shaming variables and various deviant outcomes. It had been assumed earlier that 

strained (and thus, angry) individuals would be less likely to think about the consequences of 

misbehavior and thus, they would be less deterred by the threat of being shamed. This 

hypothesis was corroborated for violence. However, despite the presence of a negative 

statistically significant effect of strain on general predatory crime, the main effect of 

reintegrative shaming is strong and positive. Therefore, strained individuals are less likely to 

commit crimes if shamed reintegratively, which is inconsistent with the study hypothesis. 

Furthermore, I suggested that persons under strain are more likely to seek retaliation and 

revenge, in which case, when the bonds are severed by disintegrative shaming, they would be 

especially drawn to criminal subcultures. This hypothesis presumed a positive interaction 

effect between disintegrative shame and strain. However, in this study I found a negative 

interaction between strain and disintegrative shaming to be predictive of violence and drug 

crimes. Therefore, people who experience strain are less likely to use violence or drugs as a 

result of being shamed disintegratively.   

It could be argued that some crimes are more likely to be forgiven than others. 

Perhaps, transgressors using violence are more likely to be shamed reintegratively in Russia, 

since its society seems to be quite tolerant of violence in general. However, other crimes 

receive greater disapproval, which makes even inherently reintegrative attempts stigmatizing.  
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It is then possible that anger makes a strained individual who was subjected to stigmatizing 

shaming unable to join criminal groups or unreceptive to influence of criminal subcultures.  

Alternatively, an explanation challenging Agnew’s strain theory could be provided. While 

Agnew argues that chronic strain predisposes individuals to deviance, it is possible that 

chronically strained individuals develop the ability to cope with strain in a nondeviant 

manner. Strained persons, then, may be more likely to perceive disintegrative or even 

reintegrative shaming as a strain that can be overcome without resorting to criminal behavior. 

These results might seem especially plausible in this particular study, since the strain 

measures it uses partly tap on the frequency of exposure to different kinds of strain. 

 Later, I investigated if perceived risk of being caught (and shamed) for a misdeed 

would have any effect on associations between reintegrative shaming and crime or 

participation in gossip and crime. The argument stated that individuals who refrain from 

crime because of the fear of being shamed may take into account certainty of punishment 

(exposure to shaming, in this case). Logically, those persons who perceive such certainty as 

high will be less likely to deviate, whereas those with low perceived certainty would have a 

higher probability of committing a crime even if they were exposed to reintegrative shaming 

directly or indirectly. The result consistent with deterrence argument but inconsistent with 

the premises of shaming theory was found for large theft. As reported earlier in the chapter, 

perceived risk of being caught interacts with being subject to reintegrative shaming in 

predicting future large theft. However, it should be noted that the main effect of reintegrative 

shaming on large theft is positive and statistically significant. Therefore, persons who have 

been shamed reintegratively are still more likely to commit large theft than others who have 

not. However, this likelihood decreases as perceived risk of being caught increases.  
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 A surprise finding, however, was an interaction between perceived risk and 

disintegrative shaming in one instance. Apparently, those individuals exposed to 

disintegrative shaming have a higher chance of committing a large theft if they perceive the 

certainty of being caught as low. Therefore, heightened criminal motivation of the 

disintegratively shamed is more likely to produce serious theft when perceived chances of 

being caught are low. This finding may indicate that, despite the stigma and broken social 

ties, disintegratively shamed individuals are still reluctant to be shamed again for getting 

involved in criminal activities.   

 The next hypothesis stated that reintegrative shaming would be most efficient if done 

by family members since the interdependency of family members may be stronger than 

interconnectedness of close friends or neighbors. While I found that being shamed by family 

members interacts with reintegrative shaming in predicting violence and drug abuse, the 

finding for drug abuse is not consistent with my hypothesis due to a positive main effect of 

reintegrative shaming. This means that the instigating effect of reintegrative shaming on 

violence and drug abuse is weaker if shaming is done by family members. 

 Finally, my earlier assumption was that reintegrative shaming is most efficient when 

accompanied by remorse because in this case, remorse would mean acceptance of guilt for a 

misdeed. However, I have no evidence to support this hypothesis since none of the 

interaction terms included in the models was statistically significant. Furthermore, 

reintegrative shaming was not found to be a statistically significant predictor of any of the 

five types of misbehavior used in this study. It should be noted that sample size in these 

models was restricted to respondents who misbehaved in the past five years. The loss of 

predictive power of reintegrative shaming might be attributed to a limited time span of only 
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five years, which might not be long enough for reintegrative shaming to take its effect on 

individual behavior. 

 The dependent variables in my analyses were divided into those of predatory (large 

theft, small theft, violence, or a combination of these three criminal outcomes) and 

nonpredatory (drug abuse) nature. I assumed that shaming theory might not be applicable to 

drug crimes, since they do not fall into a category of predatory crimes, which, according to 

Braithwaite, the theory can explain. However, Tables 6.1, 6.2, 7.2, and 7.4 show that 

shaming processes can explain drug abuse just as well or even better than other types of 

misbehavior.  

Past deviance was included in the same equations as a control variable. Tables A.4-

A.9 show no effect of disintegrative shaming on misbehavior. Furthermore, most of the 

interaction effects between shaming and conditioning variables were found to be statistically 

insignificant in predicting criminal behavior. These findings could possibly be affected by 

the small size of the sample used to test the effects of too many variables on misbehavior. 

Furthermore, the measures of reintegrative shaming and past deviance might also overlap. 

However, as found in case of disintegrative shaming, the causal order between reintegrative 

shaming and prior misbehavior cannot be established due to measure limitations in this study. 

The weaker effects of interaction terms between conditional variables and reintegrative 

shaming disappear when past deviance, a stronger predictor of misconduct, is included in 

these models. 

 These findings have several implications for the future development of shaming 

theory. The effect of reintegrative shaming on some types of misbehavior was also found to 

be contingent upon being under strain, perceived risk of being caught, or whether or not 
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reintegrative shaming is performed by a family member. However, all or most of these 

factors condition a positive effect of reintegrative shaming on misbehavior, which makes the 

results inconsistent with the original study hypotheses. Therefore, it seems that reintegrative 

shaming theory is in need of clarifying the concept of reintegrative shaming as well as 

specifying further contingencies for its causal process.  

Furthermore, none of the findings worked exactly the same way for every deviant 

outcome in this study. Even the key shaming variables were able to explain only some crimes 

and seem to have no explanatory power for others. This finding may indicate that shaming 

theory is crime specific, as are all other theoretical explanations used to specify conditions 

for its causal process. Therefore, the ability of such theories to predict criminal outcomes will 

vary based on specific types of deviance they attempt to explain.  

 

7.3   Alternative Explanations 

As I noted in Chapter 6, one of the most surprising findings of this study was a 

positive association between reintegrative shaming experiences and projected deviance. 

Although I have already provided at least two possible explanations for this relationship, 

some other alternatives need to be explored.  

 Along with other control theorists (Reiss, 1951; Toby, 1957; Hirschi, 1969), 

Braithwaite assumes that society is characterized by value and norm consensus, and only 

conventional groups are capable of controlling the behavior of their members through social 

ties and sanctions that jeopardize them. This logic leads him to believe that shaming is only 

used by conventional social networks to discipline their members. An alternative point of 

view was proposed by Heimer and Matsueda (1994) in differential social control theory. 
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They argue that behavioral outcomes are typically the product of what they call role-taking 

(Heimer and Matsueda, 1994, p. 367). A role-taking process, in turn, consists of making 

sense of self through perceived appraisals from others, learning deviant or nondeviant 

attitudes from peers, and a skill to predict reactions of others toward the person’s own 

behavior (taking a role of a generalized other). Heimer and Matsueda also contend that any 

organized group of conventional or delinquent orientation is capable of affecting the behavior 

of its members through assignment of social roles containing mutual obligations and 

commitments. A commitment to a certain social role, in turn, is what makes a group that 

provides it a generalized other for the individual.   

Using this logic, one might assume that reintegrative shaming is a means of informal 

social control that can be employed by conventional or nonconventional social groups. In lieu 

of moral education, deviant peer groups can teach their members attitudes conducive to 

deviance. Furthermore, individuals may also be sensitized to informal sanctions by assuming 

the role of generalized other or, in other words, by anticipating a group disapproval of certain 

conventional acts.  Likewise, if shamed disintegratively, members of delinquent groups lose 

their assigned group roles. Lost commitment to a group should result in a reduced motivation 

to take into account the reactions of other members or to follow the group’s rules of conduct.   

I also have tried to address the possibility of differential shaming in this research. In 

my study I started with a presumption that those persons who report having deviant friends 

may be shamed differentially into more deviance. Thus, the processes outlined by 

Braithwaite in shaming theory will be the reverse for such persons. Reintegrative shaming 

and participating in shaming other people are expected to be conducive to deviance, whereas 

disintegrative shaming should be associated with a greater chance for conformity.   



 

128
   

 However, only one of the expected associations was discovered. The model 2 in 

Table 7.6 shows that those who have delinquent peers are more likely to engage in drug 

crimes as a result of being reintegratively shamed. Furthermore, the interactions between 

participation in shaming others and having deviant friends have negative effects on the 

likelihood of committing a large theft or a predatory crime in general. In other words, 

participation in shaming others is more likely to lead to conformity among those people who 

have deviant friends. Finally, there seems to be no interaction between disintegrative 

shaming experiences and deviant friends for any of the five types of misbehavior.   

 In general, it is possible that differential shaming is more frequently practiced in the 

circles of drug users, or, that drug users are more likely to form an organized group than any 

other types of offenders. However, the results of the study did not confirm the potential of the 

processes of differential reintegrative shaming to explain the rest of the crimes.  

The findings indicate, however, that participation in shaming others is less conducive 

to large theft and predatory crimes in general for those who have deviant friends. Perhaps, 

those persons who “shame others into deviance” are rule enforcers (Becker, 1963) whose role 

in a criminal group makes them feel obliged to ensure conformity to the group norms.  

However, these people often have no stakes in the content of such norms and thus may even 

violate them.  Alternatively, these results might mean a diminishing effect of participation in 

shaming on criminal conduct of those who have delinquent peers. These people might 

participate in a conformist type of shaming and thus, appear to be in transition from criminal 

subculture involvement to conventional behavior after having acquired a new conventional 
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reference group. Finally, as noted above, differential disintegrative shaming did not seem to 

be associated with misbehavior10. 

Despite the mixed findings, one should note that, according to Heimer and Matsueda, 

the mechanism that translates role-taking into misbehavior is very complex and, most likely, 

cannot be measured by simply a deviant peer association. Thus, lack of empirical support for 

differential shaming hypotheses may be due to insufficient instrument rather than the absence 

of assumed processes. Furthermore, the finding of an interaction between reintegrative 

shaming and delinquent peer involvement alone indicates that certain groups of offenders 

may control and sanction behavior of their members. Thus, in the future I intend to 

investigate the effectiveness of differential shaming as a predictor of misbehavior among 

Russian respondents with the measures more adequate for testing this theory. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
10 Table A.10 shows that, controlling for past deviance, interaction effects between shaming measures and 
delinquent peers are reduced to statistical insignificance. 
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Table 7.6   Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Delinquent Friends Involvement, 
Controlling Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.08 0.08     
Participation in Shaming   -0.01 -0.03   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.06 0.06 
Delinq. Peers11 0.30* 0.30* 0.32* 0.32* 0.32* 0.33* 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  -0.02     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.10   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     0.06 

R² 0.19* 0.18* 0.20* 0.21* 0.21* 0.20* 
N 134 134 144 144 143 143 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.17* 0.18*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.01 -0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.08 0.08 
Delinq. Peers 0.26* 0.26* 0.28* 0.28* 0.27* 0.27* 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  -0.07     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.16*   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.03 

R² 0.13* 0.13* 0.11* 0.13* 0.12* 0.11* 
N 129 129 142 142 141 141 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.24* 0.24*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.06 -0.08   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.15 0.14 
Delinq. Peers 0.23* 0.23* 0.25* 0.25* 0.22* 0.21* 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  0.19*     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.08   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.03 

R² 0.09* 0.12* 0.05* 0.05 0.06* 0.06 
N 132 132 142 142 141 141 

                                                 
11 The question tapping on delinquent peer involvement asked “how many of your friends have ever done at 
least one of the behaviors in question” (listing all four types of misbehavior used as dependent variables). The 
responses ranged from “all” (5) to “none” (1). 
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Table 7.6   (Continued.) 
 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.20* 0.19*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.01 -0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.05 0.05 
Delinq. Peers 0.18* 0.18* 0.22* 0.22* 0.22* 0.21* 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  -0.04     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.14   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.05 

R² 0.11* 0.10 0.09* 0.10* 0.09* 0.08* 
N 129 129 141 141 140 140 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.12 0.12     
Participation in Shaming   -0.01 -0.03   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.08 0.08 
Delinq. Peers 0.31* 0.31* 0.32* 0.32* 0.32* 0.31* 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  -0.03     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.16*   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.01 

R² 0.18* 0.18* 0.17* 0.19* 0.18* 0.17* 
N 148 148 148 148 147 147 
*p<0.05 
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Chapter 8 

Conclusions 

 
8.1 Study Summary 
 

Reintegrative shaming theory is truly one of the few theories that attempt to integrate 

the assumptions of many theories and perspectives in one scheme. Although the theory 

appeared in the literature on crime and deviance quite a long time ago (Braithwaite, 1989), it 

has been seriously undertested. To date, only three studies can be identified as direct tests of 

shaming theory (Hay, 2001; Tittle et al, 2003; Zhang and Zhang, 2004), whereas the rest of 

the studies probing its propositions do not provide straightforward tests of main propositions 

(Makkai and Braithwaite, 1994; Zhang, 1995; Zhang et al, 1996; Lu, 1999; Miethe et al, 

2000). 

Reintegrative shaming theory suffers not only from the lack of empirical evidence, 

but also from imprecision in its central causal processes and constructs. Some of the most 

salient issues include indefinite relationship between shame and the feelings of guilt and 

remorse as well as specifications of its theoretical scope. Some of these problems have been 

addressed by Ahmed and associates (2001). However, even the latest revision of the theory 

seems to overlook some important contingencies of its causal process. 

This study is a result of my attempt to improve shaming theory and provide a full test 

to its the main propositions. In particular, known theoretical and empirical issues in shaming 

theory prompted me to think about the contexts and types of individuals whose behavior 

might be influenced by exposure to informal sanctions. Drawing on the insights gained from 

prominent theories of crime and deviance, I investigated how effective shaming is for 

persons: a) with low self-control; b) under psychological strain not inherent in shaming; c) 
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perceiving the risk of being caught as low? d) feeling no remorse or guilt as a result of being 

shamed. Furthermore, I suggested that shaming as a means of informal control might be more 

effective in the Russian context than in Western societies due to the undermined influence of 

Russian formal control institutions on the behavior of the society members.  

This project used OLS multiple regression models to test the propositions of shaming 

theory in their original and elaborated form for Russian respondents. The modified version of 

the theory draws mainly on the insights from self-control theory, deterrence theory, and 

general strain theory to specify additional important contingencies for the causal process of 

shaming. In the discussion section of the study I also put to test an alternative explanation for 

some of the findings based on the differential social control theory. 

  

8.2   Summary of Findings 

In Chapter Six I tested the original formulation of shaming theory. Unlike the 

majority of empirical studies of shaming theory (but see Tittle et al (2003)), I provide a full 

test to the causal relationships between shaming and individual behavior specified by 

Braithwaite. Specifically, I argued that reintegrative shaming should have a positive effect on 

future misconduct, whereas disintegrative shaming should be negatively associated with 

projected deviance. It was also proposed that these effects of shaming variables on future 

deviance should be stronger for interdependent persons. Controlling for socioeconomic 

status, age, and sex, the models supported the hypothesis that disintegrative shaming would 

be negatively associated with misbehavior. However, while participation in shaming had no 

statistically significant effect on behavioral outcomes, the association between reintegrative 

shaming and misbehavior was found to be positive, which contradicts the basic premises of 
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shaming theory. Furthermore, the effects of shaming were not exacerbated for interdependent 

individuals.  

Later, I probed Braithwaite’s contention that feelings of guilt as well as projected loss 

of respect might serve as mediators in the relationship between reintegrative/disintegrative 

shaming and crime. Reintegrative shaming and participation in shaming others appeared to 

sensitize some individuals to informal sanctions through moralization and projected fear of 

losing respect of others. However, moral education and perceived risk of being shamed did 

not appear to be the connecting links between shaming and individual conduct. Finally, none 

of the shaming variables was predictive of all the five types of misbehavior included in the 

study.   

The later comparison of these results with models that additionally control for prior 

misbehavior revealed no substantial differences for reintegrative shaming and participation in 

gossip. However, the effects of disintegrative shaming on projected deviance became 

statistically insignificant after past deviance was included into the equations. 

Chapter Seven presents the findings for the elaborated version of shaming theory. I 

examined interactions between shaming variables and various conditions related to certain 

contexts of shaming and individual types. Specifically, I hypothesized that the effect of 

reintegrative shaming/participation in shaming on misbehavior should be weaker for 

individuals with weak self-control, for those perceiving risks of being caught and shamed as 

low, for those under strain, for those who do not feel remorse when shamed, and for those 

who are shamed by people outside family circle. Contrary to my hypotheses, neither 

reintegrative shaming, nor participation in gossip interacted with individual level of self-

control in predicting misbehavior. Furthermore, I found that reintegrative shaming was less 
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effective in inhibiting violence for persons under strain. However, for general predatory 

crime, reintegrative shaming was found to have an instigating effect on individual 

misconduct, which was weaker for persons under strain.  

Next, I probed if perceived risk of being caught (and shamed) for a misdeed would 

have any effect on the associations between reintegrative shaming and crime or between 

participation in gossip and crime. I found that the relationship between reintegrative shaming 

and misconduct was mediated by perceived risk of being caught only for large theft. 

However, in the presence of a strong and statistically significant main effect of reintegrative 

shaming, this finding meant that the likelihood of committing crimes is greater for those who 

have been reintegratively shamed but this effect should be weaker for those who perceived 

the chances of being caught as high. 

The models produced no statistically significant interaction effects between 

reintegrative shaming and reported feelings of remorse after being shamed in predicting 

misconduct. Finally, I found that reintegrative shaming will have a weaker instigating effect 

on drug abuse if shaming is done by a family member. By the same token, reintegrative 

shaming was found to be more effective in inhibiting violence if conducted by family 

member. 

Later I investigated the conditioning power of self-control, strain, and perceived risk 

of being caught on disintegrative shaming. I assumed that the positive effect of disintegrative 

shaming would be stronger for strained individuals. I also argued that neither self-control 

level, nor perceived risk of being caught would affect the association between disintegrative 

shaming and misconduct. The results did not support any of these hypotheses. It was found 

that the positive effect of disintegrative shaming is weaker for strained individuals, whereas 
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the positive effect of disintegrative shaming on the likelihood of committing a large theft is 

magnified for persons with low self-control. Finally, contrary to the original hypothesis, the 

results indicate that individuals subject to disintegrative shaming are less likely to deviate if 

they perceive their chances of being caught and shamed as high. 

  One of the five behavioral outcomes included in the study was drug abuse, which 

could be assumed unfit to be explained by shaming theory due to its irrelevance to predatory 

crimes. The overall pattern of results indicated, however, that shaming processes explain 

drug abuse just as well and, sometimes, even better than they do other types of criminal 

involvement.  

 Finally, I compared the reported results to the findings for the equations that 

controlled for reports of past deviance in addition to sex, socioeconomic status, and age. 

While I found a similar pattern of results for the effects of reintegrative shaming on various 

kinds of misconduct, disintegrative shaming did not appear to be associated with misbehavior 

in a statistical sense. This finding could be explained by the presence of a relationship 

between past deviance, future deviance, and disintegrative shaming. Disintegrative shaming 

might occur earlier in time and cause past criminal involvement and projected deviance. 

Alternatively, prior misbehavior could be the cause of disintegrative shaming and projected 

criminal involvement. In this case, disintegrative shaming in this study partly overlaps with 

the measure of past deviance, and the relationship between disintegrative shaming and 

projected misbehavior is spurious.  However, due to measurement limitations, the causal 

order between disintegrative shaming and past misbehavior could not be established. Thus 

the possible spuriousness of the relationship between disintegrative shaming and projected 

misbehavior is in question.  
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Furthermore, with the exception of strain factor, other variables hypothesized to 

condition the effects of reintegrative and disintegrative shaming on projected deviance lost 

their statistical significance after past deviance was included in the models. These findings 

might be due to the small size of the sample used in this study that is used for testing the 

effects of a large number of variables. The effects of weaker independent variables such as 

interaction effects in this project might lose their predictive power with inclusion of such a 

strong predictor of misbehavior as past deviance. This might be especially true in case of a 

possible overlap between the measures of reintegrative shaming (which might also partly tap 

on the measure of prior criminal involvement) and past deviance. Again, however, the causal 

order between reintegrative shaming and past deviance could not be established using the 

measures of shaming and past deviance in this study. 

 

8.3   Contributions to the Literature 

This project contributes to the literature in three major ways. First, it attempts to 

correct the problem of theoretical imprecision by specifying additional scope conditions for 

the causal process of shaming theory. Unlike Braithwaite’s earlier attempt to improve the 

theory’s precision, this study, for the most part, uses concepts borrowed from other theories 

that modify the processes that influence individual behavior. In particular, it draws on the 

concepts from self-control, general strain, and deterrence theories to supplement shaming 

theory with more contingencies. Some of these contingencies also set out to clarify the 

vagueness of the notions of shame, shaming, and interdependency.  

 The second contribution of this work to modern literature on crime and deviance is in 

providing a more rigorous and full test of reintegrative shaming theory. This study 
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investigated the original formulation of shaming theory as well as its revised version where 

additional scope conditions were specified.   

 Finally, the data for this proposed test of shaming theory come from Russia, which 

can be considered a unique socio-cultural setting. Like any other theory of criminal/deviant 

behavior, Braithwaite’s shaming theory has never been tested using Russian respondents. 

Due to a recent breakdown in formal social controls in Russian society, there were grounds to 

expect that shaming, as a way of informal sanctioning, would be more effective for Russians 

than for other societies.  

The results of the test do not seem to provide stronger support for shaming theory 

than other studies of Western (Tittle et al, 2003; Hay, 2001) and Asian (Zhang and Zhang, 

2004) cultures. The performed test of the original formulation provided mixed support to 

shaming theory with results similar to the findings of Tittle and associates (2003). Unlike 

other tests, however, I have tested and found no empirical support for the proposed links 

between shaming and individual behavior. Specifically, contrary to Braithwaite’s argument, 

reintegrative shaming does not seem to affect individual conduct through enhanced feelings 

of guilt and heightened fear of losing respect of others. Furthermore, at least controlling for 

past misbehavior, disintegrative shaming seems to increase the fear of losing respect of 

others. This result is contrary to shaming theory’s predictions.  The findings seem to suggest 

that some other causal mechanisms connect shaming to behavioral outcomes. It is also 

possible that the mechanisms that translate shaming into behavioral outcomes are different 

for reintegrative and disintegrative types of shaming.  

 Moreover, the effects of shaming do not seem to be contingent upon levels of self-

control and strain of the offender, his or her personal perceptions of the risk of being caught 
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associated with misbehavior, and whether or not shaming is performed by a family member. 

These associations do appear occasionally for some types of misbehavior, but not in the 

majority of instances.  

 The results of this study point to two of its other major contributions that I did not 

hypothesize apriori. First, shaming theory may be crime specific. The power of shaming to 

predict misbehavior seems to vary widely with crime type. Even within the predatory crime 

category, only occasionally did shaming have any effect on individual misconduct. In 

conjunction with other theories of criminal behavior, again, I saw no persistent pattern of 

such associations. Perhaps, the ambitions for generality that some theories explicitly make, 

while others simply imply, may be unfounded. In this case, it would not be unreasonable to 

expect shaming to have different mechanisms linking it to crimes and work differently 

depending on a crime type.    

Second, this study adds to accumulated body of evidence against shaming theory in 

its current version and points to the need of reformulation. In comparison to other studies, the 

overall effectiveness of shaming as a predictor of criminal behavior did not seem to be 

improved by testing the theory in the Russian context that would seem especially conducive 

to shaming or specifying additional contingencies for its causal process. Moreover, in fact, 

reintegrative shaming appeared to be positively associated with some types of misbehavior, 

which contradicts the theory’s predictions. These results may be indicative of the need for 

shaming theory to refine some of its concepts and theoretical causal links. Possibly, shaming 

is a more complex phenomenon than Braithwaite has acknowledged, whereas its effects are 

too difficult to overcome as they engender anger and embarrassment (Scheff and Retzinger, 

2000; Gilligan, 2003). Furthermore, reintegrative shaming practices may convince some 
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transgressors that their misbehavior will be forgiven. Therefore, reintegrative shaming has a 

potential to instigate rather than inhibit deviance.  In addition, the discussion section in 

Chapter Seven contains evidence of differential shaming effects on misbehavior. Perhaps, 

shaming is performed in conventional or nonconventional circles. Then, some people may be 

reintegratively “shamed into deviance” or learn deviant attitudes by participating in shaming 

nonconventional others. Should these assumptions be confirmed by more studies, shaming 

theory might incorporate the notion of nonconventional or differential shaming into its 

argument.  

 

8.4   Research Limitations 

Perhaps the most serious limitation of this study is the nonrandomness of its sample.  

While I found sufficient variation in the most critical theoretical predictors and discovered 

the same types of associations as in any Western data, the sample respondents might still be 

unique, rendering the results of my research unreliable. Therefore, a word of caution is 

warranted in interpreting the results of this study. 

Another potential issue arises from the measurement of the main theoretical concepts 

in shaming theory. The use of single and broad indicators for such measures as reintegrative 

shaming, participation in shaming others, or interdependency might produce unreliable 

results. One of the most problematic measures in this research is a variable tapping on 

disintegrative shaming experiences. Braithwaite posits that the occurrence of reintegration 

after shaming for reintegrative type and shaming without reintegration for disintegrative 

shaming is what helps distinguish between the two kinds of shaming. It is possible, however, 

that a self-contained measure of shaming without inquiring into what happened later is not 
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valid for testing an effect of disintegrative shaming on misbehavior. Furthermore, this study 

measures disintegrative shaming as being subjected to gossip. Some other instances of 

disintegrative shaming might include nonverbal gestures of disapproval or open 

confrontation. The measure of interdependency does not define interdependency for 

respondents, which might have produced biased results due to differential judgment. Finally, 

the measure of reintegrative shaming that asked about shaming experiences and later 

reacceptance seemed to have contained two questions: on prior punishment and reintegration. 

For instance, answering “never” to both these questions, respondents might have referred to 

“never been shamed and reintegrated” or “been shamed but never reintegrated”.  

 Overall, most measures of shaming in this study are time-indefinite. This 

disadvantage in measurements resulted in my inability to confirm or reject the argument on 

possible spuriousness of the relationship between past deviance and shaming. 

Finally, as in any self-report survey, the respondents’ answers are subject to such 

problems as telescoping, memory loss, or exaggeration. However, the results of this study 

seem to be consistent with those by Tittle et al (2003), which gives me more confidence in 

reliability of these research findings.  

 

8.5   Prospects for Future Research 

The present study is the first stage of a long-term project associated with elaborating 

and testing reintegrative shaming in the Russian context. The mixed findings of this project 

may be at least partly due to methodological and data issues rather than due to 

ineffectiveness of various types of shaming as predictors of misbehavior. A new study based 

on a random sample of respondents from Russia would allow me to interpret findings with 
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greater confidence. Furthermore, I plan to include multiple indicators of shaming variables in 

the survey, which would allow for greater reliability of research results. All shaming 

measures will be improved by specifying the time period and the context in which a 

particular event occurred. The definitions of particular terms used in the survey will be 

provided for respondents. Finally, multiple pretests of the survey will be conducted where 

possible question misinterpretations and misunderstandings will be probed. 

 While I project testing the already specified conditions for the causal process of 

shaming with a new instrument, I will also attempt to make further additions to the theory, 

one of which is the possibility that differential shaming is practiced in deviant groups. As I 

mentioned earlier, investigating the process of differential shaming requires a range of 

variables including reflected appraisals of others, learned definitions conducive to deviance, 

and deviant peers. 

Finally, perhaps the frequency and effectiveness of shaming may differ by 

neighborhood, where residents of more disorganized neighborhoods (Shaw and McKay, 

1969) should be less likely to practice or to be influenced by it. The inclusion of the spatial 

level of analysis will allow me to address this issue.  
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Table A.1          Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior, Controlling Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and 
Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence 
 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. Shame 0.01   0.01 0.01     
Particip. in 
Shaming 

 0.02    0.01 0.01   

Disint. Shame   0.10     0.10 0.11 
Interdep.    -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 
Interdep.× 
Reint. Shame 

    0.02  -0.06  -0.06 

Interdep.×Part. 
in Shaming 

         

Interdep.× 
Disint. Shame 

         

R² 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.32 0.32 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 
 N 180 199 198 175 175 192 192 191 191 
  Large Theft Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. Shame 0.14*   0.13 0.13     
Particip. In 
Shaming 

 0.03    0.03 0.03   

Disint. Shame   0.10     0.09 0.10 
Interdepend.    0.05 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 
Interdepend.× 
Reint. Shame 

    0.06  -0.03  -0.10 

Interdep.×Part. 
in Shaming 

         

Interdepend.× 
Disint. Shame 

         

R² 0.21 0.19 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 
N 177 198 197 172 172 191 191 190 190 
Drug Abuse Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. Shame 0.20*   0.19* 0.20*     
Particip. In 
Shaming 

 -0.05    -0.04 -0.04   

Disint. Shame   0.13*     0.13* 0.14* 
Interdepend.    -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.001 
Interdepend.× 
Reint. Shame 

    0.10  -0.07 0.05 -0.08 

Interdep.×Part. 
in Shaming 

         

Interdepend.× 
Disint. Shame 

         

R² 0.28 0.23 0.24 0.27 0.27 0.22 0.22 0.24 0.24 
N 179 219 197 174 174 191 191 190 190 
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Table A.1       (Continued.) 

Petty Theft Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. Shame 0.17*   0.17* 0.17*     
Particip. In 
Shaming 

 -0.03    -0.03 -0.04   

Disint. Shame   0.05     0.04 0.05 
Interdepend.    0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 
Interdepend.× 
Reint. Shame 

    0.06  -0.03  -0.04 

Interdep.×Part. 
in Shaming 

         

Interdepend.× 
Disint. Shame 

         

R² 0.29 0.26 0.26 0.28 0.28 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
N 176 198 197 171 171 191 191 190 190 
General 
Deviance 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9  

Reint. Shame 0.08   0.08 0.08     
Particip. In 
Shaming 

 0.001    -0.005 -0.001   

Disint. Shame   0.09     0.08 0.09 
Interdepend.    0.03 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.02 
Interdepend.× 
Reint. Shame 

    0.49  -0.04  -0.10 

Interdep.×Part. 
in Shaming 

         

Interdepend.× 
Disint. Shame 

         

R² 0.31 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.31 
N 219 219 217 210 210 210 210 208 208 

*p<0.05 
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Table A.2                Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming 
Variables on Misconduct in the presence of Guilt and Fear of Losing Respect, 
Controlling Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status 

 
Violence Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.01 0.004 0.02       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.04 0.02 0.04    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.11 0.08 0.09 

Guilt -0.07  -0.09 -0.06  -0.08 -0.05  -0.06 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.04 -0.02  -0.04 -0.01  -0.04 -0.03 

R² 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.34 0.33 
N 178 172 171 194 189 185 193 188 184 
 Large Theft Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.14* 0.15* 0.15*       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.05 0.04 0.06    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.09 0.11 0.09 

Guilt -0.16*  -0.17* -0.18*  -0.18* -0.17*  -0.17* 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.19* -0.12  -0.19* -0.14  -0.20* -0.14* 

R² 0.23 0.25 0.24 0.22 0.21 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.24 
N 175 167 166 193 187 183 192 187 183 
Drug Abuse Model 

1 
Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.19* 0.20* 0.20*       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   -0.04 -0.03 -0.02    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.13* 0.14* 0.13* 

Guilt -0.20*  -0.19* -0.17*  -0.14* -0.17  -0.14 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.15* -0.10  -0.21* -0.15*  -0.22* -0.17* 

R² 0.31 0.32 0.34 0.25 0.28 0.29 0.27 0.30 0.30 
N 175 170 169 191 188 185 190 188 185 
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Table A.2       (Continued.) 
 

Petty Theft Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.16* 0.16* 0.16*       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   -0.01 0.01 0.01    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.04 0.06 0.06 

Guilt -0.25*  -0.19* -0.21*  -0.15* -0.21*  -0.14* 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.29* -0.26*  -0.31* -0.27*  -0.32* -0.28* 

R² 0.34 0.41 0.43 0.30 0.39 0.39 0.30 0.39 0.40 
N 172 163 162 192 183 181 191 183 181 
General 
Deviance 

Model 
1 

Model 
2 

Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6  

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Reintegrative 
Shaming 

0.09 0.08 0.08       

Participation in 
Shaming 

   0.02 0.03 0.04    

Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      0.09 0.11 0.11 

Guilt -0.10  -0.06 -0.10  -0.06 -0.10  -0.05 
Loss of 
Respect 

 -0.16* -0.15*  -0.17* -0.16*  -0.19* -0.17* 

R² 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.30 0.32 0.32 0.31 0.33 0.33 
N 219 219 219 219 219 219 217 217 217 

*p<0.05 
 
 

Table A.3              Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming 
Variables on  Guilt and Fear of Losing Respect, Controlling Past Deviance, Age, 
Sex, and SES 

                  

 

Guilt Violence Large Theft Drug Usage Small Theft General 
deviance 

Participation in Gossip 0.32* 0.15* 0.08 0.10 0.23 

Reintegrative Shame 0.11 0.04 -0.02 -0.01 0.09 

Disintegrative Shame 0.15* -0.004 -0.01 -0.002 -0.01 

Loss of Respect Violence Large Theft Drug Usage Small Theft General 
Deviance 

Participation in Gossip 0.10 0.12 0.13 0.15* 0.17* 

Reintegrative Shame -0.19* -0.03 -0.08 -0.11 -0.04 

Disintegrative Shame 0.02 0.13 0.15* 0.11 0.15* 
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Table A.4         Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Individual Self-Control12, 
Controlling Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status 

 
 Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.01 0.01     
Participation in Shaming   0.01 0.02   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.11 0.11 
Self-Control 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.07     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.06   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      0.03 
R² 0.30 0.29 0.31 0.31 0.32 0.32 
N 164 164 181 181 180 180 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.12 0.12     
Participation in Shaming   -0.002 -0.003   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.08 0.08 
Self-Control 0.12 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 
SC×Reint. Shame  -0.09     
SC×Participation in Shaming     -0.004   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.05 
R² 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 
N 161 161 180 0.180 179 179 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.22* 0.22*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.10 -0.11   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.14* 0.14* 
Self-Control -0.04 -0.05 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.05     
SC×Participation in Shaming     -0.05   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.11 
R² 0.26 0.25 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.22 
N 163 163 180 180 179 179 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.14* 0.14*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.03 -0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.04 0.04 
Self-Control 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
SC×Reint. Shame  -0.05     
SC×Participation in Shaming     -0.003   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      0.01 
R² 0.28 0.28 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
N 160 160 180 180 179 179 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
12 These study findings are based on a behavioral measure of self-control, since a cognitive measure of self-
control produced no statistically significant interactions with shaming.  
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Table A.4       (Continued.) 

General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.06 0.07     
Participation in Shaming   -0.02 -0.02   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.08 0.08 
Self-Control 0.13* 0.14* 0.13* 0.13* 0.13* 0.13* 
SC×Reint. Shame  -0.04     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.01   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming       
R² 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.29 
N 192 192 192 192 190 190 
p <0.05 
 
 
 

Table A.5             Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming 
Variables on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Individual Self-
Control13, Controlling Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status 

 
 Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming -0.01 -0.02     
Participation in Shaming   0.02 0.03   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.07 0.06 
Self-Control -0.16* -0.17* -0.12 -0.12* -0.12 -0.12 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.05     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.03   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.11 
R² 0.35 0.34 0.35 0.35 0.36 0.36 
N 161 161 179 179 178 178 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.16* 0.16*     
Participation in Shaming   0.03 0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.10 0.10 
Self-Control -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.04 -0.05 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.09     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.03   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.08 
R² 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18 
N 158 158 178 178 177 177 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
13 These study findings are based on a behavioral measure of self-control, since a cognitive measure of self- 
control produced no statistically significant interactions with shaming.  
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Table A.5  (Continued.) 
 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.20* 0.26*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.05 0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.15* 0.15* 
Self-Control 0.01 -0.005 -0.02 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.06     
SC×Participation in Shaming     0.09   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.01 
R² 0.27 0.26 0.21 0.22 0.23 0.23 
N 162 161 180 180 179 179 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.18* 0.18*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.03 -0.04   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.04 0.04 
Self-Control 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.02     
SC×Participation in Shaming     -0.04   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      0.08 
R² 0.32 0.31 0.29 0.28 0.29 0.29 
N 158 158 179 179 178 178 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.09 0.10     
Participation in Shaming   -0.004 -0.005   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.08 0.08 
Self-Control -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 
SC×Reint. Shame  0.05     
SC×Participation in Shaming     -0.002   
SC×Disintegrative Shaming      -0.04 
R² 0.32 0.32 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.31 
N 190 190 190 190 188 188 
p <0.05 
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Table A.6  Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Individual Strain, Controlling Past 
Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.01 0.03     
Particip. in Shaming   0.03 0.03   
Disint. Shame       
Strain 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.01  0.10 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.11    0.37 
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.06   

Strain × Disint. Shame       -0.37 
R² 0.33 0.34 0.34 0.34  0.36 
N 177 177 193 193 192 192 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.13 0.14     
Particip. In Shaming   0.01 0.01   
Disint. Shame     0.09 0.09 
Strain 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.26 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.06     
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.05   

Strain × Disint. Shame       -0.25 
R² 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.21 
N 173 173 191 191 190 190 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.22* 0.26     
Particip. In Shaming   -0.03 -0.03   
Disint. Shame     0.15* 0.14* 
Strain -0.15* -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13* 0.41 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.14     
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.04   

Strain × Disint. Shame       -0.56* 
R² 0.29 0.31 0.25 0.24 0.26 0.28 
N 175 175 191 191 190 190 
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Table A.6   (Continued.) 
 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.16 0.18*     
Particip. in Shaming   -0.04 -0.04   
Disint. Shame     0.03 0.03 
Strain 0.003 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.08 
Strain × Reint. Shame  -0.14*     
Strain × Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.07   

Strain × Disint. Shame       -0.04 
R² 0.28 0.29 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.25 
N 172 172 191 191 190 190 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.06 0.08     
Participation in Shaming   -0.01 -0.01   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.07 0.07 
Strain 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.27 
Strain×Reint. Shame  -0.10     
Strain×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.08   

Strain×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.24 

R² 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.31 0.31 0.31 
N 210 210 210 210 208 208 
*p<0.05. 
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Table A.7   Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Individual Risk Perceptions, 
Controlling Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 

1 
Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Reintegrative Shame -0.02 -0.01     
Participation in Shaming   0.01 0.01   
Disint. Shame     0.12 0.12 
Perceived Risk 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 
Perceived Risk×Reint. Shame  -0.07     
Perceived Risk ×Participation 
in Shaming  

  0.07 0.05   

Perceived Risk × Disint. Shame       
R² 0.34 0.35 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.36 
N 158 158 170 170 169 169 
  Large Theft Model 

1 
Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Reintegrative Shame 0.18* 0.18*     
Participation in Shaming   0.01 0.01   
Disint. Shame     0.11 0.12 
Perceived Risk -0.09 -008 -0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.10 
Perceived Risk×Reint. Shame  -0.10     
Perceived Risk ×Participation 
in Shaming  

   -0.04   

Perceived Risk × Disint. Shame      -0.04 
R² 0.20 0.21 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.21 
N 154 153 168 168 167 167 
Drug Abuse Model 

1 
Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Reintegrative Shame 0.23* 0.22*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.07 -0.07   
Disint. Shame     0.14 0.27 
Perceived Risk -0.15* -0.14* -0.16* -0.16* -0.15* 0.13 
Perceived Risk×Reint. Shame  -0.10     
Perceived Risk ×Participation 
in Shaming  

   -0.005   

Perceived Risk × Disint. Shame      -0.07 
R² 0.30 0.31 0.25 0.26 0.27 0.27 
N 156 156 168 168 167 168 
Petty Theft Model 

1 
Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Reintegrative Shame 0.19* 0.19*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.04 -0.04   
Disint. Shame     0.04 0.04 
Perceived Risk -0.07 -0.06 -0.08 -0.07 -0.07 0.08 
Perceived Risk×Reint. Shame  -0.03     
Perceived Risk ×Participation 
in Shaming  

   -0.06   

Perceived Risk × Disint. Shame      -0.07 
R² 0.27 0.26 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 
N 152 152 166 166 165 165 
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Table A.7         (Continued.) 
 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shame 0.09 0.09     
Participation in Shaming   0.001 0.002   
Disint. Shame     0.09 0.09 
Perceived Risk -0.01 -0.004 0.002 0.003 -0.003 -0.01 
Perceived Risk×Reint. Shame  -0.07     
Perceived Risk ×Participation 
in Shaming  

   -0.04   

Perceived Risk × Disint. 
Shame 

     -0.02 

R² 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.30 0.30 
N 219 219 219 219 217 217 
*p< 0.05 
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Table A.8   Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Agent of Shaming, Controlling 
Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming -0.21 -0.22   
Particip. in Shaming   -0.18 -0.16 
Family Shame 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.05 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame     
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    -0.08 
R² 0.56 0.58 0.56 0.59 
N 49 49 51 51 
   Large Theft  Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.36* 0.35*   
Particip. in Shaming   -0.16 -0.19 
Family Shame 0.15 0.14 0.19 0.18 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame     
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.14 
R² 0.31 0.30 0.23 0.23 
N 48 48 51 51 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.33* 0.38*   
Particip. in Shaming   -0.19 -0.22 
Family Shame 0.003 -0.001 0.05 0.04 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame     
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.12 
R² 0.28 0.33 0.25 0.24 
N 49 49 51 51 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.28 0.27   
Particip. in Shaming   -0.14 -0.16 
Family Shame 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.16 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame  -0.10   
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    0.06 
R² 0.24 0.23 0.19 0.17 
N 48 48 50 50 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.15 0.15   
Particip. In Shaming   -0.14 -0.14 
Family Shame 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.20 
Family Shame×Reint. Shame  -0.09   
Family Shame×Particip. in Shaming    -0.01 
R² 0.34 0.33 0.34 0.32 
N 59 59 59 59 
*p<0.05 
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Table A.9      Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming Variables 
on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Feeling of Remorse, Controlling 
Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming -0.11 -0.10   
Disintegrative Shaming   0.06 0.05 
Remorse 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.03 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.06   
Remorse×Disint.Shame    -0.01 
R² 0.19 0.18 0.20 0.19 
N 89 89 95 95 
Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.13 0.12   
Disintegrative Shaming   -0.002 -0.01 
Remorse -0.06 -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.10   
Remorse×Disint. Shame    -0.06 
R² 0.17 0.17 0.16 0.15 
N 85 85 94 94 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.26* 0.26*   
Disint. Shaming   0.07 0.05 
Remorse -0.01 -0.01 0.004 0.004 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  0.001   
Remorse×Disint. Shame    -0.10 
R² 0.34 0.34 0.26 0.26 
N 88 88 93 93 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.19 0.18   
Disint. Shaming   -0.04 -0.05 
Remorse -0.08 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.19   
Remorse×Disint. Shame    -0.04 
R² 0.19 0.22 0.16 0.16 
N 85 85 93 93 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.04 0.04   
Disint. Shaming   -0.005 -0.01 
Remorse -0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Remorse×Reint. Shame  -0.12   
Remorse×Disint. Shame    -0.05 
R² 0.17 0.18 0.16 0.16 
N 98 98 97 97 

*p<0.05 

 

 

 
 
 
 



 

172
   

 
Table A.10  Standardized Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Shaming      

Variables on Various Forms of Misbehavior Interacting with Delinquent Friends 
Involvement, Controlling Past Deviance, Age, Sex, and Socioeconomic Status. 

 
Violence Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming -0.01 -0.01     
Participation in Shaming   0.01 0.001   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.04 0.04 
Delinq. Peers14 0.20* 0.20* 0.19* 0.19* 0.19* 0.51 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  -0.07     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.07   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     -0.33 

R² 0.36 0.36 0.39 0.39 0.39 0.39 
N 133 133 143 143 142 142 
   Large Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.15 0.15     
Participation in Shaming   0.01 -0.01   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.04 0.05 
Delinq. Peers 0.20* 0.20* 0.21* 0.21* 0.21* -0.28 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  0.01  -0.14   
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

      

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     0.51 

R² 0.27 0.26 0.25 0.26 0.25 0.25 
N 129 129 142 142 141 141 
Drug Abuse Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.19* 0.19*     
Participation in Shaming   -0.04 -0.06   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.12 0.13 
Delinq. Peers 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.08 -0.46 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  0.14     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.06   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     0.55 

R² 0.36 0.38 0.32 0.32 0.33 0.34 
N 131 131 141 141 140 140 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
14 The question tapping on delinquent peer involvement asked “how many of your friends have ever done at 
least one of the behaviors in question” (listing all four types of misbehavior used as dependent variables). The 
responses ranged from “all” (5) to “none” (1). 
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Table A.10             (Continued.) 
 
Petty Theft Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.20* 0.20*     
Participation in Shaming   0.01 -0.02   
Disintegrative Shaming     -0.01 -0.005 
Delinq. Peers -0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 -0.56 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  -0.05     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.12   

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

     0.60 

R² 0.34 0.33 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.30 
N 129 129 141 141 140 140 
General Deviance Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Reintegrative Shaming 0.09 0.09     
Participation in Shaming   0.01 -0.01   
Disintegrative Shaming     0.02 0.03 
Delinq. Peers 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.13 0.14 -0.23 
Delinq. Peers×Reint. Shame  -0.08     
Delinq. Peers×Participation in 
Shaming  

   -0.13  0.38 

Delinq. Peers×Disintegrative 
Shaming 

      

R² 0.38 0.39 0.38 0.39 0.38 0.37 
N 148 148 148 148 147 147 
*p<0.05 
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Table A.11     Results of Principal Component Analysis Applied to the 23 items in a Cognitive Self-
Control Scale 

Component Eigenvalue Eigenvalue Difference 
Factor 1 4.24   
Factor 2 2.71 1.53 
Factor 3 1.77 0.94 
Factor 4 1.57 0.20 
Factor 5 1.33 0.24 
Factor 6 1.19 0.13 
Factor 7 1.06 0.13 
Factor 8 0.99 0.08 
Factor 9 0.86 0.12 
Factor 10 0.85 0.01 
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Questionnaire 
 

(Original Translation from Russian into English) 
 
 

1. How strongly connected are you to other people?  
a) Very strongly 
b) Strongly 
c) Somewhat strongly 
d) Not very strongly 
e) Not at all 
f) No answer 

2. Have you ever been suspected of doing something wrong and had people talk about you? 
How often did it happen? 

a) Very often 
b) Often 
c) Somewhat often 
d) Not very often 
e) Never 

3. If somebody in your social circle did something socially disapproved, how likely would it 
be that you talk about it with others, emphasizing how inappropriate this behavior was? 
For each kind of behavior that I name, would it be very possible, possible, somewhat 
possible, not very possible or not at all possible for people to talk about others suspected 
in such behavior? 

a. Intentionally physically hurting somebody 
b. Taking something that does not belong to you worth $100 or more 
c. Taking illegal drugs 
d. Taking something that does not belong to you worth $5 or less 

4. How often have you been punished or made ashamed of something and then reaccepted 
in the circle forgiving your deeds? 

a. Quite often 
b. Often 
c. Sometimes 
d. Seldom 
e. Never 

5. Next questions have to do with your preferences and your character. Please state your 
agreement or disagreement with my statements in the following form: 

a. Definitely agree 
b. Agree in general 
c. Neither agree nor disagree 
d. Disagree in general 
e. Absolutely disagree 
 

1) I think I always get in trouble no matter how hard I try to avoid it 
2) I like to take risks 
3) Things I like to do best are dangerous 
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4) I often act on the spur of the moment. 
5) I don’t think about the future too much 
6) I often do what I like here and now without taking consequences into consideration. 
7) I care more about what is happening right now or is about to happen in the nearest 

future rather than what will happen much later. 
8) I prefer to do things that pay off immediately rather than later. 
 

6. How often do you meet unpleasant people or run into unpleasant situations? Does it 
happen always, almost always, sometimes, seldom, almost never? 

 
7. How often are you at risk of losing the things that you value? In other words, how often 

do you lose your property that you value, friendship, job, how often do other people 
disturb you etc? 

a. Definitely agree 
b. Agree in general 
c. Neither agree nor disagree 
d. Disagree in general 
e. Absolutely Disagree 
 

8. Evaluating your present situation, how successful have you been in achieving your goals 
in life? Considering what you planned to have achieved by now, would you say you have 
achieved all of your goals, several goals or none at all? 

a. All goals 
b. Most goals 
c. Some goals 
d. A few goals 
e. None at all 
 

9. For each question please indicate whether you agree with the statement: 
a. Absolutely agree 
b. Pretty much agree 
c. Neither agree nor disagree 
d. Pretty much disagree 
e. Absolutely disagree 
f. No answer 

 
a) When I have some extra money I prefer to spend it on something I don’t really need 

rather than saving it for future 
b) I often try to avoid complicated problems 
c) When situations gets complicated I try to quit 
d) I enjoy easy tasks more 
e) I don’t like complicated tasks that require all my effort 
f) I like to occasionally test myself doing risky stuff 
g) Sometimes I take risks just for fun 
h) Sometimes I enjoy doing something I may regret later 
i) Pleasure and adventures are more important to me than security 
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j) If I had a choice I would always do physical rather than mental 
k) I feel much better when I’m in action rather than sitting and thinking 
10. In most situations I would feel guilty if I 

a. Physically hurt somebody 
b. Took something worth $100+ 
c. Took drugs 
d. Took something worth $5- 

11. Most of people whose opinion I value would no longer respect me if I  
a. Physically hurt somebody 
b. Took something worth $100+ 
c. Took drugs 
d. Took something worth $5- 

12. I would get caught if I 
a. Physically hurt somebody 
b. Took something worth $100+ 
c. Took drugs 
d. Took something worth $5- 

13. Within the last three years how often did you 
a. Smoke 
b. Consume alcohol more than 2-3 times during one week 
c. Forget to take the medicine when you were sick 
d. Take extra precautions in order not to get ill 
e. Eat anything you liked without worrying about how that would have affected 

your health 
f. Jaywalk 
g. Get into an accident or hurt yourself so bad that you required medical 

attention 
h. Borrow the sum so large that you had troubles paying it back 
i. Pass out while drinking alcohol. In other words have you been so drunk that 

you the next morning you couldn’t remember what you were doing the day 
before? 

j. Save money for retirement 
k. Engage in risky sexual encounters 
 

Again, for each question please indicate whether you agree with the statement: 
a. Absolutely agree 
b. Pretty much agree 
c. Neither agree nor disagree 
d. Pretty much disagree 
e. Absolutely disagree 
 

a) I’d rather act and not read or think about something 
b) I think I have more energy and need to stay active then most of people of my age 
c) I care about myself first even if hurts those around me 
d) I don’t sympathize with people who are in trouble 
e) If people don’t like what I do, it’s their problem 
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f) I’ll try to achieve what I want even if it causes some inconveniences for others 
g) I lose control fairly easily 
h) When I’m mad at somebody I’d rather hurt that person than explain why I’m mad 
i) When I’m really mad, others had better stay off 
j) When I’m in serious disagreement with somebody I usually have trouble discussing it 

without getting upset 
 
14. How many people you personally know have committed one or several acts discussed 

above within the last five years? 
a. Everybody 
b. Most of them 
c. Some of them 
d. Several of them 
e. Nobody 
f. No answer 

15. Speaking of the kinds of behavior we had already mentioned, imagine that tomorrow 
you’ll find yourself in a situation where you will have a strong desire to commit one of 
them. Do you think it is very possible, possible, somewhat possible, not very possible or 
not at all possible that you would: 

a. Physically hurt somebody 
b. Take something worth $100+ 
c. Take drugs 
d. Take something worth $5- 
 

16. Speaking again of the same kinds of behavior, how often did you commit each one? 
Would you say it happened very often, often, sometimes, seldom or never? 

a. Physically hurt somebody 
b. Take something worth $100+ 
c. Take drugs 
d. Take something worth $5- 
 

17. When you committed one of those acts, did you feel shame or remorse? Would you say it 
happened very often, often, sometimes, seldom or never in the course of your life? 
 

18. In those cases where you felt shame or remorse, who brought these feelings in you? 
a. Spouse or partner 
b. Member of the family 
c. Friend 
d. Colleague 
e. Neighbor 
f. Somebody from the same church 
g. Police 
h. Yourself 
i. Somebody else 
j. No answer 

19. What is your date of birth? 
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20. Sex 

a. Male 
b. Female 

21. How would you evaluate your socioeconomic status? 
a. Very low 
b. Low 
c. Average 
d. High 
e. Very high 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 


