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HOCKEY VIOLENCE: A TEST OF
THE VIOLENT SUBCULTURE HYPOTHESIS*

MICHAEL D. SMITH
York University

The fundamental tenet of the violent subcuiture hypothesis, in its generic form, is
that violent behavior results from a set of proviclence values and attitudes. The pre-
sent research was to test this hypothesis as an explanation of viclence in Canadian
amateur ice-hockey. Interviews with over 700 players and nonplayers yielded data
on values and attitudes; self-reports of fighting and official records of major hockey
penalties were used as measures of viclent behavior. The results support the violent
subculture hypothesis. Individuals who professed values and attitudes suppartive of
violence were significantly more violent than those who did not. The data do not sup-
port the societal version of the hypothesis, described by Wolfgang and Ferracutiand
other theorists in the eriminological tradition; values and attiludes were poor predic-
tors of oft-ice fighting and bore no relationship to sccial class. What the findings do
point to is an occupational subculture, composed mainly of older players in highly
competitive select and junior leagues, where professional criteria regarding the use
of violence prevail. Compared to younger, house-league boys and to nenplayers,
these performers endorsed values and attitudes of violence.

Since the early 1960's, a great deal of attention has been paid by scholars to apparent increases
in interpersonal violence, Although the sociology of violence is still comparatively undeveloped,
one attempted line of explanation, that emphasizing subcultural influences, has had considerable
continuity. In almost all such research it is maintained that the basis of any subculture is a set or
subset of values at variance with those of the parent culture. These values are assumed to govern,
if not strictly to determine, members® attitudes and behavior.

As a descriptive term, ‘‘violent subculture® seems clear, and quickly catches attention. Its em-
pirical status, however, is shaky. A fundamental test of any variant of the violent subculture
hypothesis would require comparison of individual members’ and nonmembers’ values and at-
titudes regarding violence; heretofore, this has not been adequately done.

Ice hockey, rife with assaultive behavior, offers an appropriate setting for such work. In the
present research, the violent subculture hypothesis was tested as an explanation of violence in
Canadian amateur hockey,'

General Research on Violent Societal Subcultures

Perhaps the most representative, frequently cited, contemporary theoretical statement on
violence emphasizing subcultures is that of Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967).2 They (1967: 140-185)

® This rescarch was funded by the Canada Council, Grant $-74-1693. [ am grateful to Sandra Ball-Rokeach,
Anthony Turrittin, Michael Lanphier, and several anonymous Canada Council reviewers for their comments
on the original proposal. For their criticisms of an earlier draft of this paper I am indebted to Thelma Mc-
Cormack, David Lumsden, and Howard Erlanger,

1. Assaults on the ice and, ¢.g., in the streets, are fundamentally the same. Both, though officially pro-
scribed, are often seen as relatively “*normal®’ in their respective social worlds. The chief difference seems {0
lic in how they are viewed outside these milieus. Street violence is **deviance,” clearly, while illegal hockey
violence traditionally has been viewed by many as a legitimate, or at least inevitable, *“*part of the game,””
though increasingly it toe is being defined as a “‘social problem’” {see Smith, 1975). In any case, the idea of
violent subculture, though initially emerging from research on delinquent and criminal violence, has come to
have a much wider scope. There is no sound reason why the hypothesis, in its broadest sense, should not be
applied to hockey. )
2. Patrick (1973:176) warns about transferring wholesale to other cultures theories and concepts of delin-
qQuency developed in the United States. The evidence is that many of these simply do not "\?'ork" for
Glasgow street gangs (or English, for that matter), not altogether surprisingly in view of the important
historical and structural differences in race, politics, economics and education between the countries. The
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draw upon research on delinquency, crime, lower-class social structure and values, and also upon
case studies of traditionally violent cultures, to develop the proposition that a high rate of in-
terpersonal violence is the product of a subcultural value system which encourages its expression.
In the subculture, violence is the expected response to a perceived challenge or insult—a jostle, a
glance, a derogatory remark, the appearance of 2 weapon. Adherence to this norm is essential in
acquiring and maintaining honor, especially for lower-class males between late adolescence and
middle age, and especially when such challenges are associated with one’s masculinity. Those who
fail to conform are subject to peer sanctions ranging from indiffercnce to disdain and ostracism.

Wolfgang and Ferracuti propose that verification of what they call the *‘subculture of
violence® should not require proving that violence is the predominant theme, only that it is an
important one. No subculture is completely at odds with the parent culture; culture and sub-
culture always interlock to some degree. Also, although violence is transituational, if members
engaged in it continuously, or everywhere, normal social functioning would be impossible. Most
assaults take place in settings where there is easy access to weapons, where others ready for
violence are present, and where precipitating situations are likely to arise—in short, where *‘nor-
mative standards” are most salient {also see Luckenbill, 1977}. Their “*subculture of violence”
thesis would predict, for example, that violent hockey players would fight mainly on the ice, but
also that they would fight elsewhere more than nonviolent performers or nonplayers (1967:114,
159).

“The same authors (1967:153) state that a proper test of their theory requires individual data on
values and attitudes, not merely inferences from other materials, as in their own work. Until now,
only one study has done this. Ball-Rokeach (1973) presented data on values and attitudes toward
interpersonal violence in a national sample of 1,429 America adults, and on value differences be-
tween 157 violent and 202 nonviolent inmates of a Michigan prison. The findings revealed almost
no relationship, in either sample, between values and self-reported violent behavior, and only a
weak relationship between attitudes regarding violence approval and behavior. The social class
basis of the Wolfgang-Ferracuti proposition received scant confirmation: education and income
were not associated with viclent behavior in the national sample and only weakly associated with
violence approval. These latter resulis basically replicated those of the 1968 President’s Commis-
sion on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (Baker and Ball, 1969; Stark and McEvoy, 1970).

But the Ball-Rokeach research had two serious shortcomings. First, as Erlanger (1974b) has
noted, the subset of values (from the Rokeach Value Survey) and their accompanying descriptors
hypothesized to represent a *‘machismo”™ orientation are very general. Most seem only remotely
connected to violence, and they certainly do not effectively get at the Wolfgang-Ferracuti concep-
tion of subcultural values as ‘‘normative standards’ (1967:114). Second, the self-report-based
violence index in the national study includes both assailant and victim expericnces. Ball-Rokeach
(1973:738) presents this as a strength, but it seems more likely a weakness. Respondents may have
reported being ““threatened or actually cut with a knife,” for example, thus increasing their index
scores yet themselves have been entirely nonviolent in the process. In addition, one could raise the
usual questions about the validity of self-reports of violent behavior (Hagan, 1977:64-67).

One other study, by Erlanger (1974b)—a detailed reanalysis of the 1968 President’s Commis-
sion data—can be said to constitute a partial test of the Wolfgang-Ferracuti thesis. It reconfirms
the Commission’s finding that there were no major differences in the approval of violence by
respondents’ education, income or race. No data on values were given, but new findings on peer

“subculture of violence™ thesis, however, to take the best known representative of violent subculture
theories, was built from the outset from cross-cultural materials and has been shown applicable in the Scot-
tish context and in Sardinia (Ferracuti ef al., 1970). Furthermore, Woifgang and Ferracuti (1967:155-158)
state explicitly that examination of the thesis need not be confined to any one nationa! or ethnic group, of 10
homicide, as opposed to nonlethal violence.
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Hockey Violence 237

esteem and psychological correlates of fighting among black and white Milwaukee males were
reported. Erlanger argued that subculture theory would predict a strong positive correlation be-
tween fighting and perceived peer esteem for low-income whites and blacks who were not poor,
and a relatively strong negative correlation for whites who were not poor. He found, however,
(after controlling for age, occupation and social desirability bias) that the correlations were close
to zero or in the opposite directions from those hypothesized. He had also reasoned that
respondents’ “‘happiness’ ought to be positively correlated with fighting, because there would be
positive peer sanctions and an absence of guilt for violence in their subcultures, and that their
“happiness” should be negatively correlated with fighting outside the subculture, But again the
data were directly counter to theory. It was true, consistent with the subcultural view, that blacks
fought more often than whites, that the poor fought more than those not poor, and that for low-
income white and black men, fighting had a positive, although not statistically significant, effect
on being ‘‘well-liked.”” In general, however, neither the rescarch by Ball-Rokeach nor that by
Erlanger—the two most direct tests of the thesis—confirmed the existence of a “‘subculture of
violence™ of the sort emphasized by Wolfgang and Ferracuti, or of any other type of violent sub-
culture,

Work on what has come to be known as the ‘‘southern subculture of violence’” has been more
indirectly related to the violent subculture thesis. Research conducted by Hackney (1969), Gastil
{1971), and Reed {1972) suggested that relatively high rates of interpersonal violence, especially
homicide, in the American South were the result of family socialization. In the direct version of

 this thesis, such socialization produces a high rate of lethal violence. In the indirect version, it

produces a high rate of gun ownership, which then produces a high rate of letha!l violence. Loftin
and Hill (1974) and Erlanger (1975), however, have pointed out methodological flaws in these
studies which cast doubt upon the direct version. O’Connor and Lizotte (1977) have disputed the
indirect version. Their survey data showed that growing up in the South did not affect the prob-
ability of owning a handgun as an adult. They concluded that although a regional subculture
should not be ruled out as an important explanatory variable in both southern gun ownership and
violence, the Hackney-Gastil-Reed thesis was at present incomplete and inadequate.

In two studies ““adjunct’® to their national survey, Blumenthal es af. (1972:62-66, 130-132)
presented some limited data on the value-attitude-violent behavior relationship. In the first study,
they compared the values of twenty-nine students arrested for having participated in a *‘street
disturbance’” with those of sixty-three college students in the national sample. Those arrested
were relatively low in “‘retributive justice’” and ‘‘self-defense’ but were high on the value of
“'persons’’ as opposed to “‘property’* and on **humanism’” versus ‘‘materialism.”” They did not
differ from college students as a whole in “‘kindness.”” The arrestees also ranked higher than the
comparison group on the “*violence for social change™ attitude index. In short, they revealed a
value and attitude pattern consistent with that of people who find violence for social change
relatively justifiable. Blumenthal et al. caution, however, that they were not able to ascertain
whether individual arrestees had actually engaged in violence.

In the second study, a random sample of fifty-two penitentiary inmates with varying histories
of violent conduct reported less attitudinal support for social control violence (e.g., Should the
police shoot to kill in handling disturbances?) and more support for social change violence (e.g.,
Is protest in which some people are killed necessary to produce changes?) than a matched sample
from the national survey. The authors admitted they had no convincing explanation, but con-
cluded that because prisoners’ violent behavior had the same magnitude of correlation with both
attitude indexes, violent behavior and attitudes were at least somehow related.

There is a melange of other empirical work more or less relevant to the violent subculture
hypothesis: anthropological studies in which high rates of violence are attributed to cultural pat-
terns (e.g., Kupferer and Humphrey, 1972; Langness, 1972); case studies of assaultive men, pro-
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ducts purportedly of violent subcultures (e.g., Brown, 1975, Dictz, 1978; Toch, 1969); and, par.
ticularly pertinent, research on juvenile fighting gangs {the *‘conflict subculture™), such as those
observed in Glasgow by Patrick (1973) and in the United States by Yablonsky (1962), Keiser
(1969) and Horowitz and Schwartz (1975). In the latter groups, the cthos and practice of violence
were central, Collective and individua! statuses were based on members” willingness and ability (o
fight, often with guns and knives, Patrick (1973:195-196) concluded that all but one of the
criteria for the ““subculture of violence’” described by Wolfpang and Ferracuti were met by the
ferocious Glasgow slum boys with whom he mixed: deviant members were punished not by dis-
dain or ostracism but by violence or the threat of it. Canadian fighting gangs have not received
the attention of sociologists, but Mann’s (1967) description ©of a reformatory inmate
“‘subculture,’” closely resembles the descriptions given by Patrick and others. The prisoners’
*‘code’” emphasized ‘‘toughness, including the capacity to take and hiand out physical violence
.. (1967:113). Newcomers® courage was invariably tested and those who could be intimidated
were terrorized thereafter. Serious fights were frequent, many occurring during athletic contests
in which middle-class norms of fair play were usually absent. Similar social environments
elsewhere in Canada have been documented (Campbell, 1973; Thrasker, 1976).

Genuine fighting gangs, however, turn out to be few and far betwees. In the **violent’” groups
studied by Gannon (1970), Miller (1966) and Short and Strodtbeck (1965), serious fighting, par-
ticulary of the intergroup kind, was rare and violence hardly a dominant theme, though one of
some importance. Other criteria often considered characteristic of a yiolent subculture are also i
not always apparent in research on conflict-oriented gangs (see Erlanger, 1974b: 281). More im-

' portantly, most of the literature on gangs is descriptive, not explanatory. Research inferring
values of violence from observations of behavior or finding normative support for violent con-
duct does not advance the subculture thesis beyond the level of plausitility (see Hepburn, 1971;
Hagan, 1972:110). Some (e.g., Clark, 1974) even argue that the essentiaf sponginess of the idea of
subculture, shown in the apparent inability of most empirical studies tg define subculiural boun-
daries precisely, makes the concept of dubious worth in research {Clark, 1974; Fine and Klein- ‘ ;
man, 1979). 1

Research on a Violent Occupational Subculture: Canadian Hockey

The foregoing violent subcultures may be termed societal subcultures: they tend to concentrate i

in specific socioeconomic groups and ecological areas, and they are wually thought to be pro- i
ducts of some sort of social structural contradiction (Clark, 1974:435; Wolfgang and Ferracuti, ,
1967:161). Most of the sociological investigations of violence in hockey explicitly or implicitly : i
characterize the game as having an eccupational subculture based on a theme of violence. Cana- ‘ ‘
dian boys enter hockey around age seven. The ablest are quickly funneled into highly competitive : 1
o ““select” or *‘allstar’’ leagues where they begin their occupational sscialization. Fighting and
other illegal forms of assault (though not hard body contact) tend 1o be discouraged among : l
K younger boys, but around thirteen to fourteen years of age the criteria for player evaluation begin
to change, for it is then that potential for junior professional and professional hockey is thought ; I
; to reveal itself. By Midget age, fifteen, coaches are looking for the abiley to mete out, and with- ' ;
stand, illegal physical coercion. Some boys this age are upwardly mobde primarily because they : 1
are good fighters (Smith, 1979a, 1979b; Vaz, 1976). . : ;
The attributes emphasized in these training years are those desired by the roughly fifty profes- : 1
; sional teams in North America which depend upon amateur hockey fora steady output of talent
r 3 and to whose ranks most of the best players aspire. Because motivaiion o advance to higher level
and then to professional teams is strong, and because the number of these teams progressively
- ; diminishes, competititon for positions is intense. The structure of the sysem compels aspirants to
conform increasingly to prevailing professional standards, which includg the necessity of employ- :




nd, par-
as those
), Keiser
violence
ability to
e of the
¢ by the
t by dis-
received

inmate
risoners’
violence
imidated
contests
onments

** groups
ing, par-
h one of
are also
viore im-
inferring
lent con-
m, 1971;
1e idea of
ral boun-
nd Klein-

ncentrate
3 be pro-
“erracuti,
implicitly
ze. Cana-
mpetitive
ting and
d among
jon begin
s thought
and with-
ause they

ty profes-
t of talent
gher level
gressively
pirants to
f employ-

. Ao o B
ikt - - At

Hockey Violence 239

ing at least a minimum level of “‘force-threat’’ (Goode, 1972). The influence of the professional
game is weaker in house, or recreational, leagues, but it is still present, Intense exposure to the
mass media for many decades has helped stamp the professional imprint on virtually all of Cana-
dian hockey (Smith, 1978).

There is a strong machismo theme in the use of violence as an occupational tool in hockey.
Players develop a finely honed sensitivity to slights; they posture and threaten and fight
schoolyard-style, and even employ the same schoolyard argot. ““I don’t think there's nothing
worse than being a chicken,”” says a professional performer (Faulkner, 1974:229-300). This senti-
ment pervades the culture, from bubblegum card biographies of players who **don’t like to be
pushed around'’ to magazine articles, **Why the Old Time Fights were Better’ {Smith, 1978). It is
found throughout the testimony for the *‘defense’” in the transcript of the 1974 Ontario Govern-
ment inquiry into amateur hockey violence (McMurtry, 1974).

Research on players' perceptions of the game’s social climate reveals that older, select per-
formers, in particular, view their teammates, coaches, and fathers (in that order) as approving of
a variety of on-ice assaultive acts (Smith, 1975, 1979b). They approve, it seems, to the extent that
violence works as an occupational tool and expresses moral character. It is probably not by
chance that ocupationally approved moral character in hockey (e.g., being tough and cool in
dangerous situations) appears to be a variation on a broader cultural theme. How eise could the
game have become, or remained, a national institution?

Qualitative research on professional players in the American Hockey League (Faulkner, 1973,

”1974) and National Hockey League (Smith, 1979a, b) depicts the f ully socialized end product of
the sport. On entering the big leagues, and periodically thereafter, these performers are obliged to
“'show themselves,” to lay claimn to treatment as persons whom their colleagues can respect.
Although not the only way of establishing a positive identity, displays of toughness, courage and
willingness to fight are important means of doing so. Smith (1979b) asked sixty NHL players how
they and their teammates react to one who refuses to fight when challenged. About half were une-
quivocal: ““I'd rather see a guy fight and lose than turn his cheek and not fight at all, and I think a
lot of the players are like that. You pretty well realize that you have to fight, otherwise the guys
look down on you,” The nonfighter threatens group cohesiveness. *You get a couple of guys try-
ing to beat you up, you know he’s not going to be there to help you out. That's a big thing. You
don’t look at these guys with much respect really.”” The other half stated that fighting per se is
not required, but a player at least has to be willing to grapple with a man in a melee to prevent

ganging-up, and to be tough enough to withstand opponents’ coercive tactics. These are also

coaches’ requirements. Aflowing one’s ‘‘game to be killed”’ on the other hand, results not only in

coming to be regarded as of doubtful moral worth but in being rendered relatively useless to the

team. This code is similar to notions of honor and revenge in other cultures (e.g., Peristiany,

1965) and in fighting gangs; and depictions of the quintessential hockey practitioner are startingly

like those of Toch's {1969) or Wolfgang’s (1958) violent men.

Suggestive as they may be, not one of the foregoing studies contains adequate empirical confir-
mation, or disconfirmation, of the fundamental tenet of the violent subculture hypothesis: that,
compared to those who do not, individuals who behave violently endorse values and attitudes
that in some way promote violence. After all, people who act violently do not necessarily develop
a culture which condones violence; nor do people who profess proviolence values and attitudes
necessarily behave violently. A more precise empirical test of the thesis is still needed.

Method

The present data are from a 1976 s'urvcy of amateur hockey violence. Three populations of
Toronto males aged twelve to twenty-one were sampled: (1) house-league hockey players, (2)
select hockey players, (3) nonhockey players. From the first two populations, eight hockey
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organizations were chosen—two house-lcague and six select; the organizations were then
stratified by age-graded playing division. Including the control group of nonplayers, who were
not subdivided, thirty-four strata were thus cofistructed.?

The sampling frame for players consisted of all those repistered in the hockey organizations.
Using simple random sampling without replacement, 740 sclections were made. The selection
probability for each stratum was between .33 and .45. Following the removal of nonrespondents
and foreign elements (goaltenders, players released, traded, injured or for some reason not play-
ing at least half a season), 551 players were interviewed, a 74 per cent response rate. Weighting, to
correct for unequal selection probabilities, resulted in a final weighted sample of 604. As for the
nonplayers, 180 students, corresponding in age to the other samples, were sampled with certainty
from six schools representing a range of socioeconomic environments. One hundred and fifty-
three of these students were interviewed, a response rate of 84 percent.

Following a pretest in late 1975, the survey was carried out during April 1976, after the hockey
season. Interviewers employed by York University’s Survey Research Centre conducted the inter-
views, which averaged fifty minutes and took place, in most cases, in the interviewees” homes. In
all cases, only interviewer and interviewee were present. ’

Because of the importance attached to values in subculture theorizing, two separate valye in-
ventories were administered: the Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1973) and a modified version
of items developed by Blumenthal ef af. (1972). The Rokeach survey was chosen because of its
demonstrated reliability and validity, its comprehensiveness, its ability to discriminate among
persons of varying ages and backgrounds, and its prior use in research on the subculture of
violence (Ball-Rokeach, 1973).

Still, as already noted, the connection between most of the Rokeach items and violence is
somewhat tenuous, so a version of Blumenthal er al.'s (1972) value inventory, which specifically
has to do with violence, was also constructed and administered. Some of the values were adopted
verbatim, others rewritten, and several new items created. The result was twelve statements, a
**modified Blumenthal Value Inventory.” Using oblique rotation, principal factor analysis of the
intercorrelation matrix of the responses to these statements uncovered two factors: one which
was labeled Hit, the other—the antithesis—which was labeled Kindness (after Blumenthal’s
usage). Table 1 shows the value statements and their factor loadings.* (Responses were scored on
a five-point scale from Agree Strongly to Disagree Strongly.) Hit and Kindness Indexes were
created by summing respondents® scores on items with factor loadings of .40 or better. Estimates
of internal reliability, Chronbach’s alphas, are .66 for Hit and .44 for Kindness.

Slightly revised versions of items employed by the President’s Violence Commission (Baker
and Ball, 1969; see also Erlanger, 1974a:83) were used to ascertain attitudes towards violence
(i.¢., approval or disapproval). Two attitude indexes were constructed. The first, Approval of
Teenage Fighting, was derived from the following questions (answers were coded Yes or No): (a)

3. The organizations and performers represented the spectrum of hockey in the city. OFf the six select
organizations {players win positions in competitive tryouts), two drew their players from local areas only,
two recruited city-wide, two—Junior B and Junior A (in effect, junior professional)—recruited from even
further afield. The two house-leagues (everybody plays) were typical of their kind. All told, ninety-eight
teams were represented. The nonplayers were boys whe played no organized hockey in 1975-76. About half
had never played organized hockey. Detailed Sample Design Reports are available from the author.

4. The value statements were designed to tap four dimensions of violence: (1) as a means to an end (items 2,
5,9, in Table 1); (2) kindness (items 3, 7, 10}; (3) self-defense (items 4, 6, 8); (4) retributive justice (items 1,
11, 12). The last three dimensions are almost the same as the Blumenthal ef al. (1972:97-133) indexes. Initial
experimental factor analyses resulted in a somewhat unclear multifactor structure along the lines of the
four dimensions above, but with over seventy-five per cent of the total variance explained by the first two
factors. An oblique analysis, with all the variance forced into these two factors {subsequently termed Hit and
Kindness), finally yielded the most satisfactory solution.
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TABLE 1
Factor Loadings for Modified Blumenthal Values

Factors
Values HIt Kindress
1. When someone does wrong, he shoutd be paid back
for it 30 24
2, Hitting a perscn is acceptable if It is the only way
to get what you want. 48 A2
3. It Is important to be kind to pecple even if they do
things you don't believe in. .03 .55
4. A man has a right to hit another man in self-defense. 26 03
5. Hitting a person is acceptable If it Is the only way
to achieve an important geal. 55 02
6. A man has aright to hit another man 1o defend
his property, 1y 05
7. When a person harms you, you should turn the
other cheek and forgive him, A3 42
8. A man has a right to hit anothar man to defend
his reputaticn. 48 07
9. Hitting a person Is acceptable if it is the only way
to get what is rightfully yours. 50 .02
10. Even if you don't like a person, you should stlll
try to help him. 03 A4
11. “An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth” s
a good rule for living. 35 a2
12._People who Intentionally commit murder deserve to .
be killed themselves. 23 A7

Are there any situations you can imagine, not counting sport, in which you would approve of a
teenage boy punching another teenage boy? (If Yes): (b-1) If he had been ridiculed and made fun
of by the other boy? (b-2) If he had been challenged by the other boy to a fight? (b-3) If he had
been shoved by the other boy? Orthogonally rotated, principal factor analysis of the main and
follow-up items yielded a single factor solution, with factor loadings of .91, .32, .65, .72.
Respondents” scores were summed to form a composite index. Chronbach’s alpha is .78.

The second attitude index, Approval of Hockey Fighting, was constructed in the same way.
Respondents were asked: (a) Are there any situations you can imagine in which you would ap-
prove of a minor hockey player punching another player? (If Yes): (b-1) If he had been ridiculed
and made fun of by the other player? (b-2) If he had been challenged by the other playerto a
fight? (b-3) If he had been shoved by the other player? Factor analysis of these items again
resulted in a single factor solution, with item loadings of .82, .51, .70, .50. Scores were summted
to form a composite index. Chronbach’s alpha: .75.

Three measures of violent behavior (illegal physical assaults against others) were used. First,
players were asked how many fistfights they had been in during the 1975-76 hockey season (34 per
cent reported being in at least one). Second, the season’s official game reports were obtained for
a representative subsample of 273 players (156 house-league, 117 select) and each respondent’s
number of major (five minutes) penalties was ascertained (30.8 per cent of the subsample received
at least one).’ Third, all respondents were asked how many street fights they had been in during

5. All but two major, or five-minute, penalties in Ontario minor and junior professional hockey are for
clearly violent infractions, such as fighting and serious **stickwork.” The two nonviglent major offenses in
the rule book are almost never called, neither appearing once in the present game reports. Referees” inter-
pretations, of course, figure in the definijion of what actually constitutes an offense under game conditions,
but major penalties, all told, seems a reasonably valid measure of violence.
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TABLE 2

Rokeach Value Differences among Players Varying in Violent Behavior
(Chi Square Median Rank Test)

Violent Behavior

Hockey Fights Major Penalties
Values none one of more none ong or more
A Comfortable Lite 8.1 76 78 8.9
An Exciting Life 8.3 7.7 89 8.4
A Sense of Accomplishment 79 7.2 79 6.7
A World at Peace 5.3 7.74 45 1060
A World of Beauty 125 1400 126 14628
Equality g8 115b 98 1249
Family Security 64 53 6.0 52
Freedom 5.6 6.3 6.5 6.1
Happiness 45 4.3 53 5.4
Inner Harmony 126 13.7 13.0 1.8
Mature Love 108 a.0a 104 92
National Security 149 15.1 146 14.4
Pleasure 10.3 100 109 10.2
Salvation 16.0 1672 159 17.1b
Sell-Respect 9.9 7.8b 9.2 560
Social Recognition 12.4 11.9 12.8 1.6
True Friendship 59 58 57 58
Wisdom 8.1 B4 8.1 70
Ambitious 6.0 4.8 6.0 4.6
Broadminded 96 88 9.4 g.8a
Capable 109 11.0 1.0 107
Cheerful B85 9.8 86 96
Clean 12.8 113 113 9.8
Courageous 10.4 89 106 83
Forgiving 8BS 1070 8.4 12.0b
Hetptul 86 a3 9.2 101
Honest .. _____40 504 13.7 51
Imaginative 141 15.18 14.3 14.1
tndependent 108 9.5 105 10.0
Intellectual 1.7 120 12.2 124
Logical 13.6 1262 133 11.4
Loving 75 72 71 86
Obedient 128 132 13.2 143
Polite 9.4 8.0 86 9.0
Responsible 52 5.0 57 56
Selt-controlied 9.0 78 8.8 8.1
a gignificance = .05
b Significance = .01,

the last three years (60 per cent reported fighting one or more times). Each of these variables was
coded 0 for no fights or penalties, 1 for one or more fights or penalties.®

Results

The violent subculture hypothesis, in its generic form, holds that violent behavior results essen-
tially from adherence to values supportive of violence. In Ball-Rokeach’s (1973:741) research,
two alternative versions of such values were identified from among the thirty-six items in the

6. The originai distributions of these variables are as follows: Fistfights—none = 398, onc = 63, 1wo = 45,
three = 22, four = 24, five = 13, six or more = 39; Major Penaliies—nonec = 189, one = 29, two = 12,
three = 14, four = 10, five = 8, six or more = 11; Street Fights—none = 292, on¢ = 113, two = 102, three

= 47, four = 25, five = 57, six or more = §2].
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TABLE 3

Values Indexes, Attitude Indexes and Structural Variables by
Violent Behavior (Gammas)

Vlolent Behavior

Value indexes, Attitude Indexes, Hockey Major Street
Structural Variables Fights Penalties Fights
HH Index A7b 07 A3
Kindness Index —.47¢ - .39¢ 21b
Approval of Fighting Index .22¢ 13 REL
Approval of Hockey Fighting Index A9¢C .50¢ .07
Fathers' SES3 -.32¢C -37¢ 02
Age 62¢ B3¢ -.Jar¢
Leve! of Competition (House-League/
Selsct) 83¢ g7¢ 08

8 Blishen (1967} Index.
b significance (Chi Square test) = .05,
€ significance (Chi Square test) = .01,

Rokeach Survey. The first version was that some men may be more violent than others because of
stronger commitment to a subset of “male’” values salient in a “‘machismo life-style,”” namely:
An Exciting Life, Freedom, Pleasure, Social Recognition, Being Courageous and Independent.
These same men should place less emphasis on being Forgiving. Table 2 indicates that only one of
these values, Forgiving, significantly differentiates fighting and penalty-getting hockey players
from nonviolent players in the direction hypothesized. This particular version of the “machismo
life-style’” hypothesis is, therefore, not confirmed.

Ball-Rokeach’s second version was that violent men may be more committed to the entire
“male’’ value-system. In that case, previous research would suggest that they would put greater
importance than the less violent on A Comfortable Life, An Exciting Life, Family Security,
Mature Love, Ambitious, Capabie, Logical and Self-Controlled; less importance on A World at
Peace, Inner Harmony, Salvation, Wisdom, Cheerful, Clean, Forgiving, Helpful and Loving. In
the present study, of these seventeen values, only Mature Love, A World at Peace, Salvation,
Forgiving and Logical reach statistical significance as hypothesized, when it comes to self-
reported fights. In the case of major penalties, A World at peace, Salvation and Forgiving are
statistically significant (Table 2). Ball-Rokeach’s second version, in short, receives scant support.

It could be argued, of course, that other subsets of Rokeach values better characterize a pro-
violence orientation. Violent players ranked Self-Respect higher and Forgiving and A World at
Peace lower than did nonviolent players, for example. On the other hand, the median ranks of
these items are of little substantive interest.

The modified Blumenthal values do better in distinguishing among players varying in violent
conduct. Table 3 shows statistically significant relationships between the Hit Index and number
of hockey fights, and between Kindness and respondents’ fights and major penalties. But
statistical significance is partly a function of sample size, What of substantive significance? The
association between Hit and fighting is weak {gamma = .17}, but for Kindness and both
measures of violence gammas are a substantial .47; and gammas are .49 and .50 for the relation-
ships between the Approval of Hockey Fighting Index and both dependent vanrables. Violent
hockey players exhibit a significantly more proviclence value and attitude pattern than do non-
violent players. In the broadest sense of the concept, then, violent players can be said to sharea
subculture.

But these linkages between vdlues, attitudes, and violent behavior reveal nothing definite about
the basis of the subculture apparently supporting the shared values found here, €.g., whether it is
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TABLE 4
Structural Variables by Values and Attilude Indexes (Gammas)

Value and Attitude Indexes

i ek

Approval of
Structural Hit Kindness Approval of Hockey
4 Variables Index Index Fighting Index Fighting Index
] Fathers' SES® 03 09 04 16
] Age 15 —-.22b .10 43¢
: House-LeagueSelect 14 —.34¢€ 18 43¢
Never Played/Selact 23b — 40¢ 36¢€ 54¢

2 Blishen {(1967) Index.
b significance (Ghi Square test)
€ Significance (Chl Square test)

.05,
.01,

societal, as Wolfgang and Ferracuti reasoned, or occupational, as much of the hockey violence
research suggests. Two tests of the societal hypothesis are possible, however.

First, youths who hold values and attitudes supportive of violence ought to fight not only on
the ice, where normative standards are most salient, but off the ice as well. Table 3 reveals only
weak associations, however, between the value and attitude (both Approval of Hockey Fighting
and the more general Approval of Fighting) indexes and number of street fights. Values and at-
titudes prove to be poor predictors of off-ice violence. Second, most renditions of the societal
hypothesis posit that subculture members come from lower social class backgrounds. Table 3
shows that although lower SES boys were in more hockey fights (gamma = -.32) and did receive
more major penalties (gamma = -,37) than their higher SES counterparts, they were not in more
street fights (gamma =-.02). In any event, the relationship between SES and hockey violence is
not mediated by values and attitudes, according to Table 4. The hockey subculture is not the
societal subculture described by Wolfgang and Ferracuti and other theorists in the criminological
E tradition. o
] There remains the possibility of an occupational subculture in hockey, composed mainly of
older boys in highly competitive leagues, where professional standards of performance, including
those regarding the use of violence, are in effect. Table 3 confirms that age and level of competi-
tion are strongly positively related to fighting and penalty getting. But do values and attitudes in-
tervene? A gamma of -.22 for the association between age and Kindness is not impressive, but .43
for age and Approval of Hockey Fighting is, as are the associations between level of competition
and the Kindness and Approval Indexes (gammas of -.34 and .49; Table 4). When select players
are compared with the ninety-five nonplayers who had never played organized hockey, gammas
are even larger (Table 4).

Finally, the multiple regression equations in Table 5§ show that age and level of competition,
though correlated (r = .37), independently affect values, attitudes and violent behavior; that is,
though older respondents are overrepresented at the select level, the effect of age is not merely a
function of level of competition. Both age and level of competition have an impact on values, at-
titudes and violent conduet.

Conclusion

The generic form of the violent subculture hypothesis states that violent individuals put
significantly greater importance than nonviolent individuals on values and attitudes supportive of
violence. The foregoing results verify the hypothesis; hockey players who fought more and got
more major penalties exhibited a more proviolence value-attitude pattern than nonviolent players
and nonplayers. The data do not support the societal version of the hypothesis, however; values
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TABLE 5
Muitiple Regression Equations for the Effects of Age and Leve! of Competition on
Hockey Fighting, Kindness and Approval of Hockey Fighting (Zero-Order Correlation
Coefficients, Standardized Partial Regression Coefficients,
Coefficients of Determination)

Dependent Variables

Approval of
Hockey
Hockey Kindness Fighting
Fights Index index
{ndependent - _— TR
Varlables r b r b r b
Age .50 340 A3 BIL:] 35 27b
House/lLeague Select 44 2sb RT3 112 .32 22b
R 32 .04 A7
a Significance = .05.
b Significance = .01.

and attitudes were poor predictors of off-ice fighting and bore no relationship to social class.
What the data do point to is an occupationally-oriented violent subculture, composed mainly of
older players in highly competitive select and junior Ieagues, where professional criteria regarding
the use of violence are in force. Compared to younger, house-league boys, and to nonplayers,
these performers endorsed values and attitudes of violence.

Despite these findings, some might prefer to view amateur hockey viclence as a manifestation
of a cultural, not a subcultural, theme. Certainly there is a growing body of evidence that Cana-
dians have always been more bellicose, privately and publicly, than popular belief would have it
{sec Smith, 1979b). It could be argued, for instance, that some of the present *‘‘subculture”
-nensubculture differences—in values, especially—are not marked enough to warrant a sub-
culture interpretation (see Erlanger, 1974b). This is a moot point. Secondly, if a subculture is so
large it threatens to engulf the larger cuiture, the notion of subculture becomes superfluous. Were
the hockey “*subculture’ taken to include others besides players, this verges on being the case. A
1970 national opinion poll reporied that 39 per cent of Canadians like to see fighting at hockey
games (Macleans-Goldfarb, 1970); 61 per cent of the present select performers perceived spec-
tators at their games as approving of fighting in at least three of four situations presented (Smith,
1979b). Future research should address the question of subcultura! boundaries. Pending such
studies, the occupational subculture interpretation seems appropriate.
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