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are you kynd? conformity and
deviance within the jamband
subculture

Pamela M. Hunt
University of West Georgia, Carrollton,
Georgia, USA

| use measures of interpersonal involvement
specific to differential association theory to explain
variation within the jamband subculture.
Specifically, | examine the relationship between
the differential association modalities (frequency,
intensity, priority, and duration) and the affective
meanings (evaluation, potency, and activity)
associated with six behaviors that are relevant to
that subculture. | expect the modalities to be
related positively to the evaluation and potency of
four prosocial (what | term “’kynd”’) behaviors (to
barter, to follow a band, to share, to trade music)
and negatively to the evaluation and potency of
two ““unkynd” behaviors (to talk down, to
threaten). Using data from self-administered
surveys (n=379), | find that frequency and
intensity predict variation in the affective meaning
of kynd and unkynd behaviors. However, priority
and duration generally do not predict variation in
the affective meaning of kynd and unkynd
behaviors.
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INTRODUCTION

Numerous studies have documented the distinctive subcul-
ture among the Grateful Dead followers (‘“Deadheads”)
and more recently among members of the related jamband
subculture (e.g., Epstein and Sardiello 1990; Ritzer 2000;
Whitman 2005). These studies have shown that members
of both subcultures value sharing and reciprocity, values that
often translate into communal behaviors such as pooling
resources, bartering, and trading (rather than selling) music
(Pearson 1987; Séeptoski 2000; Wilgoren 1999). These
studies qualitatively show that well-integrated members
value kindness, generosity, tolerance, and acceptance. In
fact, members of these subcultures use the term “’kynd”” to
emphasize the compassionate collective aspects of their
culture (Ritzer 2000; Shenk and Silberman 1994)." Well-
integrated members, according to qualitative studies of the
jamband subculture, tend to conform to expectations of
yndness. Yet, those members who are less ideologically
and interpersonally integrated into the subculture tend
to misinterpret aanometimes violate the kynd values and
expectations within the subculture. In other words, these
studies have qualitatively shown that subculture participants
exhibit both conformity and deviance toward the subcul-
ture’s normative attitudes and behaviors.

Conformity then, is not an axiomatic truth within the
jamband subculture. Some members conform to behavioral
expectations while others deviate. Yet, the extent to which
members conform or deviate has not been examined quanti-
tatively. At what levels of integration and interpersonal
association do members conform or deviate from the norma-
tive attitudes and behaviors of the subculture? | begin to
explore the issue in this study. Specifically, 1 investigate

This word is spelled both distinctly (““kynd”’) and traditionally (“’kind’) within the
subculture as are other words such as “‘phriendly” (to denote a person who is friendly
and “phan” to indicate a fan of the band Phish). | use the distinctive (kynd) spelling in this
study. The article title ““Are You Kynd?”’ refers to the phrase ‘“Are you kind?”" from the lyrics
of ““Uncle John’s Band,” a Grateful Dead song. This phrase was printed on stickers by a
group of fans dedicated to ““making the scene a happier, safer, more responsible atmos-
phere” after the popularity of the Grateful Dead skyrocketed in the late 1980s (Shenk
and Silberman 1994:169). It is meant for Deadheads to ask themselves if they are being
as good to the scene as it has been good to them (Shenk and Silberman 1994:169).
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how measures of interpersonal association adapted from
differential association theory can be used to explain individ-
ual variation in behavior definitions within the jamband
subculture. To be clear, this study is an application of
measures from the theory, and is not meant to be a test.

| conduct this study for several reasons. First, many studies
have compared subcultures and have found variation in
attitudes and behavior, but few studies have examined
within-subculture variation (one exception is Hunt 2008).
Further, studies that have examined within-subculture
variation have done so qualitatively (Andes 1998; Fox
1987; Wood 2003). Therefore, a quantitative investigation
into subcultural socialization is needed, especially with
respect to normative and non-normative behavioral expecta-
tions. Finally, it is important to examine variation in behavior
definitions because these definitions, or meanings as |
measure them, are important predictors of behavior (Heise
1979, 2007; MacKinnon 1994; Matsueda 1982). Investigat-
ing possible within-group variation in the affective meanings
of behaviors as a result of interpersonal association may lead
to a more nuanced understanding of conforming or deviating
behavior within a group.

Next, | briefly describe the jamband subculture and the
Frinciples of differential association theory. Then, | review
iterature on the relationship between subcultural involve-
ment and the development of shared meanings. Specifically,
| address two debates in the deviance literature.

THE JAMBAND SUBCULTURE

The jamband subculture is a contemporary version of the
subculture of the rock music band the Grateful Dead. Similar
to the Grateful Dead subculture, jamband subculture mem-
bers follow bands across the country on tour and share a
temporary community outside the venues at which bands
perform (Budnick 2003). Generally, four characteristics tie
the jamband and Grateful Dead scenes together. In both
scenes: fans follow bands on tour, fans share a temporary
community in venue parking lots, the bands perform live
improvisational jamming techniques, and the bands enforce
ta|oer—friend|y policies. The Grateful Dead and jambands
allow fans to freely tape and trade live music.
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The community consists of members who travel from con-
cert to concert, including those who vend various items (e.g.,
handmade clothing, jewelry, crafts, and food) in order to
cover travel expenses, and those who visit only local events
or weekend-long festivals. This temporary community is
where members develop friendships and s%are a system of
values and attitudes different from mainstream U.S. culture
(Lehman 2000; Sardiello 1994, 1998; Wilgoren 1999).

DIFFERENTIAL ASSOCIATION THEORY

According to the principles of differential association theory,
individuals are exposed, through interaction with others, to
behavior definitions both favorable and unfavorable to law
violation. An excess of association with individuals who hold
definitions favorable to law violation disposes individuals to
develop delinquent behavior definitions, which then pro-
motes their own delinquent behavior. Sutherland (1939)
intended researchers to think of associations in terms of a
ratio: the proportion of associations with individuals who
hold delinquent behavior definitions to associations with
individuals who do not hold delinquent behavior definitions.
Further, the influence of the association is a function of the
frequency, intensity, priority, and duration of these associa-
tions, whether delinquent or non-delinquent. That is, defini-
tions encountered through social interactions that occur
frequently (frequency), from a prestigious source (intensity),
early in life (priority), and for a long time period (duration)
will have greater influence on behavior definitions than
those definitions encountered otherwise.

GROUP INVOLVEMENT AND SHARED DEFINITIONS
OF THE SITUATION: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

There are two debates in the deviance literature that are
relevant to the current study. First, several researchers have

%It has been well documented that a true measure of this ratio would be challenging
because the ratio of associations that Sutherland originally proposed is extremely difficult
to measure (see Warr 1993). In this study, | am not interested in the ratio but rather with
the modalities of association as a measure of interpersonal association/socialization and
how these measures can explain variation in behavior definitions. For these two reasons,
I do not attempt to construct a ratio.
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acknowledged a limitation of investigating the relationship
between interpersonal associations and behavior definitions.
The limitation is that cross-sectional studies are unable to
determine the direction of this relationship. Specifically,
researchers have debated two variations on the development
of shared behavior meanings. Some argue that individuals
come to a particular subculture, and as a result of being a
member, are socialized to develop the behavior meanings
common to the group (Akers et al. 1979; Akers 1985;
Reckless 1955). Other scholars argue that individuals hold
behavior meanings prior to joining the group and “‘flock”
together as a result (Glueck and Glueck 1950). | am unable
to add to the literature on this debate because of the cross-
sectional nature of the current study. Nonetheless, it is an
important debate to acknowledge.

The current study is more relevant the second debate, that
between Hirchi’s control theory (Hirschi 1969; Gottfredson
and Hirschi 1990) and Sutherland’s differential association
theory. Specifically, Hirschi and his colleagues argue
that differential association theory is able to explain how
members of subculture deviate from conventional norms,
but that the theory is unable explain deviations within a
subculture. That is, “‘cultural deviance theories” (Costello
1997; Kornhauser 1978) like differential association theory
and social learning theory are thought to be useful only for
explaining conformity within groups and deviations from
the norm. My investigation of within-subculture variation
in the affective behavior meanings using indicators from
differential association may debunE this idea.

In addition to investigations of the relationship between
subcultural involvement and behavior definitions by differ-
ential association theory researchers, several scholars have
investigated the relationship between subcultural involve-
ment and the meanings of other types of social concepts
(e.g., role identities, emotions). For example, Francis (1997)
found that over time, exposure to the ideology of divorce
and bereavement support groups changed members’ nega-
tive self-identities anc!oemotions into positive self-identities
and emotions. That is, those who are more integrated in
the group gave more positive evaluations of their own iden-
tities. Similarly, Thomassen (2002), found that six month’s
exposure to Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) culture influenced
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the way members felt about identities relevant to AA, such as
the identity ““an alcoholic’” (Thomassen 2002). Also, Heise
(2007:24) found that more experience with drugs (similar
to frequency and perhaps, duration) is related to positive
evaluations of “’sniffing cocaine’” and ‘“smoking marijuana,
hash.” Finally, King (2001:426) found that the more time
individuals spend online per week and cumulative number
of years spent on-line are correlated with changes in
Weg—related concepts. That is, interpersonal association
in the on-line culture promotes changes in the meaning of
concepts such as the role identities ‘“a newbie,” “‘an
AOL’er,” "“a hacker,” "‘a cyberpunk,” and “‘a lurker” (King
2001:428).

In sum, while there is a debate in the literature about the
origin of shared meanings within groups, many scholars
within the meaning socialization tradition have found that
meanings change as individuals become more integrated
into a subgroup or subculture. With regard to the first debate
mentioned earlier, this line of research suggests that behavior
and behavior meanings are learned rather than brought
into the group. In addition, and related to the second debate,
researchers are finding that while some members conform to
group meanings for social concepts, such as identities and
emotions, others members do not. The current study aims
to further these findings by examining within-subculture
differences in behavior meanings. That is, we know that
members of groups develop meanings over time or through
socialization in the group, but how do levels of integration
and interpersonal association within the group affect
behavior meanings? Do some members (base§ on level of
interpersonal association) develop an affinity for subcul-
ture-normative behaviors while others do not? Similarly,
do well-integrated individuals hold significantly different
meanings for the non-normative behaviors than those who
are less integrated?

In the next section | hypothesize the direction of the
relationships between the differential association modalities
and the affective meanings of six behaviors significant to
the jamband subculture %elief system. These hypotheses
are supported by empirical qualitative studies of the percep-
tion of behaviors within the jamband subculture. | chose
these behaviors based on my own and others’ observations
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and interviews that revealed the centrality of each behavior
within the subculture (Hunt 2002; Niman 1997; Ritzer
2000; Shenk and Silberman 1994).

HYPOTHESES

Americans generally value the individual acquisition of
status, income, and authority (Bellah et al. 1985; Fromm
1976; Heckert and Heckert 2004; Jones 1998; Poplin
1979; Selznick 2002; Tocqueville [1835] 2000). In the
United States, selflessness is often viewed with suspicion
(Vela-McConnell 1999). In fact, some studies show that
prosocial behaviors such as sharing resources or helping a
stranger are considered non-normative in the mainstream,
causing individuals on the receiving end to react ne?atively
(Jones 1998). Numerous studies have shown that, like the
related Deadhead subculture, jamband subculture members
hold countercultural values. That is, well-embedded
members of the subculture generally oppose status and
authority, and are generally dedicated to communal, self-
transcendent values and power equality that encourage
prosocial actions (Pearson 1987; Ritzer 2000; Shenk
and Silberman 1994). It would follow that subculture
members who are less embedded are more like the
members of mainstream society and therefore, like the
mainstream, may feel that prosocial values and behaviors
are non-normative. To reiterate, “’kynd,”” prosocial behaviors
are considered normative within the jamband subculture.
In the next section, | use a kynd/unkynd categorization
to develop my hypotheses about the relationship
between the differential association modalities and behavior
meanlings. Below I highlight the behaviors that I investigate
in italics.

Kynd Behaviors

Jamband subculture members place high value on sharing
and bartering resources (David 2000; Sheptoski 2000).
Members share rides, food, concert tickets (called ““mira-
cles””), water, and other resources with one another, and this
enerally happens without an expectation of receiving some-
thing in return (Wilgoren 1999). In fact, Sutton (2000:122)
finds that ““the Deadhead code, or rules for everyday living,”



Downloaded by [University of North Carolina Wilmington] at 13:46 29 January 2013

528 P. M. Hunt

consists of ““an adherence to an ethic of sharing.” Sharin
and bartering are two of the strongest elements of the Dead-
head code (Sutton 2000).

The most frequent bartering practice is that of trading
music. The Grateful Dead once suggested ““when we're fin-
ished with it [the concert], they can have it” (Fraser and
Black 1999:33). And, this decision was pivotal to the devel-
opment of a now legitimate tape-trading network within the
jamband subculture. The practice of freely taping and trading
live music is acknowledged and encouraged by jambands.
Members only trade, never sell, tapes to one another; and
there are informal yet heavy sanctions against those who
are caught sellirgjg tapes (Pearson 1987:430).

The final kynd behavior | investigate is to follow a band.
Many fans follow jambands throughout the length of a tour.
They share with one another the joys and the hardships of
living on the road, an experience tKat forges strong bonds
among subculture members (Sheptoski 2000).

Unkynd Behaviors

Jamband subculture values discourage negative, nonegalitar-
ian, and violent social actions, actions that are termed
“unkynd”” in the subculture. As stated earlier, peacefulness
and camaraderie are two central values that have carried
over from the hippie countercultural movement to the jam-
band subculture (Pearson 1987). Therefore, members dis-
courage threatening speech, such as threatening or talking
down to someone. These behaviors would be considered
non-normative within the jamband subculture.

Evaluation
Kynd Behaviors

Ritzer (2000) and Jennings (2000) find that individuals
who spend more time at concerts and who have spent
more time in the subculture are more likely to value, and
therefore engage in, kynd behaviors. Therefore, | expect that
frequency (frequency of association), intensity (emotional
and relational attachment to others in the subculture),
priority (youthful socialization within the subculture), and
duration (time length of association) will be related positively
to the evaluation of kynd behaviors.
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Unkynd Behaviors

While there are subtle expectations for proper behavior
within the subculture, there is no formal mechanism of social
control. Yet, qualitative researchers have found that those
who have spent less time in the subculture and have fewer
relationships in the subculture are less familiar with the
social norms; therefore, they tend to take from the com-
munity without giving back, and sometimes behave in vio-
lent and destructive ways (Sutton 2000). Therefore, | expect
frequency, intensity, priority, and duration of association will
be related negatively to the evaluation of unkynd behaviors.

Potency
Kynd Behaviors

While ““kynd” generally refers to pleasant aspects of the
subculture, “heady”” is sometimes used to describe potent
components of the scene (Hunt 2002). Although this adjec-
tive is sometimes used within the subculture in the traditional
sense to mean intoxicating, it is also used with reference to
powerful behaviors and experiences. So, granting someone
a miracle (i.e., free) ticket, for example, would be a heady,
or powerful, gesture. Further, those with more experience
and involvement in the subculture are more likely to under-
stand this, while those with less experience are less likely:

ualitative researchers have found that “‘those who do not
share the concert experience may be less likely to observe
the code” (Sutton 2000:123). Thus, | expect that frequency,
intensity, priority, and duration will be related positively to
the potency of kynd behaviors.

Unkynd Behaviors

Deadheads and jamband subculture members tend to hold
spiritual and countercultural views of power and they
believe in the notion of karma (Adams 2000). For instance,
the Deadhead code espouses the potency of sharing and giv-
ing, while suggesting that it is weak to harm (Sutton 2000).
Unkynd behaviors (to talk down, to threaten) contradict the
values of the jamband subculture. In fact, each of these
unkynd behaviors, if performed by an individual, would
weaken his or her position within the subculture. Therefore,
| expect frequency, intensity, priority, and duration of
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association to be related negatively to the potency of unkynd
behaviors.

Activity

Due to the limited research on activity dynamics within this
subculture, 1 do not advance hypotheses concerning the
relationship between the differential association modalities
and the activity of kynd and unkynd behaviors. | do,
however, investigate these relationships.

The hypotheses are listed individually by the characteriza-
tion of the behaviors (kynd or unkynd), the modality of
association (frequency, intensity, priority, and duration),
the affective dimension (evaluation is indicated with the
number 1, potency with the number 2), and the direction
of the effect (positive or negative). For instance, every kynd
hypothesis proposes the same direction of effect: a positive
relationship between each modality and the (1) evaluation
and (2) potency of kynd behaviors.

Kynd Frequency Hypotheses 1-2: Frequency will be related
ositively to the (1) evaluation ang (2) potency of kynd
ehaviors (to barter, to follow a band, to share, and to

trade music).

Kynd Intensity Hypotheses 1-2: Intensity will be related

Bositively to the (1) evaluation and (2) potency of kynd
ehaviors.

Kynd Priority Hypotheses 1-2: Priority will be related

Eositively to the (1) evaluation and (2) potency of kynd
ehaviors.

Kynd Duration Hypotheses 1-2: Duration will be related

Eositively to the (1) evaluation and (2) potency of kynd
ehaviors.

Similarly, every unkynd hypothesis proposes the same direc-
tion of effect: a negative relationship between each modality
and the (1) evaluation and (2) potency of unkynd behaviors.

Unkynd Frequency Hypotheses 1-2: Frequency will be
related negatively to the (1) evaluation and (2) potency
of unkynd behaviors (to talk down, to threaten).

Unkynd Intensity Hypotheses 1-2: Intensity will be related
neﬁatively to the (1) evaluation and (2) potency of unkynd
behaviors.
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Unkynd Priority Hypotheses 1-2: Priority will be related
neﬁatively to the (1) evaluation and (2) potency of unkynd
behaviors.

Unkynd Duration Hypotheses 1-2: Duration will be related
neﬁatively to the (1) evaluation and (2) potency of unkynd
behaviors.

METHODS
Data and Sample

Data were collected with a self-administered survey distrib-
uted at jamband events in the Midwest (five events), the
Southeast (one event), and the Northeast (two events). | gave
respondents options for completing two versions of the
survey: paper or on-line. Respondents either completed
the survey at the concert or sometime after. Respondents
completing the survey at the concert placed the surveys in
a secured drop box that was located at two vendors” booths.
Individuals completing the survey later were give a paper
copy of the survey along with a self-addressed stamped
envelope.

Second, | made the survey available on-line. | created two
types of correspondence for this version of the survey. Busi-
ness cards and a large banner, both listing the survey infor-
mation, were distributed at jamband events.? | also posted
a link to the survey on an on-line magazine website
(www.jambands.com), several jamband-related message
boards, and a Dave Matthews Band fan message board.*
As a result, not all respondents were self-identified members
nor were all respondents highly integrated. After several

*Respondents solicited at concerts had the option of completing a paper survey or wait-
ing to complete the on-line survey. Only one person completed the paper-based version.
Therefore, there is no assessment of whether those who completed the on-line survey sys-
tematically differed from those who might have completed the paper-based version. Those
solicited on-line were more likely to be male, older, and have a longer tenure of involve-
ment than those who were solicited at concerts. However, those solicited on-line did not
differ systematically with respect to the evaluation, potency, and activity ratings of the kynd
and unkynd behaviors.

“Budnick (2003) suggests that there are likely crossover fans from The Dave Matthews
Band (DMB) in the jamband scene. Because most of my respondents were from jamband
events, | used the DMB message board to possibly collect data from less integrated members.
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months of low response rates, respondents were given
the option to enter their contact information for a chance
to win a ticket to a popular jamband festival. The winner
was randomly selected and contacted at the end of data
collection.

Sample Demographics

The average age of respondents at first jamband event is 18
years (n=379 unless noted). Ages range from 18-53 with
a mean of 28.6 years. Sixty-five percent of respondents are
male and 35% are female (n=376). Of the respondents,
80% report being a member of the jamband scene
(n=378), and 94% reported that they support the values of
the jamband subculture (n=377). Respondents attend
between 1 and 150 jamband-related events per year, with
an average of 18 events per year attended. Respondents
attended their first jamband-related event between 1 and
37 years ago, spending on average 10.5 years in the sub-
culture. The sample is 99.5% white (n=376) and 93%
non-Hispanic (n=85). Sixty-four percent of the respondents
hold a bachelor’s degree or higher level of education.”

Dependent Variables
Behavior Meanings

With deviant subcultures, measuring attitudes explicitly can
be intrusive because the researcher is usually an outsider
(Fine and Kleinman 1979). To avoid intrusiveness, | operatio-
nalize behavior definitions with affective behavior meanings.
Behavior meanings in this study are the evaluation, potency,
and activity (EPA) ratings of six behaviors significant to the
jamband subculture belief system.

Respondents rated behaviors on each dimension using
nine-point semantic differential scales (ranging from —4
to +4). The evaluation dimension was anchored with the
adjective pairs ‘“good, nice’” and ““bad, awful,” the potency
dimension with “powerless, little’” and ““powerful, big,” and
the activity dimension with “slow, quiet, old” an§ “fast,
noisy, young.” The middle point of the scale was marked

*Number of respondents fluctuates for variables not included in the analyses (member-
ship, support of values, race, ethnicity, and level of education).
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neutral, and the circles between the mid-point and each end-
point were marked slightly, quite, extremely, and infinitely.

| use affective meanings to represent behavior definitions
for several reasons. First, researchers in several substantive
areas of study (e.g., gender, emotions, affect control theory)
have found that evaluation, potency, and activity profiles
provide a parsimonious way of capturing much of the mean-
ing of social concepts (e.g., role-identities, behaviors) (Heise
1979; Kroska 2002; Rashotte 2002; Smith-Lovin and Heise
1988). Second, research in over 20 cultures has shown that
most social concepts universally evoke affective meanings
along these three dimensions (Osgood et al. 1975; Osgood
et al. 1957). Third, as noted earlier, within delinquent/
deviant subcultures, measuring attitudes explicitly can be
intrusive because the researcher is usually an outsider
(Fine and Kleinman 1979). In contrast, affective meanings
provide a precise conceptualization of one’s attitude without
measuring attitudes explicitly, thereby reducing the tendency
of respondents to withhold candid responses.

Independent Variables
Frequency of Association

Sutherland states that the meaning of frequency is “‘obvious
and need(s) no explanation”” (Sutherland and Cressey
1966:82). However, Sutherland evidently meant that
frequent (frequency) associations have a greater effect on
learning behavior definitions than infrequent and limited
associations. Other researchers have measured frequency
in this manner (Short 1957; Warr 1993). Thus, | operationa-
lize frequency with three indicators: individuals’ attendance
at jamband events, their association with individuals within
the subculture, and their association with individuals outside
the subculture.

Respondents answered three questions in the frequency
index, two of which were open ended: (1) ““How many jam-
band type concerts/performances do you typically attend
per year?”” and (2) ““How many people woul Jou no longer
see If you stopped being a part of the jamband subculture?”’
The third question was closed-ended with responses ranging
from 1 (very often) to 7 (never): (3) “How often do you get
involved with friends who are not in this scene?”’ | logged
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TABLE 1 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Independent
Variables and Indicator Variables

Mean SD 1 2 3 4
1. Frequency —.04 .93 1.00 T4 18%* .09
2. Intensity —.00 .99 1.00 5% .07
3. Priority (logged) —2.85 .29 1.00 345
4. Duration (centered) —.12  5.98 1.00

*p<.05; *p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests).

the first two questions to improve the normality of their dis-
tributions. While there were no values of O for item 1, | used
1 to represent the value of 0 before logging the second item.
The transformation of the first item c%man es the chi-square
for the joint skewness and kurtosis test for normality from
7> =368.26, p=.000 to x> =12.98, p=.002. The transform-
ation of the second item changes the chi-square from
7> =558.11, p=.000 to > =23.16, p=.000. | standardized
each of these items and conductec{jprincipal components
factor analysis with varimax rotation on the full sample
(n=503) and results indicate that the index has only one
dimension.® Thus, high frequency represents frequent associ-
ation with individuals in the jamband subculture and
infrequent association with individuals outside the subcul-
ture. The alpha reliability coefficient for the index is .52. |
use the factor scores for the frequency values. Descriptive
statistics for all independent variables in this study are listed
in Table 1. Because | use only those cases retained in the
analyses to obtain the descriptive statistics, the mean and
standard deviation of the factor scores are not 0 and 1,
respectively.

Intensity of Association

Sutherland defines intensity, “with such things as the prestige
of the source of a criminal or anticriminal pattern and with

“Principal components factor analysis results for frequency for the full sample (n=>503)
and the restricted sample using only cases available in the multivariate analyses (n=379)
are very similar. Factor scores from the two analyses are highly correlated, (r=.99). There-
fore, | use the factor scores from the full sample. I do the same for intensity, for which factor
scores from the full and restricted samples were perfectly correlated (r=1.0).
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emotional reactions related to the associations’”’ (Sutherland
and Cressey 1966:82). Therefore, | measure intensity as the
emotional and relational attachment made to others in the
subculture. Specifically, intensity is operationalized with an
index pertaining to number of prestigious relationships in
the subculture (measured as number of friends) and the
extent of emotional investment in these relationships. | gauge
prestige with two items: (1) “How many friends have you
made purely as a result of being a jamband subculture mem-
ber?”” and (2) ““How many peopﬂe would you miss if you
stopped being a part of the jamband subculture?”” | measure
emotional investment with a third question that gave
closed-ended responses ranging from 1 (not invested at all)
to 7 (extremely invested): (3) “To what extent are you
emotionally invested in your relationshifs with people in
the jamband subculture?”” | logged the first two questions
to improve the normality of their distributions, using 1 to rep-
resent the value of 0. The transformation of the first item
changes the chi-square for the joint skewness and_kurtosis
test for normality from y*=658.46, p=.000 to y*=9.46,
p=.009. The transformation of the second item changes
the chi-square from »*=638.37, p=.000 to y*=4.47,
p=_.11.Istandardized each variable ge ore conducting prin-
cipal components factor analysis with varimax rotation on
the full sample (n=534) and results indicate that the index
has one dimension ranging from high intensity to low inten-
sity. The alpha reliability coefficients for these three items is
.82. 1 use the factor scores for the intensity values.

Priority of Association

Sutherland (Sutherland and Cressey 1966:82) operationalizes
priority with early, youthful socialization and states that pri-
ority is important because any behavior (lawful or delin-
quent) developed early in life “may persist throughout
life.” | operationalize priority with the inverse of age (in
years) at first jamband event. | developed this measure by
subtracting duration (number of years involved in the subcul-
ture) from respondents’ age at the time of data collection,
then multiplying by (—1) so that high values indicate high
priority (young socialization). | then logged the variable to
improve normality. The transformation of the item changes
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the chi-square for the joint skewness and kurtosis test for
normality from 3* = 184.60, p=.000 to y* = 72.44, p=.000.

Duration is designed to capture length of association.
Therefore, | measure duration with the number of years
respondents have spent in the subculture.

RESULTS
Behavior Meaning Structure

| now report the average evaluation-potency-activity ratings
of the behaviors for all jamband subculture respondents.
These averages inform the reader of how all members feel
overall about the behaviors examined. In addition to these
findings, the results in the next section suggest behavior
meaning variation within the subculture %)y frequency,
intensitK, priority, and duration.

As shown in Table 2, jamband subculture members
consider kynd behaviors good and, generally potent. Specifi-
cally, they rate bartering as slightly good (1.36) and neutral
in both potency (.26) and activity (.37). Subculture members

TABLE 2 Mean Evaluation, Potency, Activity (EPA) Ratings and Standard
Deviations of Kynd and Unkynd Behaviors (n=379)

Evaluation Potency Activity
Kynd behaviors
Barter 1.36 .26 .37
(1.55) (1.50) (1.72)
Follow a band 2.34 .84 1.09
(1.42) (1.75) (1.45)
Share 3.17 1.94 —-.20
(1.28) (1.77) (1.23)
Trade music 3.07 1.82 .30
(1.16) (1.74) (1.44)
Unkynd behaviors
Talk down -3.03 —1.44 .99
(1.60) (2.47) (1.93)
Threaten —-3.46 —.51 1.69
(1.14) (2.77) (2.06)

Standard deviations are in parentheses. All behaviors are in transitive verb
form: to [insert behavior] someone.
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find following a band to be quite good (2.34), slightly potent
(.84), and slightly active (1.09). More extreme are the mem-
bers” meanings for sharing and trading music, both of which
members fee% are extremely good (3.17 and 3.07, respect-
ively), quite potent (1.94 and 1.82, respectively), and neutral
in activity (—.20 and .30, respectively). Jamband subculture
members generally rate unkynd behaviors as bad, impotent,
and active. For instance, members consider talking down to
someone extremely bad (—3.03), slightly impotent (—1.44),
and slightly active (.99). Members rate threatening someone
as extremely bad (—3.46), slightly impotent (—.51), and quite
active (1.69).

Analysis Plan

To evaluate the hypothesized relationships between the dif-
ferential association modalities and affective (EPA) behavior
meanings, | use hierarchical multivariate linear modeling
(HMLM) (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). To test my hypoth-
eses, | run separate HMLM analyses on (1) eac istinct
affective dimension (evaluation, potency, and activity) of
the kynd behaviors and on (2) each affective dimension of
the unkynd behaviors.”

| examine six sets of repeated measures: the set of evalu-
ation ratings, the set of potency ratings, and the set of activity

7| use HMLM rather than ordinary least squares (OLS) regression for three reasons. First,
running separate regression equations for the relationship between the predictor variables
and, the evaluation, potency, and activity of all six behaviors would result in eighteen sep-
arate regression equations, increasing the risk of Type | error. Second, if using OLS
regression there would be an issue of determining whether my hypotheses were supported.
For instance, how many of these relationships would need to be significant for me to accu-
rately state that my hypotheses were supported? With HMLM, | am given a single estimate
of the effect of each predictor variable on the entire set of, for example, evaluation ratings
for each set of behaviors (kynd and unkynd). This is precisely what my hypotheses are pre-
dicting, that sets of behavior meanings, not individual behavior meanings, are related to the
predictor variables. Finally, my data are structured in a way that violates an assumption of
OLS; specifically, the assumption of uncorrelated errors. | am using a special case of
repeated measures HMLM where the measurement repetitions are a way of capturing
one broad construct (i.e., kynd behaviors) with several related measurements from each
respondent. These repeated measurements serve as the level 1 (within-person) variables,
as a way of capturing variation within respondents. Because they are theoretically related
in sets (kynd vs. unkynd), they are likely to have correlated errors. HMLM does not operated
under the uncorrelated errors assumption, and thus is one approach to analyzing complex
error structures (i.e., correlated observations).



Downloaded by [University of North Carolina Wilmington] at 13:46 29 January 2013

538 P. M. Hunt

ratings (separately) for each of the behaviors within the two
groupings (i.e., kynd and unkynd). The data structure for
each analysis consists of two levels. Level 1 (the repeated-
observations model) assesses the within-person variability
in repeated measures of affective behavior meanings. Level
2 (the person-level model) includes the between-person
differences in frequency, intensity, priority, and duration.

Preliminary analyses (available on request) reveal that the
best fit to the data is provided by models assuming that the
structure of the Level 1 variance/covariance is unrestricted;
therefore, the parameters from unrestricted models are
reported in Tables 3 and 4.° Table 3 displays the coefficients
for kynd behaviors estimated separately for the repeated
evaluation ratings, the repeated potency ratings, and the
repeated activity ratings. Table 4 displays the results for
unkynd behaviors.

In the first stage of each analysis (Model 1), an uncon-
strained model is utilized to estimate the mean level of
evaluation, potency, and activity ratings before the inde-

endent variables are entered. The baseline evaluation of
ynd behaviors is extremely good (b=2.648, se=.045,
p<.001), while the mean evaluation of unkynd behaviors
is extremely bad (b= —3.346, se=.054, p<.001). The base-
line potency of kynd behaviors is slightly potent (b=.960,
se=.062, p<.001), while the baseline potency of unkynd
behaviors is slightly impotent (b=-1.084, se=.116,
p <.001). Finally, the baseline activity ratings for kynd beha-
viors is neutral (b=.263, se=.046, p<.001), while the
baseline activity of unkynd behaviors is slightly active
(b=1.307, se=.085, p<.001).

In the next five stages of analysis (Models 2-6), differential
association modalities (frequency, intensity, priority, and
duration) are added as Level-2 (between-person) predictors.
In Models 2-5 | estimate each modality alone to test the
hypotheses. The full model (Model 6) controls for all differ-
ential association modalities. Next | review findings for the
relationship between the differential association modalities

8The unrestricted model does not assume that the error variances are constant across
each of the respondent’s ratings, nor does it assume that the error variances are mutually
independent.
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TABLE 3 Hierarchical Multivariate Linear Modeling Coefficients of
Repeated Evaluation, Potency, and Activity Ratings of Kynd Behaviors
on Frequency, Priority, Duration, and Intensity of Association in the
Jamband Subculture (n=379)

Models 1 2 3 4 5 6
Evaluation
Intercept  2.648***  2.638"** 2.628"** 3.596"**  2.648*** 3.315**
(.045) (.045) (.044) (.445) (.045) (.465)
Frequency 1757 .007
(.067) (.068)
Intensity 219%+ 204"
(.044) (.065)
Priority .332% .240
(logged) (.155) (.162)
Duration .004 —.002
(.008) (.008)
Potency
Intercept .960%** 971+ 973%+* .886 .959%+ .612
(.062) (.061) (.061) (.608) (.062) (.610)
Frequency 144> —.006
(.064) (.094)
Intensity 191 1917
(.061) (.090)
Priority —.026 -.126
(logged) (.212) (.213)
Duration —.0002 .002
(.010) (.010)
Activity
Intercept 263%% 2627 263 1.128* 2607 1.838"**
(.046) (.046) (.046) (.452) (.046) (.474)
Frequency —.084f —.167*
(.048) (.069)
Intensity —.018 .087
(.046) (.067)
Priority 3021 .554*
(logged) (.158) (.166)
Duration -.020""  —.028*"
(.008) (.008)

Kynd behaviors include: to barter, to follow a band, to share, and to trade
music. Standard errors are in parentheses. p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01;
***p<.001 (two-tailed tests).
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TABLE 4 Hierarchical Multivariate Linear Modeling Coefficients of

Repeated Evaluation, Potency, and Activity Ratings of Unkynd

Behaviors on Frequency, Intensity, Priority, and Duration of
Association in the Jamband Subculture (n=379)

Models 1 2 3 4 5 6
Evaluation
Intercept  —3.346"** —3.346"** —3.350"** —2.957*** —3.343*** —3.082"**
(.054) (.054) (.054) (.531) (.054) (.564)
Frequency .012 777
(.056) (.082)
Intensity —.098f —.228*
(.054) (.079)
Priority 136 .089
(logged) (.185) (.197)
Duration .009 .007
(.009) (.010)
Potency
Intercept  —1.084*** —1.084*** —1.075*** —2.452* —1.082*** —1.843
(.116) (.115) (.115) (1.143) (.116) (1.215)
Frequency —.244* .007
(.120) (.177)
Intensity —.314% —.3041
(.116) (.170)
Priority —.481 -.271
(logged) (.398) (.424)
Duration —.018 —.011
(.019) (.020)
Activity
Intercept 1.307*** 1.310*** 1.307*** 1.007 1.307** .843
(.085) (.085) (.085) (.841) (.085) (.902)
Frequency .073 150
(.089) (.132)
Intensity .010 —.090
(.086) (.126)
Priority —.105 —.165
(logged) (.293) (.315)
Duration .0002 .002
(.014) (.015)

Notes: Unkynd behaviors include: to talk down and to threaten. Standard
errors are in parentheses. fp<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 (two-tailed

tests).
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and the evaluation, potency, and activity of kynd and
unkynd behaviors.

Kynd Behavior Hypotheses
Evaluation (1)

Consistent with Kynd Frequency Hypothesis 1, Kynd Intensity
Hypothesis 1, and Kynd Priority Hypothesis 1, frequency (b=
175, se=.067, p<.001), intensity (b=.219, se=.044, p<
.001), and priority (b=.332, se=.155, p=.032) are related
positively to the repeated evaluation ratings of kynd beha-
viors. However, contrary to Kynd Duration Hypothesis 1, dur-
ation (b=.004, se=.008, p=.595) is not related significantly
to the repeated evaluation ratings of kynd behaviors.

Potency (2)

Consistent with Kynd Frequency Hypothesis 2 and Kynd
Intensity Hypothesis 2, frequency (b=.144, se=.064,
p=.024) and intensity (b=.191, se=.061, p=.002) are
related positively the repeated potency ratings of kynd beha-
viors. However, contrary to both Kynd Priority Hypothesis 2
and Kynd Duration Hypothesis 2, neither priority (b= —.026,
se=.212, p=.904) nor duration (b=-.0002, se=.010,
p=.982) is related significantly to the repeated potency
ratings of kynd behaviors.

Activity

Although | did not hypothesize a relationship between the
differential association modalities and the activity of kynd
behaviors, | report the results of these analyses. While both
frequency (b=-.084, se=.048, p=.077) and duration
(b=-.020, se=.008, p=.008) are related negatively to
the activity of kynd behaviors, priority (b=.302, se=.158,

=.055) is related positively to the activity of kynd

ehaviors. Finallr, intensity (b=—.018, se=.046, p=.694)
is not significantly related to the activity of kynd behaviors.

In sum, frequency and intensity are related positively to
the evaluation and potency of kynd behaviors. And, priority
is related to the evaluation of kynd behaviors. However,
priority is unrelated to the potency of kynd behaviors and
duration is unrelated to the evaluation and potency of kynd
behaviors.
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Unkynd Behavior Hypotheses
Evaluation (1)

Inconsistent with Unkynd Frequency Hypothesis 1, fre-
quency (b=.012, se=.056, p=.832) is not related to the
repeated evaluation ratings of unkynd behaviors. Consistent
with Unkynd Intensity Hypothesis 1, intensity (b=—.098,
se=.054, p=.070) is related negatively to the evaluation
of unkynd gehaviors. However, contrary to both Unkynd Pri-
ority Hypothesis 1 and Unkynd Duration Hypothesis 1,
neither priority (b=.136, se=.185, p=.462) nor duration
(b=.009, se=.009, p=.299) are related to the repeated
evaluation ratings of unkynd behaviors.

Potency (2)

Consistent with Unkynd Frequency Hypothesis 2 and
Unkynd Intensity Hypothesis 2, both frequency (b= —.244,
se=.120, p=.042) and intensity (b=-.314, se=.116,
=.007) are related negatively to the potency of unkynd
ehaviors. However, contrary to both Unkynd Priority
Hypothesis 2 and Unkynd Duration Hypothesis 2, neither
priority (b=—.481, se=.398, p=.227) nor duration (b=
—.018, se=.019, p=.359) are related significantly to the
potency of unkynd behaviors.

Activity

Although | did not advance unkynd activity hypotheses, |
report the results of the analyses. None of the differential
association modalities are related significantly to the activity
of unkynd behaviors.

In sum, frequency and intensity are related negatively to
the potency of unkynd behaviors. Intensity is also related
negatively to the evaluation of unkynd behaviors. However,
frequency is unrelated to the evaluation of unkynd
behaviors. Both priority and duration are unrelated to the
evaluation and potency of unkynd behaviors.

DISCUSSION

Using modified operationalizations of the differential associ-
ation modalities and of behavior definitions, | investigated
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hypotheses that the modalities of association explain
variation in behavior definitions within the jamband sub-
culture. The findings address a long-lived debate in the
deviance literature. Specifically, the results shed light on
the debate about whether conformity and deviance can be
explained using measures of differential association theory.

| have proposed measuring behavior definitions with
affective meanings (evaluation, potency, and activity rat-
inT%s). This operationalization provides several advantages.
Affective meanings provide an established, parsimonious,
and universal way oipmeasuring behavior definitions. It is a
technique that is useful when researching meanings in most
populations, delinquent or not. Further, the technique
provides an unintrusive way to collect data from groups
whose members may distrust researchers and feel reluctant
to disclose their non-normative attitudes to outsiders.

As expected, frequency, intensity, and priority (three of the
modalities) were related positively to the evaluation of kynd
behaviors. Specifically, | find that individuals who attend
jamband events more frequently (frequency) and who have
extensive and emotiona lr invested social relationships
(intensity) within the subculture are more likely to rate kynd
behaviors, such as sharing and bartering, as good and potent
than those who attend fewer events and have fewer, less
invested relationships in the subculture. Intensity also
predicts the evaluation and potency of unkynd behaviors.
Those who have many deep, emotionally invested relation-
ships evaluate unkynd behaviors negatively and less
Fotently. These findings for frequency and intensity are simi-
ar to Thomas and Heise’s (1995) finding that individuals
with more extensive (frequency) and deep (intensity) social
ties tend to hold different affective meanings than those with
few and unstable social ties.

| also found that, as expected, priority is related positively
to the evaluation of kynd Eehaviors. High priority (associated
with youthful socialization in the subculture) is associated
with high evaluation of kynd behaviors. That is, individuals
who joined the subculture early in life perhaps understand
the level of positive value attached to these behaviors. On
the other hand, those who joined the subculture later in
life may feel that these activities are not as highly valued.
Individuals who join the subculture later in life are more
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likely to need to balance time spent in the subculture and
time spent in other adult roles and commitments. Therefore,
individuals low in priority may not be as zealous about
barterinﬁ, sharing, trading music, and following a band as
those who joined earlier in life (Adams and Rosen-Grandon
2002; David 2000).

Finally, while priority is related positively to the activity of
kynd behaviors, both frequency and duration are related
negatively to the activity of kynd behaviors. That is, those
who attended their first jamband event at a young age (high
priority) are more likely to rate kynd behaviors as more
active. The cumulative number of years in which one has
been involved in the subculture (duration) has a negative
effect on the activity ratings of kynd behaviors. But, among
those members with the same duration of involvement, those
who became involved most recently (low priority) give
those kynd behaviors an even lower activity rating. This
finding, that more recently developed associations (rather
than those from youthful socialization) have an effect on
behavior meanings, is consistent with research in social
learning theory (e.g., Akers 1985). That is, imitation and
reinforcement, rather than early friendships, may explain
the development of distinct behavior meanings.

LIMITATIONS

Although this study provides a contribution to the literature
on dif%erential association theory, the study nonetheless
has limitations that warrant consideration. First, the cross-
sectional nature of this study provides only a snapshot
investigation of the development of behavior meanings. It
would%oe useful to IongitU(ﬁnally examine the relationships
among the modalities of association, behavior meanings,
and behavior in a prosocial subculture, as some researchers
have investigated these relationships in delinquent sub-
cultures (Massey and Krohn 1986; Warr 1993). With longi-
tudinal research, | could investigate questions such as: Do
subculture members alternate between subculture friends
and non-subculture friends over time, or are their friendships
more consistent? Investigating these relationships longitudin-
ally could also provide more insight into my findings regard-
ing the effect of priority and duration on behavior meanings.
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TABLE 5 Demographic Characteristics of My Sample vs. Quantitative
Studies of Deadheads

My sample Lehman (2000) Adams (2003)
Female 32% 35% 37%
Age 28 24 32
Education 50% bachelor’s 50% some 47-50% bachelor’s
degree college degree
Length of tenure 11 years Not reported 10-11 years

in subculture

Second, there are possible limitations to using an Internet-
based survey. Among the most important is self-selection
bias. Respondents who select to complete the online survey
may be more Internet savvy than those who choose to com-
plete the survey in pencil form (Zhang 1999). Also, Internet
survey completion could have an effect on responses based
on age and education level (Hardre et al. 2007). However,
the respondent base in the current sample was a similar
age range and education level as samples used in
paper-survey collected studies of the similar Deadhead
subculture (Adams 2003; Lehman 2000). Table 5 displays
demographic characteristics of my sample versus those
found in quantitative studies of Deadheads.

Unfortunately, there was no method to protect the sample
from repeated participation. | wanted to ensure that parti-
cipants could take the on-line survey from a public computer
in the event that they did not own a personal computer.
Therefore, | did not prohibit surveys completed from the
same Internet Protocol (IP) address. | believe that the benefits
of including these participants outweighs any costs associa-
ted with unlikely repeated participation (the survey took
more than 20 minutes to complete in pilot tests).

Additionally, in the future, | am interested in trying to
approximate more of a probability sample within the jam-
band subculture. | could, for example, conduct a systematic
random sampling of individuals at one concert or festival so
that | would have a defined population and would therefore
know my response rate.

Finally, tests of differential association theory have
indicated that the transference of attitudes is not tKe only
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mechanism of socialization within subcultures (e.g., Warr
and Stafford 1991). Thus, there may be additional predictor
variables (in addition to the modalities of association) that
explain the development of distinctive behavior meanings.
For instance, social learning variables (Akers et al. 1979;
Burgess and Akers 1966) such as imitation or conformity to
group pressures may be predictors of behavior meanings in
subcultures. Future research should investigate the possibility
of additional predictors of jamband su%culture behavior
meanings.

CONCLUSION

This project contributes to theory and research on subcul-
tures, deviance theories, affective meaning, and more
broadly to the study of meaning socialization and culture.
Rather than relying on values to identify subculture, | instead
used the symbolic interactionist notion that subculture is
defined by segregated interactions, and thus, unique mean-
ings. Indeed, subcultures are “pockets of consensus” (Heise
2007:21). However, in this study, | have shown that not all
members identify with the subculture at the same level and
this variation can affect the meanings members give to social
concepts.

Most subculture research within sociology is conducted on
delinquent or criminal subcultures. In order to understand
the full spectrum of human behavior, it is also important to
study other types of subcultures. As scholars, we can learn
about gender, class, and racial differences by studying proso-
cial, as well as delinquent, subcultures (Johnson and Sanday
1971). For instance, it has been found that males who per-
form random acts of kindness to strangers are misinterpreted
as homosexual, yet females generate little more than surprise
when performing the same act (Jones 1998) . Do individuals
in mainstream America avoid prosocial behaviors because
they do not want to be viewed as weak, homosexual, or in
the case of the jamband subculture, as a hippie? According
to affect controH theory principles, behavior meanings affect
the character of the actor who performs the behavior. For
example, an admired person who engages in a hostile,
violent action appears less good. Yet, an admired person
who performs an act that is ‘‘too positive” in nature
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(e.g., buyln% lunch for a homeless person or helping a stran-
ger carry their packages to the car) violates mainstream
social norms, and may appear to be less good and less potent
than before the act. This is an avenue for future research,
and may be as important to understanding behavior as the
investigation of delinquency.
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