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Abstract
Objectives: This article further examines the phenomenon of aggression inside barrooms by relying on the
“bouncer-ethnographer” methodology. The objective is to investigate variations in aggression through time and
space according to the role and routine of the target in a Montreal barroom. Thus, it provides an examination of
routine activity theory at the micro level: the barroom.
Methods: For a period of 258 nights of observation in a Canadian barroom, bouncers completed reports on each
intervention and provided specific information regarding what happened, when and where within the venue. In
addition, the bouncer-ethnographer compiled field observations and interviews with bar personnel in order to
identify aggression hotspots and “rush hours” for three types of actors within barrooms: (a) bouncers, (b) barmaids
and (c) patrons.
Findings: Three different patterns emerged for shifting hotspots of aggression depending on the target. As the night
progresses, aggressive incidents between patrons, towards barmaids and towards bouncers have specific hotspots and
rush hours influenced by the specific routine of the target inside the barroom.
Implications: The current findings enrich those of previous work by pointing to the relevance of not only examining
the environmental characteristics of the barroom, but also the role of the target of aggression. Crime opportunities
follow routine activities, even within a specific location on a micro level. Routine activity theory is thus relevant in this
context, because as actors in differing roles follow differing routines, as do their patterns of victimization.
Keywords: Aggressive incidents; Barroom; Routine activity; Bouncer-ethnographer; Aggressive incidents inside a
Montreal barroom involving patrons; Barmaids and bouncers: A micro level examination of routine activity theory
It is a well-known fact that aggression is commonplace in
licensed drinking premises such as barrooms (Burrows
et al. 2001; Graham et al. 2012; Leonard et al. 2002;
Pernanen 1991). Macintyre and Homel (1997) were
among the first to examine the contribution of the environmental features of venues in the occurrence of aggression within barrooms. Building on that study and
that of Graham et al. (2012), this paper further examines the phenomenon of barroom aggression by
expanding upon the results of Geoffrion et al. (2014). It
also relies on the “bouncer-ethnographer” methodology
of Winlow et al. (2001), a research design in which
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bouncers collect data regarding their interventions and
their environment.
Roberts (2009) conducted a literature review on the
features of certain barroom environments as they affect
aggressive behaviours and found major variations in
crime risk within and near establishments licensed to
sell or serve alcohol. Thus, aggressive incidents may reflect environmental features specific to different barrooms (Graham and Homel 2012) such as dancing
(Graham et al. 1980; Quigley et al. 2003; Graham et al.
2006), pool tables (Graham et al. 1980; Quigley et al.
2003; Graham et al. 2006), inconvenient access to serving bars (Homel et al. 1997), entrance queues (Graham
et al. 2006), and substantial and conflicting patron
movements (Graham et al. 1980).
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With these environmental features in mind, the concentration of crime risk by place and time is particularly important for studying aggression within barrooms. Graham
et al. (2012) found that barroom environments contained
hotspots for aggression. In their sample of Toronto nightclubs, 20.0% of all aggressive incidents were witnessed on
the dance floors, 11.5% near the dance floors, 15.7% near
the serving bars, 13.1% in the table areas, 6.2% in areas of
movement, and 4.5% near entrances.
Inspired by environmental criminology, Geoffrion
et al. (2014) utilized routine activity theory in order to
examine problem incidents inside a barroom. With the
use of systematic observation from bouncerethnographers, they found that incidents were unevenly
distributed in space and time, producing “rush hours”
and internal hotspots. On the time level, the number of
interventions progressively increased as it got later.
Thus, the majority of interventions in this barroom occurred between midnight and 3:00, with a climax between 2:00 and 2:29. In addition, hotspots were
identified, with over 60% of all interventions occurring
in four locations: the bars, the restrooms, the dance
floor and the area around the dance floor. In this barroom, these four locations were adjacent to each other
and peripheral to the dance floor, thus representing a
“carousing zone”. “Shifting hotspots” of were also evident;
bouncer interventions moved from the entrance door and
tables early on in the night towards the ‘carousing zone’ as
the night progressed. Thus, it was demonstrated that routine activity theory is pertinent in the examination of the
occurrence of aggressive incidents within a barroom. The
current paper furthers this examination, with the goal of
assessing whether shifting hotspots are influenced by the
role-specific routine of the target of aggression. Based on
Sherman et al. (1989), shifting hotspot in the context of
this study is defined as the shift trough time and space of
locations with extremely high rates of crime.
Routine activity theory, which posits that routines influence the occurrence of misbehaviour (Cohen and Felson
1979), has traditionally been applied on a macro level of
analysis. However, this theory has been demonstrated as
being useful in the analysis of victimization on a micro
level, such as inside a barroom (Geoffrion et al. 2014).
Since all actors do not share the same routine in a
barroom context, it is expected that the spatial-time
distribution of their victimization will also differ. Thus,
even within a single location, routine activity theory
can contribute to the understanding of specific
victimization patterns of different actors.
In terms of prevention strategies, research examining
barroom aggression through time and space has important implications. In this vein, Homel et al. (1992) argued
that focusing intervention on barroom environmental
factors is the most promising strategy to control or
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prevent aggression. Research has revealed that aggressive
incidents are more frequent in bars with long queuing
lines (Graham et al. 2004), in crowded and small venues
(Graham et al. 2006), in bars where bouncers/security
staff are too few, aggressive or poorly trained (Quigley
et al. 2003), and in premises where alcohol is served with
little consideration for the client’s level of intoxication
(Buka and Birdthistle 1999; Gliksman et al. 1993; Stockwell
2001). An efficient closing procedure is also crucial, as the
number of people remaining after closing time is associated with the frequency and severity of aggressive acts
(Graham et al. 2006). The importance of effective management is thus highlighted. The current study can
contribute to the refinement of prevention strategies by
specifying hotspots and “rush hours” of aggression according to the different routines of actors in the barroom.
Besides the work of Macintyre and Homel (1997),
Graham et al. (2006; 2012) and Geoffrion et al. (2014), few
studies have examined hotspots and “rush hours” inside licensed drinking premises. Even fewer have addressed this
phenomenon in relation to the role-related routines of the
target of the aggression. Considering that the role of each
actor corresponds to specific behaviours, the current study
contributes to the understanding of role-specific patterns
of victimization on a micro level.

The current study
The present study aims to explore the distribution of aggression in a single Montreal barroom through space and
time by reporting on systematic observation completed
over the course of a year. More specifically, the objective
is to understand variations in aggression through time and
location within a single night according to the routine of
the target. Based on an ethnographic study of a club in
downtown Montreal, this paper identifies aggression hotspots and “rush hours” for three types of targets within
barrooms: (a) bouncers, (b) barmaids and (c) patrons.
Consequently, in addition to examining routine activity
theory on a micro level, findings could reveal the existence
of high-risk moments and locations for bar personnel and
patrons and may guide role-specific prevention strategies.
Method
Data collection

This study relies on systematic observation as instructed
by Reiss’s work (Reiss 1968; Reiss 1971; Mastrofski et al.
1998; 1971; 1968) and on a “bouncer-ethnographer”
strategy as put forward by Calvey 2000, Winlow et al.
2001 and Monahagan 2004. Studies that have utilized
bouncer-ethnographers or “covert methodology” have
demonstrated that this design provides an in-depth understanding of what really happens in clubs while revealing
facts that would not otherwise be distinguishable for outsiders or through official data (Hobbs 2003; Hobbs et al.
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2002; Lister et al. 2000; Monahagan 2004; Winlow et al.
2001). The co-author acting as a “bouncer ethnographer”
was an employee of the nightclub during data collection.
He had been employed at this club for four years and was
a member of the security staff when he convinced the club
managers to allow systematic observations of bouncer interventions. Thus, the present study compiles ethnographic observations within a single club over the course
of almost a year, with details regarding specific incident
locations and timing. The data was collected between
April 2006 and April 2007 on all nights except Monday
and Wednesday.
Prior to data collection, all staff members (n = 47) were
instructed of the future research and accepted to participate in this study. Bouncers were to complete a report of
their intervention immediately following its occurrence at
the cashier box next to the entrance door. The security
team counted 12 bouncers who had an average of five
years of experience. Five bouncers were on duty each
night, with the exception of Tuesdays when there were
seven. The barroom’s management tried to maintain the
ratio of one bouncer per 100 patrons. The staff members,
under the guidance of the bouncer-ethnographer, created
a grid to facilitate intervention reporting. In the context of
this study, pertinent details were the time and location of
the intervention. Bouncers also had the opportunity to
provide qualitative details about their intervention.
Thus, for 258 nights of observation, bouncers completed
reports regarding each intervention immediately after its
occurrence and provided specific information on what
happened, as well as when and where within the club. This
protocol included a discussion with a non-participant staff
member in order to properly code the security event and
to diminish personal bias. They had to agree on the
motive that triggered the intervention. The bouncerethnographer was present on 249 of the 258 observed
nights. Bouncers performed 789 interventions during the
year under study. Of these, 225 were related to aggression
committed by patrons towards bouncers, barmaids or
other patrons.
The researchers also supplemented their observations
with semi-structured interviews with 10 out of 14
bouncers that worked during the assessed year. The questions focused on the context of intervention and the techniques used to handle patrons, but also on aggression
patterns and concentration as the night progresses. In this
way, bouncers provided their opinions about their club’s
hotspots and “rush hours” while putting forth explanations
for these patterns.
The barroom

Located near two universities, this nightclub mostly
serves student patrons aged between 18 and 23 years old
and is well known in the local media for its “cheap
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booze”. In business for over 40 years, the studentculture reputation of the club also attracts many young
tourists from all over the city. Although this barroom
was open seven days a week, this study focuses only on
the five evenings where the dance hall was available to
patrons. Each club night had its specific theme coupled
with drinking specials, which remained the same
throughout the year. In terms of music, Tuesday was
retro, Thursday to Saturday was Top 40 and Sunday was
French music only. The club was open from 20:00 to
3:00 and had a legal capacity of 475 patrons (for more
details about this barroom, see Geoffrion et al., 2014).
Measures

Bouncer interventions for aggression were the outcome
variable for this study. When bouncers were instructed
about the research protocol, intervention was defined as
any action completed in the purpose of maintaining security in the club. Thus, it included simple warnings, techniques used to deter behaviour such as intimidation, and
expulsion of the patron. Of the 225 aggressive incidents
handled by bouncers, 91.6% (n = 206) resulted in the expulsion of the patron. The mean number of bouncer interventions per night was 0.9, with a standard deviation of 1.2.
The distribution of interventions per night was skewed to
the right, with no aggression on 128 nights while, on two
occasions, 7 aggressive incidents occurred on a single night.
When bouncers were instructed about research protocol, aggression was defined as any verbal, physical or
sexual behaviour that threatens the safety of the victim.
Verbal threats accounted for 3.1% of all recorded incidents, while physical behaviour represented 88.0% and
sexual behaviour 8.9%. All of these incidents were initiated by patrons and 96% of them were started by male
patrons. Even though studies have suggested that
bouncers sometimes are the first perpetrator, we only
focus on aggression committed by patrons in the present
study. All these types of aggression were regrouped and
classified in three categories based on the identity of the
target: (a) aggression towards bouncers, (b) aggression towards barmaids and (c) aggression between patrons.
Bouncer intervention locations

The barroom has four different levels: the entrance door
(ground level), the lounge (1st level), the main floor (2nd
level) and the balcony (3rd level). Bouncers identified 24
different locations where interventions began and these
locations were recoded into ten different categories: bars
(near the serving bars), restrooms, around the dance
floor, the dance floor, the entrance door (queuing), areas
of movement (aisles, stairs), the balcony, shady areas
(low lights), the lounge and outside the barroom. Figure 1
illustrates these locations on the floor plan of the
nightclub.
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Figure 1 Schematic map of three different levels of a Montreal nightclub. Source: Geoffrion et al. 2014.

Bouncer intervention times

Bouncers also noted the time when the interventions
began. Even though legal closing time in the province of
Quebec is 3:00, patrons were slowly expelled in order to
give them time to finish their last drink. Most of the
time, music was shut off around 3:10. The latest intervention for aggression during the panel year occurred at
3:20 while the earliest was at 20:30.
Analysis

Since this nightclub has multiple features that influence
its routine activities and that each actor within a barroom has his own specific role-related routine, sensitivity analysis will allow us to verify the strength
of incident patterns (e.g. hotspots and “rush hours”)
through aggregates of the sum depending on the identity
of the target. Thus, it disaggregates routine according to
the role of the actor. Field observations and interviews
with bouncers will further illustrate the quantitative data
and support our interpretations by providing details
regarding the situational contingencies of aggressive
incidents.

Results
Table 1 describes the locations of all aggressive incidents
as well as aggression according to the target. With the
aggregate of aggression, the most frequent locations for

bouncer interventions were respectively: bars, the dance
floor, the area around the dance floor and the entrance
door (equal), movement areas, the balcony, shady areas,
movement area, the lounge, restrooms and the balcony.
Interventions disaggregated according to the target demonstrate different scenarios. When aggression occurred
between patrons, the dance floor appeared as the most
frequent location, followed by bars and the area around
the dance floor. For aggression towards barmaids, the
three most frequent locations respectively were bars, the
area around the dance floor and shady areas. As for aggression towards bouncers, the main location was the
entrance door followed by bars and movement areas.
Ethnographic observations provide contextual details
about these different scenarios according to the target of
aggression. The dance floor and its surrounding area as
well as bars are the most crowded locations in the barroom and involve the most interactions between patrons. The bars of this particular barroom had rather
slow service during the year of observation. Patrons
often had to “fight” their way into being served. They
would push one another to get access to the bar and
order their beverage. During the interviews, bouncers
provided their views on this slow service. “Since tips are
split equally among all bar personnel in this club, barmaids are not in a hurry to serve patrons and maximize
their personal tips for the night. They then prefer to talk
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Table 1 Location of bouncer interventions for aggression within a Montreal nightclub, April 27, 2006 to April 24, 2007
Location within the club

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Interventions
at this location

Percentage
at this location

Between patrons

Towards barmaids

Towards bouncers

A - Entrance door

27

12.1

4.4

9.7

31.6

B - Lounge

13

5.8

5.9

6.5

5.3

C - Bar

52

23.3

23.0

29.0

21.1

Percentage at this location

D - Around dance floor

27

12.1

11.9

22.6

7.0

E - Dance floor

49

22.0

33.3

3.2

5.3

F - Balcony

7

3.1

3.0

3.2

3.5

G - Restrooms

12

5.4

7.4

3.2

1.8

H - Movement area

16

7.2

2.2

9.7

17.5

I - Shady areas

20

9.0

8.9

12.9

7.0

Total %

—

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.1

Base N

223

223

135

31

57

Percentages do not always add to 100.0 due to rounding error.

with clients and drink with them to have a good time.
Consequently, the service is shitty and patrons get frustrated. We are recognized in the barroom scene to have
cheap booze, but a long time to get it”. On the dance
floor and its surrounding areas, observation notes are
similar: the density and movement in this area increased
snagging between patrons, which triggered fights. In
addition, based on field notes, fights in these locations
occurred more often when men outnumbered women
on the dance floor. All bouncers were unanimous on this
aspect, “guys fight on the dance floor because they compete for the few women who may be available”.
The main location of aggression targeting barmaids
was the bars. Even though they are separated from their
clients by a counter, participant-observations revealed
that this distance did not deter intoxicated patrons from
pulling barmaids by their arms or hair in order to get
served or to kiss them. The second most dangerous location for barmaids was the area around the dance floor.
Every night, one of the barmaids acted as a waitress.
Only serving on the main floor, her “serving path” was
located around the dance floor. In parallel to this location, shady areas are the third location where barmaids
get assaulted most often. Participant-observations revealed that sometimes, the waitressing barmaid had to
venture into shady areas in order to find patrons that
had previously ordered drinks in her “serving path” but
had moved while she went to get the drinks.
The most frequent location for aggression towards
bouncers was the entrance door. As explained by one
bouncer, “refusing access to the venue to a patron is
sometimes riskier than expulsing a patron, especially
when it is refusing access to a group of young males in

front of the queuing line”. Another bouncer who was
mainly assigned to controlling the queuing line on busy
nights reported that “drinking in the line and predrinking” were ingredients for altercations with bouncers
at the entrance door. Participant-observations confirmed
this report. When in line, patrons often drank hard liquor that they camouflaged in water bottles. Already intoxicated at the door, they easily became frustrated
when access was refused. Next, the bars represented the
second most risky location for aggression towards
bouncers. As patrons got frustrated by poor service and
often harassed the barmaids, bouncers were often called
to intervene at this location. Consequently, they were
exposed to crowded and frustrated patrons. The third location was the movement area, which corresponds to
the “surveillance path” of the bouncers. Even though
they are supposed to walk through the entire the venue,
observations and interviews confirmed that bouncers
walked through the movement area most often, while
taking a static place in other locations in order to monitor the venue from different angles. Thus, walking
through a crowd of patrons in the movement area made
it more likely for bouncers to interact with clients.
As shown in Table 2, bouncer interventions for aggression were unequally distributed over time. We observed
that the number of interventions increased as it got later,
with a climax between 2:00 and 2:59. However, a drop in
interventions can be observed from 3:00 to closing time.
Aggregates for aggression between patrons followed the
same time pattern with an even more accentuated climax between 2:00 and 2:29 (42.2%). As for aggression
towards barmaids and bouncers, the climax and the
subsequent drop in aggression was reached an hour
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Table 2 Time of bouncer interventions for aggression within a Montreal nightclub, April 27, 2006 to April 24, 2007
Location within the club

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Interventions at this time

Percentage at this time

Between patrons

Towards barmaids

Towards bouncers

Percentage at this time
Before midnight

19

8.4

5.9

12.9

11.9

00:00 to 00:59

38

16.9

18.5

12.9

15.3

1:00 to 1:59

69

30.7

28.1

32.3

35.6

2:00 to 2:59

81

36.0

42.2

29.0

25.4

3:00 to 3:30 (closing time)

18

Total %
Base N

225

8.0

5.2

12.9

11.9

100.0

99.9

100.0

100.1

225

135

31

59

Percentages do not always add to 100.0 due to rounding error.

earlier. Furthermore, the proportion of aggression towards bouncers and barmaids between 3:00 and 3:30
was slightly higher than for aggression between patrons. Participant-observations for this period of time
revealed that highly intoxicated patrons who were flirting with barmaids during the night reacted aggressively
to the barroom closing and the kiss goodbye from the
barmaids, who had put a sudden stop to the seduction
game. As for aggression towards bouncers, all bouncer
interviews revealed that highly intoxicated patrons
reacted very badly to their “get out of the bar, it is closing
time” interventions.
Table 3 represents the interaction of time and space
variables. From 20:00 to midnight, 38.9% of the 18 aggressive incidents reported occurred at the entrance
door, 33.3% at bars and 16.7% around the dance floor.
The remaining 11% were located in the lounge and on
the dance floor. Participant-observations supported this
result: most people enter the venue, buy their drinks and
start to gather around the dance floor. From 00:00 to
0:59 the dance floor became the location with the most

aggression (28.9%) while the lounge (18.4%), the entrance door (13.2%), the bars (13.2%) and the area
around the dance floor (10.5%) were also conducive to
aggression. From 1:00 to 1:59, the dance floor was still
the main location for aggression (34.8%) followed by the
bars (23.2%) and the entrance door (13.0%). From 2:00
to 2:59, the main location shifted to the bars (30.0%).
However, the dance floor and its surroundings also
encompassed 27.6% of the aggression during this period
of time. In fact, at this hour, the highly crowded dance
floor had expanded to the area around it, and thus must
be interpreted as a single location. Meanwhile, aggression started to occur more often in the restrooms
(12.5%) and in shady areas (12.5%). From 3:00 to closing
time, aggressive incidents were scattered all around the
nightclub as people were getting pushed by bouncers to
exit the venue. As the night progressed, results show an
increase of aggression in shady areas.
Table 4 shows the interaction of time and space variables disaggregated according to the target of the aggression. For aggression between patrons, the location with

Table 3 Percentage distribution of location of bouncer interventions through time in a Montreal nightclub, April 27,
2006 to April 24, 2007
Location within the club

20:00 to 00:00

00:00 to 00:59

1:00 to 1:59

2:00 to 2:59

3:00 to 3:30

A - Entrance door

38.9

13.2

13.0

3.8

16.7

B - Lounge

5.6

18.4

1.4

2.5

11.1

C - Bar

33.3

13.2

23.2

30.0

5.6

D - Around dance floor

16.7

10.5

7.2

13.8

22.2

E - Dance floor

5.6

28.9

34.8

13.8

11.1

F - Balcony

0.0

5.3

1.4

5.0

0.0

G - Restrooms

0.0

0.0

2.9

12.5

0.0

H - Movement area

0.0

7.9

7.2

6.2

16.7

I - Shady area

0.0

2.6

8.7

12.5

16.7

Total %

100.1

100.0

99.8

100.1

100.1

Base N

18

38

69

80

18

Percentages do not always add to 100.0 due to rounding error.
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Table 4 Percentage distribution of location of bouncer interventions through time in a Montreal nightclub according to the role of the target, April 27, 2006
to April 24, 2007
Patrons

Barmaids

Bouncers

Location within
the club

8:00 to
11:59

12:00 to
12:59

1:00 to
1:59

2:00 to
2:59

3:00 to
3:30

8:00 to
11:59

12:00 to
12:59

1:00 to
1:59

2:00 to
2:59

3:00 to
3:30

8:00 to
11:59

12:00 to
12:59

1:00 to
1:59

2:00 to
2:59

3:00 to
3:30

A - Entrance door

12.5

8.0

7.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

10.

22.

0.0

100.

33.3

23.

7.1

42.

B - Lounge

12.5

16.0

2.6

3.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

00.0

20.0

50.

00.0

33.3

80.0

0.0

90.0

C - Bar

37.5

12.0

21.

29.

0.0

75.0

50.0

10.

22.

025.

0.0

0.0

33.

35.

0.0

D - Around df

25.0

8.0

17.9

812.

28.

25.0

25.0

020.

222.

025.

0.0

11.1

30.0

714.

14.

E - Dance floor

12.5

44.0

52.

319.

628.

0.0

0.0

010.

20.0

00.0

0.0

0.0

14.

30.0

30.0

F - Balcony

0.0

8.0

60.0

33.5

60.0

0.0

0.0

010.

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

30.0

14.

0.0

G - Restrooms

0.0

0.0

5.3

14.

0.0

0.0

0.0

00.0

11.

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

37.1

0.0

H – Move area

0.0

4.0

0.0

03.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

20.

111.

0.0

0.0

22.2

14.

14.

42.

I - Shady area

0.0

0.0

2.6

14.0

42.9

0.0

25.0

020.0

111.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

314.3

37.1

90.0

Base N

8

25

38

57

7

4

4

10

9

4

6

9

21

14

7

Percentages do not always add to 100.0 due to rounding error, df = dance floor.
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the most frequent incidents moved from the bars at the
beginning of the night until midnight (37.5%), to the
dance floors from midnight to 2:00 (44.0% and 52.6%),
back to the bars until closing time (29.8%) and then to
shady areas as people were exiting the venue. Nevertheless,
from 3:00 to 3:30, the dance floor and its surroundings
encompassed 49.2% of the aggression between patrons.
Participant-observations reported that, as the night progressed, patrons converged towards the dance floor and its
proximity, going back and forth to the bars. At 3:00, as the
bars were closing and the lights were turning on, the
remaining patrons all crowded on the dance floor or
around it making their last attempt at seduction or getting
sick in shady areas.
As for aggression towards barmaids, the main locations were the bars from opening hour to 1:00 (75.0%
and 50.0%), then scattered all around the venue from
1:00 to 3:00 to finally concentrate at the lounge (50.0%).
As mentioned, participants-observations noted that after
1:00, the waitressing barmaid had to search for her clients further than her “serving” path and had to venture
into different areas. However, bouncers reported in
interview that, “during their break, barmaids often go
drink, chat and dance with patrons. Sometimes they see
things and try to intervene. When they do, they often
get assaulted”. As for the concentration of incidents in
the lounge, bouncers explained that at closing time, barmaids invited patrons with whom they had flirted to the
lounge, which became a private section, and it often
turned bad.
The only location for aggression towards bouncers before midnight was the entrance door (100.0%). From
midnight to 1:00, the entrance door and the lounge were
the main locations (33.0% for both). From 1:00 to 3:00,
the bars became the main location for aggression towards bouncers (33.3% and 35.7%). From 3:00 to 3:30,
the movement area and the entrance door were the locations with the most aggression.

Discussion
The objective of the current paper was to examine variations in aggression through time and space according to
the role of the target in a Montreal barroom. In fact,
bouncer interventions disaggregated according to the
target of the aggression demonstrate distinct scenarios
that differ from the aggregate of all targets, thus expanding upon the work of Geoffrion et al. (2014). In fact, as
demonstrated by Geoffrion et al. (2014), when interventions for aggressive incidents are aggregated, they follow
the movement of the crowd as the night progresses. Beginning at the entrance and table areas, later moving
into the “carousing” zone (bars, dance floor and its proximity), hotspots for interventions seem to corresponds
to the changing densities of different locations at
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different times. However, when examining shifting hotspots according to the target, three different patterns
emerge for aggression between patrons, towards barmaids and towards bouncers.
For incidents occurring between patrons, aggression
moves from the bars at the beginning of the night until
midnight, to the dance floors from midnight to 2:00,
back to the bars until closing time, and then to shady
areas as people are exiting the venue. As reported
through participant-observation, service was rather slow
at the bars of this particular barroom and patrons would
often push one another to get access to the bar and
order their beverage. This result complements previous
findings (Graham et al. 2004; Graham et al. 2012), which
reported that aggression at the serving bar is linked to
poorly coordinated staff, which may result in frustrations
and long queuing lines. Thus, situational prevention strategies at the serving bar might include ensuring a sufficient
number of barmaids with better training (Graham et al.
2012) in order to reduce aggression between patrons at
this location. Also, aggression on the dance floor may be
related to crowding in that area, which suggests the need
to improve the design and supervision of dance floors
(Graham et al. 2012). The incidence of aggression in shady
areas after closing time implies that an efficient closing
procedure is also important as the number of people
remaining in the venue is associated with the frequency of
aggressive acts (Graham et al. 2006). Alternatively, improving the lighting in these areas may also be effective in
reducing the incidence of aggression (Homel, Carvolth,
Hauritz, McIlwain, & Teague, 2004).
When the targets of aggression are the barmaids, incidents mainly occur at the bars from opening hour to 1:00,
then scatter all around the venue from 1:00 to 3:00, to finally converge in the lounge after closing time. Just as
slow service at the bar was related to aggression between
patrons, it may also contribute to aggressive incidents towards barmaids. Thus, ensuring that the bar service runs
smoothly may be a strategy for increasing the safety of
staff members. In addition, participants-observations
noted that the waitressing barmaid often ventured beyond
her “serving” path, and interviews revealed that barmaids
sometimes drank and danced with patrons. Similarly, interviews suggested that the concentration of aggression in
the lounge was related to barmaids inviting patrons with
whom they had flirted to the area after closing time. Considering these circumstances, aggression may occur when
serving staff has poor professional boundaries and is
overly familiar with patrons (Graham et al. 2012). Thus, a
possible strategy for the prevention of aggression towards
barmaids is professional training and awareness of the importance of boundaries. Also, they should avoid searching
for patrons that have moved from their “ordering location”
and simply return the drink to the bar.

Geoffrion et al. Crime Science (2015) 4:9

When bouncers are the targets of aggression, incidents
occur at the entrance door before midnight, then shift
from the bars from 1:00 to 3:00 to the movement area
and the entrance door from 3:00 to 3:30. Interviews and
participant-observations revealed that patrons were
often already intoxicated by the time they reached the
entrance door and were easily frustrated when access to
the barroom was refused, thus leading to aggression.
Since “drinking in the line” was observed, bouncers
could forbid this practice and refuse access to these patrons. To prevent escalation of aggression towards the
bouncer, this prohibition could be advertised at the entrance door and recall the provincial law forbidding the
consumption of alcohol in the streets. Regarding the
next hotspot at the bars, previously discussed problems
in terms of slow service affected the incidence of aggression towards bouncers, as they were often called to
intervene. Finally, the movement area, which corresponds to the bouncer “surveillance path”, was a common location for aggression towards bouncers. Walking
through a crowd of patrons in the movement area made
it more likely for bouncers to interact with clients. This
finding is in line with the work of Graham et al. (2012),
who found that areas of movement were among the
most frequent locations for aggression. Prevention strategies should pay greater attention to the layout and design
of the venue in order to reduce movement (Graham et al.
2012). An efficient closing procedure also seems important
for the reduction of aggression in the movement area and
near the entrance door after closing time.
Overall, these findings raise questions regarding the application of routine activities theory to a barroom setting.
First, results demonstrate that guardians in this context
are also victims. Since previous research has indicated that
bouncers have a role in initiating and exacerbating altercations (Graham et al., 2005; Wells, Graham, & West, 1998;
Homel et al., 1992), future research should investigate
how prior victimization of the guardian may intensify his
use of physical force in the management of his next intervention. Findings also suggested that the role of the target
is significantly associated with his or her pattern of
victimization. However, other factors must be considered
when assessing the risk of victimization in a festive setting
such as that of intoxication. Indeed, ethnographic observation revealed that intoxicated aggressors were not even
aware of the identity of their victim, realizing that they
had hit a bouncer or another patron only after expulsion.
In parallel, findings of the present study exposed some of
the strengths and limitations of the bouncer-ethnographer
method in examining routine activities theory. On one
side, it provides contextual and dynamic information of
micro-situations that are harder to measure with quantitative instruments. On the other hand, this method does not
account for aggressive incidents that occurred in the
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absence of a guardian, as the guardians were the ones providing the data. In addition, the motivation of the offender
was not assessed from his or her perspective.
Study limitation

The results of the current paper should be considered
in light of their limitations. First, the findings are idiosyncratic since they are based on a case study thus
restricting their generalizability. Even though this barroom
may share similarities with others, proposed prevention
strategies should be investigated in other clubs in light of
their specific features (e.g. clientele, opening hours, locations, etc.). Second, the actual number of aggressive incidents in this barroom was likely underestimated, as the
measure depended on reports of aggressive behaviours
and the bouncers’ ability to detect them. In addition, as
the bouncers collected data while they were working, certain issues could not be addressed and various variables
could not be controlled for. However, the extended period
under study along with the ethnographic methodology
and the interviews with bouncers contribute to the richness of the obtained findings. Finally, the bias of using
bouncers to collect data also represents a limitation, as
they may have failed to report some aggressive incidents
committed or instigated by staff (Graham et al. 2005;
Wells et al. 1998). Nevertheless, bouncers likely provided
more insight than would have outside observers (Calvey
2000; Lister et al. 2000; Monahagan 2004; Hobbs et al.
2002; Hobbs 2003; Winlow et al. 2001).

Conclusion
The current findings enrich those of previous work (Boivin
et al. 2014; Geoffrion et al. 2014; Graham et al. 2012) by
pointing to the relevance of not only examining the
environmental characteristics of the barroom, but also the
role of the target of aggression. Crime opportunities follow
routine activities (Cohen and Felson 1979), even within a
specific location on a micro level (Geoffrion et al. 2014).
Routine activity theory is thus relevant in this context,
because as actors in differing roles follow differing routines,
as do their patterns of victimization. Therefore, even within
a micro level environment, prevention strategies should be
adapted to individual role-specific routines instead of the
aggregate of aggressive incidents through time and space, in
order to adequately reduce the incidence of aggression.
Future studies examining barroom aggression should not
only consider the environmental characteristics of the
venue, but also the roles of different targets. As such,
situational prevention strategies should be tailored for each
of the targets of aggression in order to address their differing routines and vulnerabilities. Such specific strategies can
also be extrapolated to other violent environments, such as
prisons, in order to understand the experiences of all actors
and prevent their victimization in these spheres.
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