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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the current study is to understaadiynamic processes of fatal attacks
against lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgendeB{)@dividuals across different situational
circumstances. Recent scholarship has begun ttfiddre heterogeneous nature of anti-LGBT
homicides, including possible differences in howativis are targeted by offenders. However,
several limitations of prior research have sturhedsystematic examination of these
circumstances. Few studies, for instance, havggdisgated by crime type and bias type, thus
masking unique patterns and causal processes agbwiith varying types of anti-LGBT
homicide events. Others have relied on officiabdaiurces whose validity and reliability remain
guestionable. The current research overcomes lineisations by utilizing data collected from
an open-source database known as the Extremistditter®roject (EHP) on a population of
anti-LGBT homicidesrom 1990 to 2010. A preliminary review of anealavidence, studies of
anti-LGBT violence, and a close reading of selechitide case open-source materials leads to
the creation of a five-part typology of anti-LGB®rhicides based on offender mode of victim
selection. This study utilizes a mixed-method deslgpginning with multivariate and bivariate
analyses to identify similarities and differencesoas anti-LGBT homicide categories and
subcategories. Quantitative findings are usedéeatity five anti-LGBT homicides for
supplemental case studies, which represent eacltigensubcategory. Guided by symbolic
interactionism and theories of masculinity, thegmse of each case study is to examine how key
distinguishing characteristics operate togetheofgefduring, and after violent transactions
within particular social contexts to affect letloaltcomes. The second purpose of the case studies
is to examine the applicability of theories of masuty and violence for explaining anti-LGBT

homicides across different modes of victim selaxctio
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[.INTRODUCTION

There has been increasing attention to the issb@asfmotivated violence (hereafter
referred to as “bias violence”) against lesbialy, ¢sexual, and transgender (LGBT) victims. In
a 2011 report by the United Nations Human Rightar@d, for example, it was suggested that
implementing anti-discrimination laws for LGBT imililuals should become a global priority
(Austin, 2012). In the United States, the Matthdvejsard and James Byrd, Jr. Hate Crimes
Prevention Act (2009) was passed, which addedm&telected for their sexual orientation or
gender identity to federally-protected bias crinim groups (Weiner, 2011). While anti-
LGBT violence has only recently gained prominensa @ublic policy issue, scholars have
attempted to shed light on discriminatory violeagainst the LGBT community for over two
decades (Herek, 1990; Herek & Berrill, 1992; Herellis, Cogan, & Glunt, 1997). Those
studying anti-LGBT violence have generally treategse crimes as if they were situationally
homogenous. Some more recent studies, though,fbarnd that anti-LGBT bias crimes can
occur across diverse situational circumstancescifsgaly, research has shown that some fatal
attacks stem from confrontations that are initidigahallenges to the offender’s honor, while
other attacks may be unprovoked by the victim (€ish Salfati, 2009; Tomsen, 2009). To
advance knowledge about this form of bias violerds,necessary to gain a clearer
understanding of how anti-LGBT homicide occurs amying situational contexts. To date, prior
studies have been unable to empirically examingti@stions raised by recent research, largely
due to limitations of official crime data on biasnees. Methodological obstacles are also
partially responsible for the lack of theoreticalvdlopment on this topic.

Addressing these shortcomingjse purpose of this study isto understand how and why

anti-LGBT fatal events occur across different situational circumstances. Utilizing an



innovative open-source database known as the Edrétomicide Project (EHP), and a mixed-
method design consisting of quantitative compassamd in-depth case studies, this study seeks
to comparatively examine the dynamic processedvedan anti-LGBT homicide victim

selection and fatal transactions. Based on a caheivent perspective (CEP) (Sacco & Kennedy,
2002) and a symbolic interactionist approach toeustéinding homicide (Athens, 1980;
Luckenbill, 1977), the research is guided by tHe¥ang questionWhat are the similarities

and differencesin anti-LGBT homicide incidents, suspects, and victims across different

situational circumstances and the dynamic processes by which these fatal attacks occur?

The Research Problem

Past empirical research on anti-LGBT bias crimesleen limited in numerous ways. To
begin with, research in this area has been hindeyedlack of official data on discriminatory
forms of lethal violence. Additionally, the failucé studies to disaggregate by types of crime
and types of bias has limited what we know abouiqdar causes and patterns of certain
homicide types (see Flewelling & Williams, 1999)luding bias homicide. Another problem is
that studies that have attempted to categorizedniaes (i.e., Levin & McDevitt, 1993;
McDeuvitt, Levin & Bennett, 2002) have relied printgon offender motive to differentiate
between different types of bias violence, despigechallenges of deciphering offenders’
thoughts during the commission of bias crimes. Iginkew studies have attempted to
systematically apply theories to explain how ang ahti-LGBT violence occurs. The few
studies that have empirically examined this to@ieentypically relied on limited official data
sources (e.g., limited geographical scope, reppdiacrepancies) and unofficial data sources,
like advocacy group reports, that have issuesef ttwn (e.g., unclear or unsystematic inclusion

criteria).



In the past, some criminologists have applied adeonist or situation-based theories to
understand multi-dimensional homicide events, wipielte the offender and the victim in a
dynamic interchange that ultimately shapes thelasoa of violence (Athens, 1980; Luckenbill,
1977). Also drawing from symbolic interactionisnther theorists have claimed that
“heterosexist” social structures and gendered ages serve as catalysts for traditionally
masculine and homophobic behaviors expressed thrpeigonal interactions (Herek, 1990;
Messerschmidt, 2012; Tomsen, 2009). Scholars Hawvesaggested that some criminal offenders
rely on crime as a resource to “do gender,” oiittcaionally construct a dominant masculine
identity, when other avenues to achieving masdylianie blocked (Messerschmidt, 1993; 2012).
Select scholars have hypothesized that some offefide gender” by targeting LGBT
individuals, because the LGBT identity challengesauline and heteronormative ideals
(Bufkin, 1999; Perry, 2001, see also West & Zimmannil987). Unfortunately, few studies
have applied theory to empirical data of bias carfse Tomsen, 2009 for an exception) and
theoretically-informed research has not adequatgbyored anti-LGBT violence in the United
States. Considering that studies have not systeatigtexamined what goes on before, during
and after homicide situations by applying the treoutlined above, the current study makes an
important contribution through its theoretical apation of masculinity theories to anti-LGBT
homicide events.

The Current Resear ch

Drawing from previous empirical findings and thdaal applications, the current
research conceptualizes anti-LGBT homicides asicahevents occurring in distinct situational
circumstances. Anti-LGBT homicide is defined asialfact of criminal violence in which

victims are targeted in whole or in part becaustheir actual or perceived sexual orientation or



gender identity. The current study consists of &iwariate analysis in order to identify
significant predictors of two broad categories mti- GBT homicide:predatoryhomicide, or
planned crimes occurring without victim provocatamdresponsivehomicide, unplanned,
confrontational crimes in which victims provokeedtiers. This is followed by subgroup
analyses of five unique situations of anti-LGBT hoigle which are subcategories of predatory
and responsive homicide categories. These subcasgue disaggregated from the predatory
and responsive categories according to how offensidected their victims. In other words,
subgroup analyses are used to explore similaatesdifferences across mode of victim
selection within responsive and predatory homicakegories. Using quantitative findings as a
guide, characteristic cases from each of the fiwmsonal categories are purposively selected in
order to place violent transactions within bothtaagional and macrosocial context, as well as to
systematically apply and evaluate proposed thealetxplanations of anti-LGBT homicide.
Utilizing this mixed-method design, the currentdstsupplements quantitative comparisons with
rich descriptions of a representative anti-LGBT hode event from each subcategory.

The study unfolds in the following sections. Fitbg relevance of a study examining
anti-LGBT violence is discussed. Second, a reviéth® relevant theoretical and empirical
literature is provided. Third, the shortcominggabr research are outlined and the contribution
of the current study is revealed. Fourth, the dagmethod, and the plan of analysis are
discussed. Fifth, findings from the quantitativalgses and the in-depth case studies are
reported, followed by a discussion of the findingmally, the paper concludes with a summary
of the findings, a discussion of their implicatiptise study’s limitations, and recommendations

for future research.



Relevance of Topic

Considering that many issues related to gay rigregscurrently in the media spotlight and
on the policy agenda, America appears to be iate sf transition in regard to its acceptance of
homosexuality and alternative gender identitiess Thevidenced in several ways. First of all, in
a recent landmark move, President Barak ObamagtyBhared his support for gay marriage
(Calmes, 2012) and arguments on the Defense ofid@rAct and California’s exclusionary
Proposition 8 are being heard in the Supreme GdaoCarthy, 2013). Second, sexual
orientation bias crimes have received internatiati@ntion by the United Nations Human
Rights Council (Austin, 2012) and national attentwath the 2009 passing of the Matthew
Shepard and James Byrd, Jr. Hate Crimes Prevehtipnwhich added individuals victimized
for their sexual orientation or gender identityfederally protected bias crimes victim groups
(Weiner, 2011). Third, Congress has recently debater the inclusion of homosexual
individuals as a protected group in the Violencaiigt Women Act (Jackson, 2012) and after a
significant amount of time, the expanded versiothefbill passed (Crabtree, 2013). This
political exchange has highlighted the struggled HGBT people face when seeking the same
protections from violence typically provided to é&etsexual citizens, while also showing the
progressive nature of American viewpoints on homoakty. As Americans continue to be
conflicted in their support of gay rights and spétegal protections for the LGBT community, it
is important to advance knowledge on the extentreatdre of anti-LGBT violence in order to
inform public discourse and policy debates.

Moreover, misconceptions regarding the nature @$ biolence persist, particularly
against LGBT individuals. Some may believe, fotamge, that bias crimes are not different in

nature from other parallel crimes; however, redeias shown that although anti-LGBT



homicides contain similarities with “typical” homile events, there are also significant
differences between them (Gruenewald, 2012). Aaldldily, scholars have found that there are
meaningful differences between different typesiaglzrimes (i.e., racially motivated and sexual
orientation motivated) (Stacey, 2011). Bias criraesalso often ill-understood by members of
law enforcement who may lack the training necesgargtentify these complex crimes. Police
officers are often reluctant to identify a crimebéss due to their own biases or the potentially
negative consequences for the department, whichsteay from this identification. Thus,
officers may hold bias crimes to a higher levesofutiny (Cronin, McDevitt, Farrell, & Nolan,
2007, p.224). Ultimately, a bias crime is the restipolice officers’ evolving situational
definition when bias crime policies are applieciy criminal event (Martin, 1995).

The National Coalition of Anti-Violence ProgramsG@RVP) found that there has been a
trend of increasing homicide against the LGBT comityusince 2007. The NCAVP observed
decreases in anti-LGBT violence generally; howewe2011, the NCAVP recorded 30 murders
motivated by anti-LGBT bias, the highest homicideerever reportedAlthough the increased
numbers could be due to increased reporting,jinté&esting to contrast the numbers to those
reported to the Federal Bureau of Investigatiom#fdm Crime Report (UCR). For 2011, the
UCR reported just three murders motivated by tletmis sexual orientation, compared to the
NCAVP’s 30 murders. Comparing data sets shows igea@pancies that occur across different
collecting agencies and reiterates the need forangul data sets.

Finally, while some scholars have questioned whdilees violence should be treated
differently from routine violence (e.g. Jacobs &tteg 1997), others have established that anti-
LGBT violence has greater implications than patétiems of conventional violence.

Importantly, research has shown that bias crimesledollowed by acts of retaliation (Herek &



Berrill, 1992; Iganski, 2008; Levin & McDevitt; 2Q). In this way, a bias crime may act as a
catalyst for further violence. Anti-LGBT violencart also make communities in which the
violence occur less safe due to increased levetsisifust and hostility between groups (Herek
& Berrill, 1992; Iganski, 2008; Martin, 1995). Waikll violence may adversely affect the
localized communities in which they occur, anti-LGfolence also has increased potential to
have deleterious effects for the LGBT communityictivhs of anti-LGBT violence face unique
harms due to the psychological challenges andnigelbf vulnerability caused by anti-LGBT
crimes (Dunbar, 2006; Garnets, Herek, & Levy, 199€rek et al., 1997; Iganski, 2008; Rose &
Mechanic, 2002), which can extend to the broadeBTGommunity through fear of
discriminate forms of violence (Dunbar, 2006; Gésnelerek, & Levy, 1990; Herek & Berrill,

1992; Herek, et al., 1997; Iganski, 2008; Lawred&89; Rose & Mechanic, 2002).



Il.REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter reviews the scholarly literaturevatd to the current research. First, studies
utilizing a symbolic interactionist theoretical @ntation to understand and explain violence are
discussed. Second, a review of theoretical and rezapresearch that has utilized symbolic
interactionistimasculinity theories to explain situations of raetforms of violence, bias
violence, and anti-LGBT violence is provided. Lgsthis section reviews prior research on the
necessity of crime typologies and, more specifjgcattsearch on the typification of homicide and
bias crimes.

Symbolic I nteractionism and Violence

Building on the work of George H. Mead, his studdarbert Blumer coined the term
“symbolic interactionism” in 1937 “to describe gopaoach to sociology based on the social
behaviorist philosophy of mind and action” (Dingly&001, p.237). Eventually, “symbolic
interactionism” became the name for the socioldgiparoach which insists that one must
understand how social actors define situationa@e4{to-face interactions in order to understand
future social actions (Blumer, 1969). Situationafinitions consist of socially constructed
meanings that evolve throughout the course of actioorder to create a situational definition,
social actors assess their situations by obsethigig environments and evaluating the behaviors
of other social interactants. Erving Goffman (19&8)her popularized symbolic interactionist
theory by looking at social behavior from a dramgittal perspective. He explained the process
by which social actors imagine themselves in edbbrts “roles,” in order to inform their own
roles, while simultaneously considering the socaitext in which an interaction takes place.
Goffman understood that social actors begin cateiggrtheir fellow social interactants prior to

any situated transaction. As any social contextvesy however, meanings that actors give to the



situation may transform. Thus, social roles areaghbv‘scripted” to some extent, but they are
constantly negotiated throughout social transasti@offman (1959) also recognized that
casting the roles of ourselves and others ofteabéshes and maintains status hierarchies
already set in the social order and that individwk sanctioned if they do not enact their given
roles. It is the symbolic interactionist perspeetilargely drawing from Goffman’s work, which
informs the theoretical perspectives most relet@this study. Below, symbolic interactionist
theories of violence are discussed, followed bescdption of how masculinity theories have
been used to explain routine violence, bias videand anti-LGBT violence.

One of the most notable works on violence fronindgractionist perspective is Jack
Katz’s (1988)Seductions of Crimé&atz recognized the merits of the symbolic int&omist
perspective of violent crime for recognizing howations are determined by the way a criminal
actor defines his or her situation; however, hetfelt such a perspective did not appreciate the
“ontological validity of passion” (1988, p.8). Drawg from three case studies of homicide and a
phenomenological perspective, Katz (1988) devel@gdneral theory about the “typical
homicide.” Katz’s analytical approach and his casans regarding “typical” violence raise
many issues when one considers the heterogeneturs npdhomicide and the many forms that
lethal violence may take. However, his emphasistadying the “foreground” and “structural
background” of crime by placing offenders into aduer context remains an invaluable
approach to studying the sociology of criminal égen

Another interactionist, Lonnie Athens (1980) upadticipant observation techniques
coupled with interviews of violent offenders to §ppa symbolic interactionist theory to violent
crime. He claimed that past positivist approacbabé study of crime ignored human interaction

and the interpretive and situated nature of crilméwants. Athens found that actors form violent



interpretations of situations prior to committinglent acts, but these violent interpretations do
not inevitably or even typically lead to the conte of a violent act. Rather, the progression of
a violent interaction is shaped by a person’s auaglgelf and situational definitions throughout
interpersonal interaction.

Guided by Goffman’s (1963) notion of “situatednsactions,” David F. Luckenbill
(1977) used official police and court documenteetmonstruct homicide cases in order to explain
the dynamic interchange that occurs between offsraled victims during fatal events. Relying
on Goffman’s (1959) notion of a “character contdstickenbill found offenders and victims are
positioned within a dynamic context of mutual istaanges that often involve insults and
attempts at saving “face.” “Face” is the self-préadon a social actor wishes to achieve in a
particular situational context. Depending on thetegt of the situated transaction, certain
resources are available to offenders and victinduding the presence of bystanders and
weapons, which can influence the social actorgations and definitions of situations. As the
social interaction evolves, the presence or absehcertain resources may lead to the escalation
or resolution of violence. Prior studies, such askenbill (1977) and Athens (1980), seek to
show that violent crime is not solely caused bydexthat may be present prior to a criminal
event, such as offender pathology; rather, itésdibcial interaction and the meanings that
offenders and victims derive from their opposinigscand statuses that ultimately shape the
escalation of violence.

M asculinity and Situations of Violence

Masculinity and Violence
Also relying heavily on the work of Erving Goffmaas well as West and Zimmerman'’s

(1987) doing gender theory, James W. Messerschraglbffered a situational approach that
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incorporates gender and sexuality within the stofdyiolence. West and Zimmerman (1987)
argued that gender is not an essential charaaternsther, gender is a construction that emerges
during social interaction. Thus, gender is not redtand it must be accomplished. Using a life
history method to study violent and non-violent ygiMesserschmidt (1993; 2012) proposed a
structured action theory, positing that regular patterned behaviors, or structures, inform
individuals’ interactions. It is through socialenaction that these structures are embodied, which
leads individuals to participate in reflexive, ntarnal, conversation so that they may assess their
options for future action. Individuals’ chosen cees of action are dependent upon the resources
that individuals perceive are available to themsséEschmidt claimed that his theory
“...emphasizes that it is through reflexive interdaliberations about the constraints and
enabling aspects of social structures that pedpheately develop characteristic strategies for
handling situations in which gender and sexualiga are present” (2012, p.34).

Incongruences between categorized sex and genkdehadiior or sexual practices result
in cognitive dissonances among the interactantsirezl to as gender and sexuality “challenges.”
Once gender or sexuality is challenged, a persgnbeanotivated to participate in “social
action toward specific situationally embodied pi@es that attempt to correct the subordinating
social situation and various forms of crime andange can be the result” (2012, p.45). In
contexts where gender and sexuality are more $atiean may attempt to accomplish a
hegemonic or dominant masculinity and a person peageive that criminal activity is the only
resource available to establish or reaffirm masiyl{Messerschmidt, 1993; 2012).

From his empirical research, Messerschmidt fouatl ddolescent offenders, who are
subordinated in interactions with their peers, oespto these challenges by using available

resources to construct a masculine identity. Foresddoing gender” and “doing sexuality” via
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sex offending was perceived as the only way todoewantably masculine, whereas other youth
relied on assaultive violence to construct a domtiggnder identity (Messerschmidt, 2000;
2012). Offenders’ constructions and accomplishmehtesasculinity varied across different
social situations, depending on the space, time tla@ specific contexts in which crimes
occurred. Messerschmidt claimed that offenders, gpliad the dominant contextual ideals of
masculinity to the situations that faced them” @00. 304). His findings effectively
demonstrated that the construction of gender axwldigy are relevant to certain criminal events.

While Messerschmidt conceptualized the relationbleipveen gendered and sexualized
social structures and individual agency, GregoryHdrek (1990) has detailed how specific
heterosexist structures are institutionalized enlhmited States within the criminal justice
system, religious organizations, and other soostitutions. Herek offered examples, such as
some churchs’ commitment to heterosexual marriagelae criminal justice system’s lack of
protective laws for LGBT individuals. In this wagnti-gay attitudes have been institutionalized,
which creates “heterosexism,” or an “an ideologsyatem that denies, denigrates, and
stigmatizes any nonhetereoseuxal form of behawmentity, relationship, or community”
(Herek, 1990, p.317). A heterosexist ideology isstantly evolving and may be maintained or
transformed through social interaction. His resedras demonstrated how heterosexism is
established in macro and micro structures, seramthe “backdrop” for the violence perpetrated
against LGBT individuals (1990, p.317).

Also looking at violent crime from a masculinitgrngpective, Polk (1994) relied on
official homicide files to conduct case studieshomicide in order to capture the dynamic
interactions between victims and offenders withantigular social contexts. Polk recognized the

merit of past studies that have reconceptualizeditide as a two-sided event between the
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offender and the victim, but he believed that emateons of the victim-offender relationship had
been oversimplified and were unable to explain Wwbmicide occurs. Polk’s findings showed
that homicide was a masculine activity, wherebyp#ators, who were typically male, used
homicide as a criminal resource to establish a dantimasculine identity in relation to women,
but also to other men. Moreover, it was lower-clagn who had the fewest resources to
establish masculinity in a traditional manner, tuéheir lack of economic and social resources,
who overwhelmingly participated in homicide.
Bias Violence

The literature reviewed thus far has been priméoitused on routine forms of violence,
and homicide in particular. The following sectiomscontrast, focus specifically on violence
that discriminately targets social minority grofpsy., sexual orientation minorities). Like Polk
(1994) and Messerschmidt (1993; 2000; 2012), BarBarry (2001) recognized that crime
provides a way for men, particularly lower classte establish masculinity. In order to make
sense of the patterns found in bias violence, Riraw from Candace West and Sarah
Fenstermaker’s (1995) conceptualization of “doirffecence” (an extension of doing gender
theory), as well as Messerschmidt’s structurecbadtieory. Perry showed how bias crime
offenders draw from structures, or patterned astifmund in cultural discourses and institutions,
to understand how they should “do difference” (eace, class, gender, sexuality) appropriately.
However, doing difference is not just a form of lanraction that is structured, it is also
structuring. Therefore, the actions of individueds maintain or change the very social
structures that inform individuals how they shoadd, while also affecting the current hierarchy
of human relations that places persons in domioaimtferior groups based on their identity

statuses (e.g. race, sex, gender, age, etc.). 2€0%) recognized that action takes place within
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a larger social context consisting of dominate suobrdinate relationships between different
races, genders, and sexual orientations. Biasngeles one way that the dominant and
subordinate structured relations are reinforcesbiriety.

Individuals who engage in racial, sexual, or gad actions that are misaligned with
socially approved behaviors are often sanctionethfgir behavior; however, these social
identity markers may be more or less salient in@agn social situation. Perry explains how
bias crime is one method of policing behavior amdhiolding others accountable to heterosexist
social scripts. In this way, individuals are en@ged to vilify homosexuality and are held
“accountable” to others if they choose not to d¢see West & Zimmerman, 1987). Although
she discusses many forms of bias violence, Peagifsgally discusses how gay men provide a
particularly good resource for establishing masutiominance, which can lead to homosexual
individuals being targeted for crime.

Also claiming that past bias crimes research gasred the socially constructed nature
of race and gender, Jana Bufkin (1999) also appiiedt and Zimmerman’s (1987) doing
gender theory, Messerschmidt’s (1993) structuréidmtheory, and Raewyn Connell’'s (1987)
conceptualization of hegemonic masculinity to thuglg of bias crimes. Bufkin hypothesized
that an “effort to accomplish or ‘do’ hegemonic maity remains at the heart of bias
offending. The hypothesis stems in part from thot flaat the victims of bias crimes are
antithetical to the hegemonic ideal” (1999, p.13@her theoretical exposition, she contended
that hegemonic forms of masculinity have racial aexlual undertones that are derived from
cultural and institutional ideology and that perpghg bias crimes is one way to maintain these

existing structures.
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Anti-LGBT Violence

Much of the research described so far has beetededa the general victimization
experience. The current section focuses speciicallreviewing prior studies of violent bias
crimes targeting the LGBT community. Herek (2006),instance, used a national probability
sample of lesbian, gay, and bisexual adults to ghewprevalence of antigay victimization in the
United States. He found that approximately ondtaft those surveyed had experienced a
personal or property crime based on their sexuahtation in their adult life. Findings also
showed that it was gay men who were at the greasésfor criminal victimization and
harassment due to their sexual orientation. Adudlilily, over half of those surveyed claimed to
have felt they were stigmatized due to their sepuaintation. Other findings showed that those
who have experienced a physical assault becaubeiotexual identity were more likely to
experience psychological harm (Herek, 1997). WHidgeek’s research provides valuable insight
into the victimization experience, his use of viturveys cannot capture the multifaceted
nature of anti-LGBT homicide events.

While others have explored forms of masculine lotshei, to date, the only empirical
research to specifically focus on anti-LGBT homé&lients has been that of Stephen Tomsen
(2001; 2002; 2006; 2009). Recognizing the meritsyohbolic interactionist studies of sexuality,
Tomsen (2009) examined anti-homosexual homicidégein South Wales. As other researchers
and theorists, Tomsen was guided by Connell's qunaiehegemonic masculinity, but Tomsen’s
research remains unique in that he applied theohystempirical data. Moreover, Tomsen used
an analysis of situational factors of homicide nglevith victim and offender characteristics, to
specifically apply masculinity theories to anti-LGBomicides, making his work especially

relevant to the current study.
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Tomsen’s analysis went beyond that of prior redgan that he recognized the
heterogeneous nature of anti-LGBT fatal attacks.flidings revealed that two general
scenarios of anti-homosexual lethal violence entefgam the data. The first scenario consisted
of attacks between people, usually men, that oedurr a public space and were often “marked
by a tone of outrage” (Tomsen, 2009, p.66), whetlkasecond violent scenario was more
confrontational in nature and typically occurregnivate. Additionally, Tomsen recognized that
robbery often had an “incidental relation” to b&tacks, but occasionally robbery was the
principal motive of an anti-homosexual killing (Z)@. 67). Importantly, Tomsen found that
each of these violent situations was marked byffender’s attempt to reproduce his own
masculine identity, in addition to policing the peived subordinate masculine identities of other
men. Tomsen (2009) found, as did Perry (2001) anf@iB (1999), that cultural norms and
social structures support and justify anti-LGBTIlgice because they operate within gendered
and sexualized regimes that constitute complexatsares of power.

Typologies and Homicide Disagqgr egation

Up to this point, the review of the literature hasused on theoretical and empirical
research as it has related to masculinity and ne@eand, in particular, bias violence. As one of
the primary purposes of this study is to also er@atd test a typology of anti-LGBT homicide, a
brief review of crime typology studies is also veanrted. First, the advantages of classifying
crime by types, especially homicide, are discusSedond, studies addressing bias crimes
typologies are reviewed.

Homicide events are heterogeneous in nature, wiibtantive differences occurring
across homicide modalities, although “some are rabke than others” (Flewelling & Williams,

1999, p. 96). One way to simplify complex crimasg;tsas homicide, and to better understand
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the nature of bias violence is to develop a typallgschema. A typology can provide
clarification on the social nature of crime (MietiMcCorkle, & Listwan, 2006). A typology of
homicide can also identify patterns and causesdhaaross categories and draw attention to the
most distinct differences between them; howevengtls no agreed-upon way to disaggregate
fatal events (Flewelling & Williams, 1999). Muchsearch has attempted to disaggregate
homicide events by offender motives (Decker, 1¥83arro, 2008; Riedel, 1987). For example,
scholars have comparatively examined several mogpes, such as “instrumental” and
“expressive” forms of homicide (Decker, 1993; 19®Bethe & Drass, 1999). Dabney (2004,
p.6) suggested that typology scholars are beseddosconceptualize crimes as “criminal
events,” in order to place them into meaningfuegaties. To increase the intelligibility of a
crime typology and to make it useful, the typologyst organize subject matter into a clearly
delineated set of conceptual categories, in addtoqgroviding the descriptive criteria and logic
behind crime classification decisions (Dabney, 2@04).
Bias Crimes Typologies

Levin and McDeuvitt (1993) and McDeuvitt, Levin, aBénnett (2002) have proposed the
only bias crimes typology to date, in which theyéattempted to differentiate and classify bias
crimes based on offender motives. Levin and McD€¥R93) offered an offender-based
typology after interviewing police officials frorthé¢ Community Disorders Unit of the Boston
Police Department, which has been cited as a radtrondel for bias crimes investigations. They
also interviewed bias crimes victims and offend&lse original typology was comprised of
three categories, including thrill, defensive, amdsion motivated bias crimes.

The first type of offender included those who caitted crime primarily for a thrill.

These offenders attempted to assert dominancexgedience excitement by harming victims.
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Second, Levin and McDevitt (1993) suggested thédrdgve bias crimes were committed in an
effort to prevent a certain group from encroaclonghe offenders’ territory. Defensive
offenders were threatened by members of the tatggtaip, although victims had not
necessarily committed any offense against the patpes. Third, they found that mission crime
offenders were those attempting to banish the wairkelil by killing members of a certain group
they felt was inferior to their own. Years latercBevitt, Levin, and Bennett (2002) reanalyzed
the case files from the Boston Police Departmeatt were used to create the original typology
and created a fourth category, known as retalidi@y crimes. Retaliatory bias crimes offenders
acted in response to a real or perceived biaskap@petrated by another group. Their research
concluded that thrill crimes remained the most camitype of bias crimes, followed by
defensive, retaliatory, and mission crimes. Thpotggy remains the authoritative conceptual
schema for categorizing bias crimes and has beshawoss the nation in police training
manuals to train officers and investigators. Thoogtrently the dominant framework, the next
section addresses how this four-pronged conceptii@me may be limited in its ability to
meaningfully delineate between different typesmf-aGBT homicide. Several other limitations

of prior research are also discussed.
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[11. LIMITATIONS OF PRIOR RESEARCH

The following chapter discusses several shortcosaigrior research. First, previous
studies of bias crimes have relied heavily on gotlata. Prior studies have found that official
data sources often do not identify all bias crirmed contain discrepancies across states (Nolan
& Akiyama, 1999; Perry, 2001), in addition to disgancies across specific agencies (Boyd,
Berk, & Hamner, 1996; Cronin et al., 2007; Haideatiel, 2002; McDeuvitt et al., 2000; Nolan
& Akiyama, 1999; Walker & Katz, 1995). Within depauents, it is likely that bias crimes are
not always labeled as bias-motivated, becausééranotive’ are present, crimes have been
found to be more easily identified as routine vigle, trumping bias elements of a particular
crime. Second, the data used by McDevitt et al022@ conceive the typology was
geographically limited. These first two limitationgy affect the representativeness of findings
from prior bias crimes research.

Third, previous research has also failed to diseggpe bias violence by crime or bias
type. Assuming homogeneity across crime types, (eomicide, robbery, and assault) may lead
researchers to miss important distinctions acrgssstof lethal and non-lethal violence.
Assuming homogeneity across bias types (e.g.,s&xtiral orientation, gender identity, race, and
religion) also fails to recognize unique patterhgiolence occurring across different offender
biases or victim selection processes. A fourth tslooning of the McDeuvitt et al. (2002) typology
is that it relied on the determination of offendestive in order to place bias crimes into distinct
categories. While other studies have also attenpteétermine offender motive (e.g., Block &
Block, 1992; Decker, 1993; Miethe & Drass, 199%d®il, 1987), research has shown that
identifying motive is problematic (see Boyd et 4B96; Haider-Markel, 2002; Nolan &

Akiyama, 1999). Fifth, the work of McDevitt et §2002) also failed to utilize quantitative
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comparisons to systematically identify similariteasd differences across situational
circumstances or to incorporate theory into thecuassion of differences, thus limiting the
typology’s explanatory power.

Other researchers have critiqued the bias crigpesddgy proposed by McDeuvitt et al.
(2002) (e.q., Fisher & Salfati, 2009; Phillips, 200Iin addition to the aforementioned
limitations, those who have empirically tested thiss crimes typology have found that it has
severe limitations; however, both studies faileduggest improvements to the typology or to
propose a new typological schema. Phillips (206@)psed the limitations of McDevitt, Levin,
and Bennett's work by examining criminal cases @caged as bias crimes from one New Jersey
County. Applying the typology to other crimes, $sbend that more than one-third of the cases
analyzed fell outside of the four designated maitoreal categories. While it was clear that
crimes involved motives of bias, for instance, tugerbal comments made by the offender to
the victim, it was often not possible to determinaffenders’ motives fell into thrill, defensive,
mission, or retaliatory categories. Bias crimesne@ unclassifiable by Phillips (2009) were
often cases in which bias was not the only motigatactor, thus demonstrating the typology
was incapable of classifying cases in which biativas are combined with other routine
motives. Also problematic, Phillips (2009) foundthhe categories were not mutually exclusive.
Offenders committing crimes under very differemtamstances could be classified similarly,
thus glossing over potentially important offendéfedences. Importantly, Phillips found that
only the most obvious bias cases could be easibgoazed into one of the four categories.

Fisher and Salfati (2009) also found several litrotes of the McDevitt et al. (2002) bias
crimes typology. Using Smallest Space Analysis (5%#sher and Salfati (2009) empirically

tested the typology to see if particular crimeslddoe separated into meaningful categories
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based on crime scene characteristics of 91 biasatet homicides reported to the FBI's
Uniform Crime Report. Using crime scene variabéesyell as variables that were previously
found to be associated with behaviors similar tséhdescribed by McDeuvitt et al. (2002) to
conduct their analysis, they found that the SSAlltedailed to differentiate between the four
categories of bias crime. Overall, there was améptional amount of variable sharing” between
the different categories (2009, p.126). Like Ppdl(2009), Fisher and Salfati (2009) concluded
that the typology proposed by McDeuvitt et al. (2D@/2As inadequate because its categories were
not mutually exclusive. The only clear division fmlby the researchers was between thrill- and
retaliatory-related variables, demonstrating hoasliiomicides may be divided into categories
of those committed to obtaining power and thoserdtad to restoring honor. Despite its
limitations, Fisher and Salfati (2009) believednportant to empirically test the categorization
scheme as it continued to represent the standasely bias crimes typology in the United States.
As violent bias crimes appear to be “intensifyimgl @iversifying,” it is important to
create typologies and categorize crime to assissel@orcement and policy makers in
performing their jobs more efficiently (Fisher &|&ai, 2009, p.106). While incidents of bias
crime have decreased, they have increased in itwg€Rssher & Salfati, 2009; National
Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs, 2011). Congidg that a majority of the research on anti-
LGBT violence has focused on the experiences aim&and disaggregation approaches that
rely on offender motives remain problematic, thsra need for further research concerning

other elements of LGBT homicide.
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IV.CONTRIBUTION OF THE CURRENT STUDY

This study improves upon the McDevitt et al. (208pology and fills many of the gaps
left by prior research. First, the current studiiags an open-source database, known as the
Extremist Homicide Project (EHP), which includeformation on all-known anti-LGBT
homicides in the United States between the yea8 a8d 2010. Using an open-source database
allows the current study to overcome the recordisgrepancies that characterize official police
data, which were previously outlined. Additionallitilizing a nationally representative sample,
based on concrete inclusion criteria, extends gog@phic scope of the current research.
Second, rather than include multiple types of crithe current study disaggregates by crime
type in order to capture the distinct nature of-a@BT homicide.This study also disaggregates
by bias type in order to capture the unique qualiof homicide characterized by discriminatory
selection ofesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgengi@tims. Recent research has shown that it is
necessary to disaggregate by bias type, becausécagt differences exist between victim,
offender, and offense characteristics (Stacey, R0hile a general bias crimes typology
provided insight into the nature of bias violenités essential to examine whether a different
typology emerges once specific violence types, siscanti-LGBT homicide, are studied.

Third, rather than attempting to measure the éxiethe offenders’ bigotry or thoughts
during the commission of a homicide, the curreatigtmeasures and discerns anti-LGBT
homicides by offenders’ discriminative modes oftvicselection. Lawrence’s (1999)
“discriminatory selection model” guides the currstudy. This model posited that it is not
necessary to determimeny a particular person was selected to be a homwadien; instead, it
may be more important to determine that a victins tesigeted because he or she was perceived

to belong to a protected victim group. This conaaptation is supported by Miethe, McCorkle,
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and Listwan (2006, p.7) who argued that victim stba is a major dimension of the criminal
event. Additionallyoffender selectiorgs opposed to motive, is more easily measured by
observable victim, offender, and crime scene charstics, which makes offender selection a
more accurate way to capture the various situatiimaumstances of anti-LGBT homicide. The
current study uses a concrete set of bias indedpresented in Table 1) that are used to identify
homicides as anti-LGBT and to place anti-LGBT hades into meaningful categories. While in
many instances it may be the case that bias irat&ate merely an indirect way to capture
offenders’ motives, these indicators represent miagde crime scene characteristics and do not
require psychiatric probing into the offenders’ ad8nThis allows the study to circumvent the
problems of prior research that attempted to pateethe mind of offenders’ to determine what
offenders were thinking prior to the homicide.

One of the major critiques of the McDevitt et &002) typology was its inability to
place homicides into one category exclusively.rieo to create a mutually exclusive typology,
the current research concentrated orpttary victim selection criteria offenders used to target
LGBT victims. Thus, the proposed typology recogaidaal-purpose homicides, such as those
involving robbery, and homicides in which victimigaypa role in the provocation. To sort
homicides, the primary victim selection criteri@ddy the offender(s) is identified and used to
distinguish homicides from one another. It is efaéto recognize that offenders may have
multiple selection criteria when targeting victilmscause offender selection of victims is a
processMultiple selection criteria do not mean the biksreents are to be ignored, as it is the
combination of factors that result in the ultimatenmission of any crime.

The proposed typology offers an alternative to tifdgred by McDevitt et al. (2002) for

one specific type of bias-motivated violent crirBéudies have shown the utility of bias crimes
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typologies in simplifying complex events, such asictide, but there is no agreed-upon way to
disaggregate fatal events. Often, the categorizatheme is determined by the research purpose
(Flewelling & Williams, 1999). Therefore, it is nexsary for research to build upon prior
literature and explore multiple ways to categodaees to discover which approaches are most
useful and reliable, lending themselves to futunpieical tests. Finally, in addition to suggesting
a new typological scheme, this study employs a dixethod design, including quantitative
comparisons to systematically measure differencessa categories and subcategories, as well
as in-depth case studies to test the explanatpabdéy of the masculinity theories reviewed
earlier. The following question guides this studshat are the similarities and differencesin
anti-LGBT homicide incidents, suspects, and victims across different situational

circumstances and the dynamic processes by which these fatal attacks occur?
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V. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHOD
This chapter describes the research design thatutient study uses. First, the criminal
event perspective (Sacco & Kennedy, 2002), whiagbegudata collection, variable
measurement, and data analysis is discussed. Sexdethiled description of the open-source
data that is used for the research is provideddTJthe offender-, victim-, and incident-level
variables that are measured in the study are destriFourth and finally, the three stage data
analysis approach is discussed.

Criminal Event Per spective (CEP)

Vincent Sacco and Leslie Kennedy (2002) developtedraework for studying criminal
events, known as the criminal event perspective?(Gkat consists of three parts: 1) the
precursoror the contextual and situational level factorg thrang people together in a certain
time and space, 2) tlieansactionor the dynamic social interactions between offesdactims,
and other crime participants that contribute toehelution of the criminal event, and 3) the
aftermathor the actions that occur after the completioa ofime, such as offender flee or
capture. Rather than privileging the victim, théeatler, or the place in which a crime occurs,
this perspective places offenders, victims, aneémothiminal participants (i.e., bystanders) into a
situational context, resulting in a more comprehananalysis of any crime. Therefore, the CEP
allows researchers to capture differences acrassnal events that appear indistinguishable due
to similar offender actions; on these occasioislikely that any different event outcomes result
from the incident-level or victim-level variableBhe CEP guides the data collection, variable
measurement, and analyses of this study. This appremphasizes the multi-dimensional nature

of anti-LGBT homicide events and the dynamic preesghat lead to fatal outcomes. The next
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section details the data that are used for theystatlowed by a description of the offender-,
victim-, and incident-level variables that are mead.
Data

The population o&inti-LGBT homicides that occurred in the Unitedt&sebetween the
years 1990 and 2010 is extracted from the Extredusnicide Project (EHP) and included in the
open-source database that the current study @tiliz@s section discusses how homicide cases
are identified in the EHP and how data are colk&cte

In order to identify homicides, sources such asmerchronologies located in existing
advocacy group reports (e.g., Human Rights Campdige National Gay and Lesbian Task
Force, the Southern Poverty Law Center, the NakiGeater for Anti-Violence Programs, and
the LexisNexisearch engine are systematically searched. Keypnmed to search print news
media of anti-LGBT homicides included “homosexudlisbian,” “bi-sexual,” “transgender,”
and “homicide.” It is possible some cases remaidentified, especially if they were never
labeled as bias crimes by authorities or the mdahejever, since these crimes, and homicides
generally, are relatively unusual, they are mdeelyi to be successfully identified in open
sources. The amount of materials identified antectdd for each homicide case depends on
several factors, including if the case went td oiaf the offender plea bargained.

After collecting basic information for each hondgieicase from open-sources, additional
documents are collected with an open-search prbtérst, reports and chronologies produced
by extremist group watchdog organizations, advoggoyps, and other non-profit organizations
that are relevant are collected. Next, specifiaidedf the homicide, such as victim names and
the crime location are used as keywords to seagjarmewspapers. Third, the same keywords

are used to search major search engines (&oggle Yahoq etc.), as well as secondary search
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engines (e.gGoogleScholgrDogpile Scirus etc.). Finally, some cases necessitate data
collection fromNewslibrary which is a subscription based newspaper indeggbnal and
local newspapers in the United States. See thefmpdor an exhaustive list of each open-
source used to collect data for this study.

Once open-source documents are collected, conaatesion criteria are used to
determine whether homicide cases are to be includgae EHP database. Considering that anti-
LGBT homicides are not always identified, homicadeses did not have to be officially charged
or prosecuted as bias or “hate” crimes to be iredud the database. Following Lawrence’s
(1999) “discriminatory selection model,” the curstudy does not rely on determining
offenders’ motive or “hatred” for victims. Instedtlis only relevant that offenders selected a
victim on the basis of sexual orientation or gendentity, and not omhythe offenders selected
the victim.To be classified as bias events and included icdineent study, homicides are
required to exhibit at least one primary indicaibdiscriminatory selection of victims. The
indicators consist of observable incident- and saspased behaviors that capture how victims
were targeted by the offenders some cases these indicators admittedly opesatesible
indicators of motive. Nevertheless, the bias inisaarguably improve upon past
conceptualizations of motive. Concrete bias indiatapture observable characteristics,
allowing the current study to extend researchrdlggd on previous conceptualizations of
motive. In other words, the current study captanmesLGBT homicides even when offender
motive, or what was in the offenders’ minds durihg homicide, remains elusive. Basing
inclusion on mode of victim selection results imare representative sample of anti-LGBT

homicides.
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The sexual orientation bias indicators are derivech police officer training materials
that address how to identify and investigate biase&s. In some instances, these indicators are
modified for the current study. These primary iadors indicate how offenders selected victims
based on their perceived sexual orientation or geitgntity. It is not required for a victim to be
homosexual for the homicide to be included in thabase; instead, it is only relevant that the
offender perceived the victim to be a member ofUB&BT community. In addition to primary
indicators, some secondary bias indicators ardifthto supplement findings and gain
additional support for the bias event classifiaatibhe collection of primary and secondary
indicators gives the researcher abundant evidérateathomicide event is indeed a
discriminatory form of anti-LGBT violence. The médjy of the homicides have multiple
indicators of sexual orientation bias. A complétedf primary and secondary indicators of
sexual orientation bias is included in Table 1.

If there are no clear indicators of bias, homiadents are excluded from the database.
The EHP originally identified 131 anti-LGBT homieis, however, this number is limited to 121
cases for analyses. While most open-source docsrpentide a clear account of the offender’s
mode of victim selection and the subsequent pregrasf the crime, those cases for which
clear accounts cannot be ascertained (e.g., offemd@own, primary mode of victim selection
ambiguous) are removed from analysis. If the opmiee documents for a single case presented
conflicting accounts of the initiation and progtiessof the homicide, the researcher relies upon
the most trustworthy sources (i.e., court documetbce records) todetermine whether a case
should be included or excluded. The following sattletails the specific offender- and victim-

level variables that are measured in this study.
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Table 1. Indicators of Sexual Orientation and Gender Identity Bias

PRIMARY INDICATORS

Verbal harassment and taunts made by the
homicide per petrator(s) prior, during, and
following the homicide

Symbolic manipulation of victim body by
offender

L ocation of homicide

Mode of victim identification or selection

Official hate crime charge

Offender admission

Prior recent violencetoward other LGBT
victims by offender

Bigoted innuendo, slurs, or slang, such as
“faggot” or “queer.”

Most often the manipulation includes post-
mortem posing of victim’s body and mutilation
of face and genitals.

Examples include symbolic sites, such as gay
bars and gay cruising areas.

Homicide victim was identified through a
LGBT website or chat room and targeted
because of his or her gender or sexual
orientation.

Homicide offender officially charged and/or
prosecuted for sexual orientation “hate crime.”

Offender admits that the homicide was
motivated at least in part by animus toward
LGBT victims.

Offender is charged and/or prosecuted for other
violent crimes against LGBT victims (i.e.,
serial offenders).

SECONDARY INDICATORS

Lack of known or ulterior motive

Victim attire

Overkill

Available evidence shows that animus toward
LGBT victim was the only motive.

Most often found in murders of transgender
victims. Examples include males dressing as
females and vice versa.

Evidence that victim, in addition to fatal
wounds, endured an excessive amount of
nonfatal wounds.
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Offender- and Victim-L evel Variables

A number of offender- and victim-level variables aneasured. Only one offender and
victim for every homicide is taken into accountléséing one offender and victim for each
homicide event is common practice in homicide regeal here should not be an influence on
the variables of interest considering that onlyesepercent of the homicides included multiple
victim deaths and there are no reasons to expatother victims should vary significantly on
the variables of interest. Therefore, this showtinfluence victim-level findings. This study
also assumes that homicide offenders are representé the “typical” anti-LGBT homicide
offender, as most offenders tend to offend witheaglsimilar to themselves. While prior research
suggests that multiple offender situations do hmeaningful implications for anti-LGBT
homicide, this role is related to the collectivesmalinity that is constructed through this
violence (see Tomsen, 2009). Research does noésutligt offenders vary on demographic
variables. Additionally, qualitative case studiegaal any multiple offender dynamics that are
not captured through multivariate and bivariatelyses. Next, the demographic variables that
are measured are race, age, and sex and theynarg-boded. Offender race and victim race
(White)are measured as White (1) and non-White (0). Of#feade and victim agguvenile)are
measured as under the age of 18 (1) and 18 yeagedand over (0). The sex of the victim
(male)is measured as male (1) and female (0). The offé&ndex is not included in the
following analyses because all anti-LGBT homicidieders included in this study are male.
Then, consumption of alcohol or drugs by the ofarfdicohol/drug usejs measured, so that

use directly prior to the homicide is identifiedyes (1) or no (0).
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Incident-L evel Variables

Guided by a symbolic interactionist theoreticalgperctive, as well as Sacco and
Kennedy's (2002) criminal event perspective, theent study measures a number of binary-
coded incident-level variables in an effort to captthe multi-dimensional nature of anti-LGBT
homicide. The inclusion of incident, or situatignariables allows the study to develop a
comprehensive account of anti-LGBT homicide andaioduct comparative analyses of events
which are categorized by offender mode of victiteston. First, location of the homicide event
is measured. Specifically, if a homicide occurne@ iprivate residencedccurred in residengds
measured as yes (1) or no (0). Second, drawing jmaon research that found anti-LGBT
homicides were more likely to involve weapons al&ive to firearms when compared to routine
homicides (Gruenewald, 2012), the use of altereatigaponsron-firearn) is measured as yes
(1) or no (0) in order to compare weapon use acao8d GBT homicide subcategories. Third,
Gruenewald (2012) also found that anti-LGBT honesidvere not significantly more likely to
involve victims and offenders unknown to one anothieen compared to routine homicides.
Thus, a victim-offender relationship variabs&range) is included and measured as yes (1) or
no (0), to determine whether victim-offender redaships differed. Finally, as prior research has
indicated that criminals, victims, and bystanddey @ part in the escalation or de-escalation of
violence (Luckenbill, 1977) this study measures whpresent at the homicide event with three
variables. The presencemiiltiple offenderandmultiple victimsare measured (1 = yes, 0 = no),
in addition to the presence of bystandéngsstanders present = yes, 0 = no). These measures
allow the study to effectively distinguish betwebr anti-LGBT homicide categories and

subcategories, which are determined by the offehdende of victim selection.
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Three additional variables are included to obtamage comprehensive account of
offender behavioral patterns across varying videtection modalities. First, in order to examine
the role verbal insults have in the escalationiollewice in anti-LGBT homicides, the use of anti-
gay slurs or othegender- and sexuality-based remaiksneasured as yes (1) or no (0). Second,
if the homicide involved any sort of thefirpfit-related circumstancgdrom the victim it was
measured as yes (1) or no (0). Third, althouglrdheof excessive violence above and beyond
that which is required to kill victims, or “overkil has been identified as a key component of
anti-LGBT violence anecdotally, it has not beenaystically examined in prior research.
Therefore, this study measures the presenoearkill in anti-LGBT homicide events as yes (1)
or no (0).

The criminal event perspective (Sacco & Kenned@22@lso shows that it is important
to measure how offenders behave following homicidesadditional four variables are included
in the analyses to capture offenders’ behaviothemaftermath of fatal anti-LGBT attacks. First,
manipulation of victims’ bodielgy offenders is measured as yes (1) or no (0).ipgetion of
victims may include sexualized or provocative pggmost mortem, or the undressing or
changing of victim attire. Secondifender mutilatiorof victims’ bodiegyes = 1, no = 0) is also
included to capture whether or not offenders w@dizveaponry to symbolically violate victims’
bodies after their death. Examples include sevioely parts and symbols etched into the skin.
Finally, this study measures whether offendersateepffender revelationthe homicide to
family, friends, or others (yes = 1, no = 0) ancetiter offenders admitted that victims were
targeted due to their sexual orientation or gerakantity @dmission of motiygyes = 1, no = 0).

See the second endnote for an explanation of hotivenis used in the current study.
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A Mixed-Method Study

The current study relies on the “explanatory desajrmixed-method research outlined
by John W. Creswell and Vicki Plano Clark (200MeTexplanatory design is used when a study
relies on qualitative data to explain initial qutattve findings. The reason for integrating
guantitative and qualitative data is twofold. Ficghantitative data alone cannot sufficiently
reveal the details of the dynamic processes tliahdérs use to select anti-LGBT homicide
victims. Second, qualitative data provide rich dgdions and help explain why offenders select
victims in diverse ways; however, case studiesatimnot allow for an examination of trends
and frequencies across anti-LGBT homicide categ@mal subcategories. The explanatory
design is particularly useful when quantitativeutessare used for purposive sampling in the
gualitative phase of research (Creswell & PlanalCl2007), which is an approach the current
study utilizes. In this study, the in-depth caselss are used to explain why or why not certain
homicide event variables, including offender actiand situational characteristics, are found in
the quantitative results through a systematic appbn of masculinity theories.

Stage One: Multivariate Analysis

In addition to reviewing homicide cases in the opearce data, the current study relies
on prior literature that found meaningful differesowithin anti-LGBT homicides (Tomsen,
2009) and other bias homicides (Fisher & Salf&@i09) to develop the proposed typology of
anti-LGBT homicide. The first stage of the currezgearch is to conduct a multivariate analysis,
using binary logistic regression to distinguishwzsgn the overarching categories of predatory
and responsive homicidBredatoryhomicides are those in which the victims play ole in
provoking the offenders. Additionally, the offendelways plan the homicide, typically in the

precursor phase of the criminal eveRésponsivliomicides are confrontational situations in
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which the victim provokes the offender; the prowamacould be inadvertent or intended.
Responsive offenders are concerned with restoheiy perceived lost honor after an affront by
the victim and do not spend time planning their loides.

The group of variables selected for multivariatalgsis does not include each variable
outlined in the sections labeled “Offender- andtMicLevel Variables” and “Incident-Level
Variables.” Considering that the purpose of thetmaitiate analysis is to test claims of prior
research, only variables that prior research rezedras particularly important are measured to
find if they can distinguish between the two forafianti-LGBT homicide and significantly
predict predatory or responsive homicides.

In the multivariate analysis, a number of varial@lesnsen (2009) identified as
meaningful are measured. Tomsen found that plahasdcide events were more likely to be
characterized by multiple offender situations aitims and offenders in stranger relationships,
which would suggest that multiple offender andrsgex homicides are proportionately more
likely to be found in the predatory homicide catggd hus, the first variable to be measured is
multiple offender¢l = yes, 0 = no) and the secondtisanger(1 = yes, 0 = no). Anti-LGBT
homicides have also been found to have a greatgal@nce of multiple offender situations
compared to routine forms of homicide (Gruenew2@,2) and theoretical findings show that
the presence of multiple offenders may have impboa for the achievement of collective
masculinity (Bufkin, 1990). Third, considering thator research shows that anti-LGBT
homicides that were precipitated by a sexual advanere more likely to occur in a private
place (Tomsen, 2009), whether the homi@deurred in residences measured (1 = yes, 0 =
no). Fourth, evidence in prior literature also segjg that anti-LGBT homicides may contain

instances of robbery, but that the profit-relatedumstances may have a primary or secondary
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relation to the offender’s selection of a LGBT inctfor violence. Therefore, the presence of a
profit-related circumstances measured (1 = yes, 0 = no) across predatoryesmbnsive
categories. Fifth, as prior research shows thaafins are less likely to be used in anti-LGBT
homicides (Gruenewald, 2012)pn-firearmis measured (1 = yes, 0 = no) to see if offendezs
found to use firearms more frequently in a categdrgnti-LGBT homicide. Considering that
responsive violence is unplanned, it makes sersedbponsive homicides would be more likely
to include alternative weapon types (e.g. knivesjth, it is plausible that confrontational
homicides, which are characterized by victim pratan and often a mutual interchange of
insults, would be more likely to contain instanoésffenders using gender-based language or
anti-homosexual epithets. Therefore, the usgeoider- and sexuality-based remaiksneasured
(1 = yes, 0 = no) across predatory and responsm&frontational) homicide categories.

Stage Two: Subgroup Analyses

According to Flewelling and Williams (1999), itimportant to identify similarities
across homicide subgroups, in addition to drawitgnéion to their differences. In order to
capture the heterogeneity of anti-LGBT homicidergsacrosand withinpredatory and
responsive victim selection categories, predatad/rasponsive categories are further
disaggregated into subcategories, also distingdiblganode of victim selection. Drawing from
anecdotal evidence of high-profile cases, prierditure on anti-LGBT violence, and a select
review of EHP cases, five distinct situations inahhoffenders discriminately select LGBT
victims are deducedPredatory-Representative, Predatory-Instrumentaisponsive-Gay Bash,
Responsive-Undesired Advance, and Responsive-[gistdintity.By first disaggregating anti-
LGBT fatal events into two umbrella categories andducting a multivariate analysis, the

current study recognizes significant commonaliieoss subcategories within the umbrella
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categories. Meanwhile, supplementing the multitarragression analysis with subgroup
analyses allows for an examination of within-graapiation.

Each category represents a distinct mode of visahaction used by offenders to target
LGBT individuals for homicide and together thestegaries constitute the proposed anti-LGBT
homicide typology. This second stage of this stcalysists of bivariate descriptive comparisons
of anti-LGBT homicide incidents, suspects, andimstacross four of the unique situational
circumstances of the proposed typology. This stageals distinct differences across
subcategories of anti-LGBT homicide. Homicides bgiag to the mistaken identity category
cannot be included due to the small number of caseshs). In order to compare and contrast
anti-LGBT homicides across victim selection catéggrbivariate statistical comparisoi@h(-
square, Fisher’'s Exact Tgsire used. Each variable outlined in the sect@ffi¢hder- and
Victim-Level Variables” and “Incident-Level Variadd” is measured in the subgroup analyses.
Due to the small number of cases within victim sigbe categories, a multivariate analysis is not
possible.

Stage Three: In-Depth Case Studies

Finally, using quantitative findings as a guidesesmfrom each of the five situational
categories are purposively selected in order togpl@olent transactions within both a situational
and macrosocial context, as well as to systemétiagply and evaluate proposed theoretical
explanations of anti-LGBT homicide. In-depth caselg analysis is used to determine how and
why anti-LGBT homicides occurred across differemtd®s of victim selection. Data for the case
studies also come from the EHP open-source datalsaskfor statistical analyses; however,
supplementary items (e.g., books, documentarieitiadal court documents) are also collected

in order to better contextualize the findings fropen-source data.
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The five cases selected for in-depth analysis arpgsively selected using quantitative
findings as a guide. These cases contain a majufritye statistically significant characteristics
that are found to distinguish cases from othera&ces of anti-LGBT homicide in the subgroup
analyses. The explanatory capacity and quantippeh-source materials was also taken into
account when selecting cases for qualitative amal$snce the subgroup analyses cannot include
cases from the mistaken identity subcategory aflZaBBT homicide due to the small number of
cases, the case selected to represent mistakditydemicide is chosen for the relative strength
of the open-source data materials. Case studiesmrte the substantive relevance of the
statistically significant variables identified inet subgroup analyses and they illustrate how
offender selection processes occur within a sibnali context.

The first step of case study analysis utilizesdtinal event perspective (Sacco &
Kennedy, 2002) to develop a comprehensive narrafitiee criminal event that reveals the
complex interactions taking place. The precurs@sphdentifies the characteristics and
background of offenders and victims, the relatigpsivetween offenders and victims, and the
situational and temporal circumstances that ledtg¢eventual meeting between the victim and
offender. The transaction phase shows the firsb@mer between the offender and victim and
the physical and verbal escalation of violence. iMbessible, verbatim language from the
victim and offender is revealed. The aftermath phascounts for all relevant occurrences after
the offender made his fatal blow. This includesntfer admission of an anti-LGBT motive,
offender revelation, overkill, and bystander regsramong other theoretically relevant
characteristics. Throughout the description ofrtagative, the way the variables substantively

contribute to the escalation of violence is disedsd his approach shows how variables are
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expressed differently across different situatiariedumstances, as determined by offender mode
of victim selection.

The second step of case study analysis involvesystematic application of proposed
theoretical explanations of bias crimes to anti-0Q#®micide situations. This entails an
evaluation of the explanative power of theories emacepts such as “doing gender” (West &
Zimmerman, 1987), “hegemonic masculinity” (Conn2005), “heterosexism” (Herek, 1990),
and “gender challenges” (Messerschmidt, 1993; 20M&orists such as Bufkin (1999) and
Perry (2001) have applied these theories to biasesrgenerally, but neither was able to
systematically apply them to empirical data of &/@BT bias crimes in this way. To date, the
only research known to apply gender and sexudldpities to empirical data is that of Tomsen
and Mason (2001) and Tomsen (2009); however, Tomssmot able to examine the relevance
of masculinity theories across the heterogeneausrostances of the various anti-LGBT
homicide categories and subcategories that areopeajin this study. It is essential to test the
explanatory power of masculinity theories acrosialational circumstances, which could lend
credence to the previous theoretical literaturef wrasculinity theories are not applicable across
variable modes of victim selection, this study mshgw that current theories have limited utility
for explaining anti-LGBT occurrences. The thirdpstd the case study analysis involves
situating homicide events into various macro corst€e.g., legal, geographic, social, political,
and cultural) to further the understanding of howl a/hy these events occur. It is important to
place any interaction into its historical contexshow how structural realities and individual
level interactions culminate to produce any event.

The purpose of this mixed-method design is to sappht quantitative comparisons with

in-depth case studies and to provide rich desonptin order to unravel the dynamic processes
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by which anti-LGBT homicide events occur. Identifgicases for in-depth analysis based on a
typological categorization scheme provides a sttecgnique for purposively selecting cases
(see Bennett & ElIman, 2006). None of the casestgel@are chosen arbitrarily and they are not
high-profile homicides. Instead, the cases chosatain a majority of the statistically significant
differences found across subcategories by subganalyses, which allows the current study to
show how variables are expressed in criminal evamisalso to explain the victim selection

processes which sit at the crux of the proposedl&BT homicide typology.
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VI. FINDINGS: QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES

An Anti-L GBT Homicide Typology

Fisher and Salfati (2009) suggested that bias criiiey be divided by those in which
offenders are seeking power and crimes in whicanaférs are attempting to restore their honor.
In addition, Tomsen (2009) suggested that “diffeferms of violence with homosexual victims,
such as collective stranger violence or more peiaasaults occurring between male
acquaintances and intimates, necessitate recogtithe distinct dynamics of these crimes” (p.
57). The current study extends these findings Imgeptualizing two overarching categories of
anti-LGBT bias homicide offendingrredatoryandresponsiveThese two umbrella categories
loosely align with the different situational circatances tentatively identified by prior research.
Drawing from anecdotal evidence of high-profileessrior literature on anti-LGBT violence,
and a select review of EHP cases, the two broajoaes are further distinguished into five
distinct situations in which offenders discrimirigiteelect LGBT victimsPredatory-
Representative, Predatory-Instrumental, ResponSiag-Bash, Responsive-Undesired Advance,
and Responsive-Mistaken ldentiBach subcategory represents a distinct mode birvic
selection and together these subcategories caestitproposed typology of anti-LGBT
homicide. The categories and subcategories opasatee base for comparative analyses
conducted in the current study. After offering @ailed description of each category and
subcategory of anti-LGBT homicide, the followinggens detail the findings from the
multivariate analysis, the bivariate comparativalgses (subgroup analyses), and the in-depth
case studies. Combining methodological approadimssathe current study to draw upon the
systematic and representative measurement advargégeantitative study, without sacrificing

the explanatory power and rich descriptions providg qualitative data analysis.
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Predatory

The first umbrella category of anti-LGBT homicidepredatory homicide. The nature of
planning involved prior to an attack has been shtawlme an important distinguishing element of
criminal event types (Miethe et al., 2006, p.7) awndnsen (2009) found that planning was an
important distinguishing factor of anti-LGBT hondei types. Predatory homicides are criminal
events in which offenders perpetrate a plannedlattaring the precursor phase of the homicide
and victims do not play a role in offender provamat Predatory offenders often have little
contact with victims prior to the initial criminalteraction. There are two situational variants of
predatory anti-LGBT homicide: representative arsdrummental.

Predatory-Representative

The first subcategory of predatory homicide isespntative homicide. These are
symbolic crimes in which offenders choose victimgepresentatives of the LGBT community
in order to send a message to all LGBT individadlsut the dangers associated with identifying
as non-heterosexual. Typically, representativenolées select LGBT victims for homicide using
one of two different processes. In the first scenarffenders plan the homicide after gaining
intimate knowledge of the victims’ routines andcliag or stalking their victims. Offenders
might travel to the victims’ residences or othexear the victims are known to frequent.

In another scenario, although the homicide is gldhned, representative offenders do
not have a specific LGBT person in mind, so thewmdiers plan to lure victims away from known
gay and lesbian congregation areas to ensure gprieathe homicide or victims might be
identified and selected through the internet oeptiectronic services catering to the LGBT
community. Whether representative offenders see¢l specific LGBT individual or whether

they utilize places the LGBT community is knowrctimgregate, it is apparent in each case that

41



Table 2. Anti-L GBT Homicide Offender Modes of Victim Selection

Predatory: Offenders select LGBT Representative: Offenders select LGBT victims
victims by seeking them out in planned simply as representatives of the LGBT community.
attacks and without provocation by
victims. Instrumental: Offenders select LGBT victims
primarily as a means to another end (i.e., profit).

Responsive: Offenders select LGBT Gay Bash: Offenders select LGBT victims who have
victims in response to a real or insulted them in some way as a form of informal
perceived affront by the victim. punishment for perceived wrongdoing.

Undesired Advance: Offenders select LGBT victims
following a real or perceived sexual or romantic
advance by the victim.

Mistaken Identity: Offenders select victims during
or following sexual encounters in which offenders
mistake the sex of victims

the victims do not play a role in the provocatidnhe offender and that the homicide is meant to
send a message to the LGBT community regardingaheger of identifying as lesbian, gay,
bisexual, or transgender.

Representative homicides occasionally involve efgmef “thrill-seeking,” in which
groups of young men seek LGBT individuals to kalf the thrill of the hunt or attack. In their
offender motive-based typology, McDeuvitt et al. Q2D identified some similar situations. For
example, in the “thrill” category of bias crimesgcBevitt et al. (2002) found that offenders
utilized areas where minority groups (e.g. Bladianosexuals) were known to frequent in order
to identify victims. Another component of “thrill-otivated cases” was that offenders were

“triggered by an immature desire to display powst b experience a rush at the expense of
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someone else” (McDevitt et al., 2002, p. 308). altgh this situation can be identified in some
of the representative cases, the representativéctt®s in this study are primarily identified by
offender planning and the lack of victim provocatitn addition, anti-LGBT homicide offenders
in the representative subcategory must not betiaggeictims for reasons other than to send a
message to the LGBT community. Focusing on theBeidg characteristics allows for a
typology based on observable characteristics ottimeinal event.
Predatory-I nstrumental

The second subcategory of predatory homicide tsumsental homicide, in which
offenders select LGBT victims to rob based on teekual orientation or gender identity. This
action is most likely based on the belief that LGBdividuals are more vulnerable and less
likely to fight back. These crimes are instrumenip@cause victims are chosen as a means to
another end (i.e., robbery) (see Block & Block, 2plthough theft occurs to some extent
within each homicide subcategory, instrumental oosheis are distinct, as offenders are
primarily oriented toward profit and theft is thefishing characteristic of each homicide. While
law enforcement may be reluctant to identify instemtal homicides as anti-LGBT due to the
robbery, these criminal events are included asdriases in the current study because LGBT
victims are discriminately targeted for robbery amulence. LGBT victims are not necessarily
targeted due to “hatred” of LGBT victims. Ratheffeaders are likely drawing from cultural
stereotypes that depict gay men as being lesy likgbhysically fight back during a criminal
event, less likely to report the crime in fear @fealing the circumstances in which they are
identified for violence, or as more likely to bealthy. Instrumental homicides occur in various
ways; however, the offenders always seek a LGBiimiprimarily to rob. Homicides frequently

occur during initial encounters at a predetermimaeting time and place (usually under the
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guise of a sexual encounter). In other cases, dffienbecame acquainted with specific LGBT
individuals in order to gain their trust prior toramitting a robbery-homicide.
Responsive

The second umbrella category of anti-LGBT homidgleesponsive homicide, which is
characterized by expressive violent acts thatygredlly unplanned or involve “little rational
planning” on the offender’s behalf (see Block & 891992, p.65). Responsive homicides are
distinguished from predatory homicides by the farsieonfrontational nature. In responsive
homicides victims play a role in the escalatiowiotence, often inadvertently. These crimes
may be best understood as those in which offeraterattempting to restore lost honor after
being affronted by the LGBT victims. There are thstuational variants of responsive anti-
LGBT homicide: undesired advance, mistaken idengitg gay bash homicide.
Responsive-Undesired Advance

The first subcategory of responsive anti-LGBT hadeds undesired advance homicide
and these crimes are the second most common regpdisnicide type. Undesired advance
homicide offenders select victims in response t@ahor perceived sexual or romantic advance
made by the victim. Victims either erroneously dode that offenders are interested in a
physical relationship or, in some cases, offendadglenly change their mind after initially
conveying interest in participating in a physicahtionship. Fatal attacks come either directly
following perceived sexual or romantic affrontssewveral days later when offenders returned to
confront victims" Advances frequently occur in private settings hsas the victims’ residences.
Victims and offenders might meet under the preterfisesing drugs or alcohol and are found to

be under the influence of drugs or alcohol aboettird of the time.
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Responsive-Mistaken | dentity

The second subcategory of responsive homicidestaken identity homicide, which is
the least common subcategory of anti-LGBT homicMistaken identity homicide is
characterized by offenders who engage in or plantg@age in a sexual encounter with the
victim. Offenders kill victims after they find th#te victims’ sex is not what the offenders had
perceived it to be. In other words, victims ardekilafter offenders discover the victims’ sex
does not align with their gender display. In thgamty of situations, the homicide occurs
between biologically male offenders and biologigatiale victims who identify as transwomen
and may be prostitutes. The realization of themist sex occurs prior, during, or after a sexual
encounter between the offender and victim. In stades, offenders feel deceived, leading them
to respond to the situation by killing the victithis important to understand that the small
number of mistaken identity cases identified in¢heaent study (n = 5) likely reflects the
unlikelihood of these homicides being reportednwestigated as anti-LGBT attacks in the
United States (see Witten & Eyler, 1999). Additityeoffenders often remained unidentified
for potential cases of mistaken identity homicigheaning that these cases did not meet the
inclusion criteria of the current study.
Responsive-Gay Bash

The third subcategory of responsive homicide istmas gay bash homicide and it is the
most common responsive homicide type. Whereas,sinredeadvance and mistaken identity
homicides are characterized by offenders resportdisgecific wrongdoings by the victims, gay
bash offenders are responding to any perceivedguang by the victim (excluding the
homicides captured by undesired advance and misidkatity subcategories). Gay bash

homicides are those in which offenders choosemgthased on a perceived insult or show of
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disrespect by the victim. Victims contribute to #sxalation of violence, but this does not mean
that victims necessarily initiated the violencelat they were conscious of their wrongdoing.
For example, the mere physical presence of a L@GBividual may be considered an insult to
the offender. Gay bash offenses are unlike pregdatibenses, because gay bash homicides are
unplanned and involve some form of victim provozatiOnce the initial provocation occurs, the
victim and offender often find themselves in a naliinterchange of verbal insults and physical
assaults, which lead to the death of the victinith@ugh it could be possible to further
disaggregate gay bash homicide by the specifice"tgb affront by victims, it is likely that these
additional subcategories would lack the theoretioglortance of undesired advance and
mistaken identity homicide subcategories.

Descriptive Statistics

Prior to conducting the multivariate analyses, dpsge statistics are examined. As
shown in Table 3, predatory and responsive honsdmdee similar frequencies of multiple

offender, residential, and non-firearm situatidheugh some differences are apparent. Predatory

Table 3. Descriptive Statisticsfor Predatory and Responsive Anti-LGBT Homicides

All Predatory Responsive
(n =120) (n=61) (n =60)

% % %
Multiple Offenders 42.0 43.1 41
Occurred in Residence 41.2 39.7 42.6
Profit-Related Circumstances 32.2 50.8 14 .5%**
Non-Firearm 72.7 72.9 72.6
Gender & Sexuality-Based Remarks 26.4 16.9 35.5*
Offender Age (mean) 24.9 24.5 25.2

***p <.001, **p <.01,*p<.05
homicides are proportionately more likely to contarofit-related circumstances and chi-square

analysis show this finding is significant€p001). This is likely due to the inclusion of
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instrumental homicides, those in which robbernhes primary reason for targeting a LGBT
person, in the predatory homicide category. As etqak responsive homicides are
proportionately more likely to have offenders wise gender- and sexuality-based remarks
during the criminal event and this difference gngicant (p< .05).

Findings from Multivariate Analysis

The following section presents findings from a nwvaltiate comparative analysis of
predatory and responsive anti-LGBT homicide. Wthie descriptive findings indicated some
potentially important differences, they are undbléescribe the relative significance of each
predicting variable. Binary logistic regressioruged to statistically identify meaningful
differences in variables across predatory and respe homicide categories. As the dependent
variable is measured with a binary-coded varidblgistic regression is an appropriate
regression tool (1 = responsive, 0 = predatoryg (seng, 1997).

Table 4. Binary L ogistic Regression (n = 121)

B SE OddsRatio
Offender Age -.004 .027 .996
Multiple Offenders .613 457 1.845
Stranger -.173 571 841
Occurred in Residence 316 .506 1.371
Profit-Related Circumstances -1.670° 494 .188
Non-Firearm -.164 ATT .848
Gender- & Sexuality-Based Remarks 911~ 495 2.487
Constant 116 .878 1.123
Nagelkerke R Square 224
-2 Log-likelihood 132.199

p<.05,*p<.1

There are no significant differences in offendge across predatory and responsive anti-
LGBT homicide categories. There are also no sigaifi differences in multiple offender,
stranger, residential, or non-firearm homicideaians across homicide categories. Descriptive

statistics shown in Table 3 indicate that predatmmicides are proportionately more likely to
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have profit-related circumstances (i.e. offendeft)rand the logistic regression results presented
in Table 4 show that the difference in profit-relhicircumstances is still significant net the
effects of other variables. Descriptive statisshsw that gender- and sexuality-based remarks
are more prevalent in responsive homicides and wbatrolling for other potential influences
gender- and sexuality-based remarks slightly difeeaross homicide categories{(pl).

Binary logistic regression is used to test clamale in prior literature pertaining to anti-
LGBT homicide situations. As the descriptive fingnsuggest, the predicting variables are
unable to distinguish between predatory and respem®micide categories net the effects of
other variables. The logistic regression resultsisthat past research may not capture all of the
potentially important distinguishing characteristiound within anti-LGBT homicide situations.
Thus, subgroup analyses are required to more glesa@mine multiple offender-, victim-, and
incident-level variables across subcategories edgtory and responsive anti-LGBT homicide.

Findings from Subgroup Analyses

Subgroup analyses are used to examine similaatiddifferences in multiple variables
across four of the anti-LGBT homicide event subgatres. Figure 1 shows the proportional
distribution of each homicide subcategory of thepmsed typology.

Table 5 shows the distribution of each homiciden¢évariable measured in the current
study. The subsequent four columns present the a@tipe findings for four of the anti-LGBT
homicide subcategories. Each of the anti-LGBT haheisubcategories, with the exception of
mistaken identity homicides, is compared to eatlerosubcategory. Of the anti-LGBT
homicides occurring in the United States betwee&d0l#hd 2010, approximately 50 percent are
predatory homicides (n = 61), while the other laaé comprised of responsive homicides (n =

60).
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Figure 1. Percentage of Anti-L GBT Homicide Events by Mode of Victim
Selection (N=121)
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As shown in Table 5, anti-LGBT homicide offendars disproportionately White. Of
four anti-LGBT homicide subcategories, represematiffenses have the greatest frequency of
White offenders; however, this difference is natistically significant. Overall, very few
offenders are found to be juveniles, but undesahnce cases have the greatest prevalence of
offenders under the age of 18 and are significamtiye likely to be perpetrated by juvenile
offenders. Additionally, undesired advance offesdae significantly more likely than offenders
in each other homicide subcategory to use drugdcohol prior to perpetrating the anti-LGBT
homicide.

Differences in victim demographic variables aoatxamined across homicide
subcategories. Victims are usually male in eachibiolea subcategory, but gay bash homicides
are proportionately less likely to have male vigioompared to each other subcategory. In
regard to victim race, substantial variation isrfdw@across homicide subcategories. Generally,

victims of predatory homicide subcategories (repmésgtive and instrumental) are
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proportionately more likely to be White comparedadsponsive victim groups. In contrast,
undesired advance victims are White just over diaihe time, and a minority of gay bash
victims are White. Gay bash victims are signifitatess likely to be White compared to each
other homicide category, with the exception of weneel advance homicide. Like offenders, very
few victims are juveniles.

The current study conceptualizes criminal evensetdan the criminal event perspective
(CEP) (Sacco & Kennedy, 2002), meaning that intamldio offender- and victim- level
variables, incident-level variables that revealgheational context of anti-LGBT homicides are
also measured. To begin with, significant variatb@eurs across the place in which homicides
are perpetrated. Gay bash homicides are signtfickss likely than all other subcategories to
occur inside of a residence, while the other resperhomicide subcategory, undesired advance,
is proportionately most likely to occur inside ofesidence. Next, bystanders are proportionately
more likely to be present for both responsive hateicubcategories, particularly gay bash
offenses. This is logical, as predatory crime tygesplanned and orchestrated to be outside of
the purview of others.

Examining weapons shows that a majority of homgiteeach anti-LGBT homicide
subcategory are perpetrated with a non-firearm weapith the greatest contrast occurring
between the two predatory subcategories, reprasentand instrumental offenses. This is
unsurprising, considering that representative hatagcare meant to be symbolic, leading
offenders to use weapons other than firearms, wieicti to be associated with more expressive
murder. In contrast, instrumental offenders armprily concerned with robbing the victim.

A close look at victim-offender relationships shaWwat victims and offenders are usually

known to one another prior to the homicide, paftéidy in undesired advance homicides in
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Table5. Anti-L GBT Homicide Characteristics

All Predatory Responsive
Representative Instrumental Gay Bash Undesired
(Robbery) Advance
Offender Characteristics
Offender White (n=99, 23, 31, 21, 19) 69.)7 630. 69.6 61.9 73.7
Offender Juvenile (n=115, 26, 33, 24, 27) 47.8 0.00 3.8 8.3 22.9'
Offender Drug/Alcohol Use (n=121, 26, 35, 29) 14.9" 5.77° 3.8 15.2 34.8AR!
Victim Characteristics
Victim Male (n=121, 26, 35, 33, 29) 95.( 91.4 100.0 87.9 100.00
Victim White (n=92, 20, 28, 24, 29) 58%5 75.0*¢ 70.¢° 20.84! 52.6
Victim Juvenile (n=118, 25, 34, 32, 29) 9.3 95. 0.00>" 12.5 10.3
Situational Characteristics
Occurred in Residence (n=119, 26, 34, 32, 29) 41.5Y 35.3 46.F 12.8 MY 62.1"C
Bystanders Present (n=119, 26, 35, 31, 29) 0°f6 2.6 0.00"Y 41.9%RY 17.5"
Non-Firearm (n=121, 26, 35, 33, 29) 72. 77.1 69.2 75.8 72.4
Stranger (n=114, 25, 32, 25, 28) 507 28.19Y 36.0 64.g>""Y 3.6 RIC
Multiple Offenders (n=119, 26, 34, 26, 28) ai2. 26.59¢ 61.58%Y 50.0 32.1
Multiple Victim Deaths (n=121, 26, 35, 33, 29) 6.6 8.6 0.00 6.1 6.9
Attack Characteristics
Gender/Sexuality-Based Remarks (n=121, 2633529) | 26.4° 22.9 7.7° 57.8"R~MY 10.%
Profit-Related Circumstances (n=121, 26, 35,29) 32.8" 17.7 100.0 9.4 20.7
Overkill (n=121, 26, 35, 33, 29) 37.2 42.9 8. 27.3 41.4
Aftermath Characteristics
Offender Manipulation of Body (n=121, 26, 33, 29) 6.6 8.6 7.7 15.2 3.4
Offender Mutilation (n=121, 26, 35, 33, 29) 38. 8.6 11.5 9.1 6.9
Offender Revelation (n=121, 26, 35, 33, 29) 715 17.1 15.4 6.1 24.1
Offender Admission of Motive (n=121, 26, 33, 29) 50.% 60.0° 65.4° 12 AR 62.1°

L. Capital letters indicate differences are signiiicat alpha level 901, while lowercase letters indicate differencessagnificant at

1 level <.05.2: Responsive cases of mistaken identity are noadsd in the table due to the limited number of kn@ases.



which offenders and victims are very rarely strang€onsidering that undesired advance cases
involve a sexual or romantic advance between ttgahis finding is unsurprising. In contrast,
gay bash homicides are significantly more likelgrttall other groups to have victims and
offenders who are strangers to one another.

Multiple offenders are found in approximately 42qant of all anti-LGBT homicides,
supporting prior research that has found frequeni offending in bias offenses (Herek et. al,
1997; NGLTF, 1995). Multiple offender situationg anost prevalent in instrumental homicides
and this situation is significantly less likelylhe found in representative cases. Multiple
offenders perpetrate together to ensure a suc¢esgfiome to the homicide. Also, it is not
unusual for offenders to incite violence in onetarothroughout the criminal,l event. There are
very few homicides with multiple victim deaths; hewer, it is notable that instrumental cases
are the only group with no multiple victim homicgd@ hose cases that do involve multiple
deaths usually involve offenders who target victtiregt are intimately known to one another.

Language degrading sexuality or gender is propaately more likely to be used in gay
bash homicide situations and least likely to besoled in instrumental homicides. Findings
show significant differences between gay bash ho@scand each other subcategory. This is
logical, as instrumental offenders are primarilpoerned with robbing the LGBT victim.
Meanwhile, gay bash offenders are attempting tmredost honor or “save face.” Findings also
show variation across homicide subcategories iarcetp profit-related circumstances. As
instrumental homicides are characterized by offesddno primarily seek to rob a LGBT victim,
profit-related circumstances are always presetitese crimes. Interestingly, each other
homicide subcategory contains some instances @if-petated circumstances as well, which

supports evidence that robbery may be the primeagan for selection or, on the other hand,
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have an “incidental relation” to the anti-LGBT hanidie (Tomsen, 2009). Gay bash homicides
are least likely to have offenders who stole fraoiims, demonstrating that offenders are most
likely concerned with overcoming perceived wrongays or challenges to their manhood.

Overkill, violence beyond that required to kilvigtim, also gives us some idea of the
expressive nature of a homicide, though it doesiguiificantly vary across homicide
subcategories. Representative homicides are propatély most likely and gay bash offenses
proportionately least likely to have offenders gsaxcessive violence. Offender manipulation
and mutilation of the victim’s body are rare in @tegories. Although unusual, gay bash
offenders are proportionately most likely to haWfereders manipulate the victims’ bodies in the
aftermath of the homicide.

In regard to offender revelation and offender adiois of motive, there is some
variation. Gay bash offenders are proportionatesg likely to reveal their homicides to family,
friends, or others, but the variation in offendémassion of motive is more drastic. Gay bash
offenders are significantly less likely than alhet offenders to admit to a motive, meanwhile,
over half of all other offenders reveal an anti-LlGBiotive. Gay bash offenders may be less
likely to reveal their crime or admit to an anti-B& motive, because they do not feel that they
are at fault. Indeed, gay bash offenders perchiemselves to be responding to a wrongdoing by
the victim. Although, undesired advance offendeesadso provoked by their victims, the
distinct nature of the victim’s wrongdoing—the sakadvance—may make offenders more
likely to be aware of their own anti-LGBT motive torperceive that the anti-LGBT motive
admission is unavoidable.

The differences within predatory groups and witl@sponsive groups on several

variables (occurred in residence, bystanders, gdramultiple offenders, gender- and sexuality-
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based remarks, profit-related circumstances) shaivit is essential to disaggregate anti-LGBT
homicide beyond the initial predatory or responsiaegories. After finding many initial
similarities between the two umbrella categoriebgsoup analyses revealed that many
differences exist across subcategories of anti-L&Brmicide. In order to further explain the
offender selection processes and interpret kegdiffces between the subcategories of anti-
LGBT homicide, the next chapter contains five impithecase studies of each unique anti-LGBT

homicide situation.
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VIIl. FINDINGS: IN-DEPTH CASE STUDIES

The following chapter reveals the findings fromefin-depth case studies, which
represent each subcategory of anti-LGBT homicidmi®ed-method design is advantageous, as
it allows the current study to comparatively exaenine categories and subcategories of the anti-
LGBT homicide typology, while also providing in-dépcase studies of each subcategory. The
guantitative results show key similarities andeliéinces between anti-LGBT homicide
categories and subcategories, but the case stlth@sdetails of the offender selection processes
that the multivariate and bivariate analyses da@etal. The case studies serve three purposes.
First, the case studies narrate the events of admterthat represents each typology subcategory
and describe the quantitative variables and resulisch were discussed previously, in more
detail. Second, the case studies show how doindayeheory and other potential explanations
for anti-LGBT homicide can be applied to offendastions within the contexts of five unique
anti-LGBT homicide situations. While motive is nated for the initial data collection or for
discerning between the categories and subcateguribe typology, in this section the evidence
from qualitative data is used to make inferencesfi@ihder motive through the application of
masculinity theories. Case studies also elaborateoav specific case findings support or negate
findings of past studies on anti-LGBT homicide axlder bias crimes. Third, the case studies
reveal how each homicide event unfolds within anmée.g., legal, geographic, social, political,
and cultural) and micro (situational) context.

Case Study One: Gay Bash Anti-L GBT Homicide

The first case study to be discussed is a gay lhasiicide. Gay bash homicides are
characterized by offenders who target LGBT victolg to a perceived wrongdoing by the

victim, which serves as an affront to the offendenasculinity. In the following case, the
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perceived wrongdoing occurs when a young lesbibaffe the advances of a heterosexual male.
A “perceived wrongdoing” can be any number of awity the offender, including the victim
simply being in the vicinity of the offender. Gagdh cases are confrontational by definition,
with victims always playing some role in the estiataof violence, which distinguishes them
from predatory anti-LGBT homicides.

Stage One: Precursor Attributes

Sakia Gunn was a 15-year old Black girl, who weisgj in Newark, New Jerségt the
time of her death. At 5 feet and 3 inches tall 4868 pounds, she was small in stature. Four years
prior to her death she informed her mother thatigled girls and not boys. It was well-known
that Gunn was gay at her high school, but frieddsncthat she was not harassed for her sexual
orientation. Gunn’s mother and family were alsoegting of her gender identity, despite her
grandmother’s religion-based concerns regardindifestyle. Gunn’s family and friends claim
that she was proud of her lesbian identity and neetkobstinate when it came to participating in
traditionally feminine practices, such as wearingsdes.

Gunn identified in a unique sexual orientationugr&nown as “aggressives” or “AG”
lesbians, which is unique to Black females (Foggi®a&006). An aggressive lesbian is “a
biological woman who communicates her homosexuedaton to and for other women through
embodied performances of masculinity” (Townsend,2@®. 170). Gunn’s aggressive status was
evidenced by her adherence to a style that inclwassding oversized male clothing (e.qg., baggy
blue jeans, extra-large white- t-shirts and “dosti Gunn was occasionally mistaken for a
male which she reportedly enjoyed (Zook, 2006,2). B some ways, Gunn was not the typical
gay bash victim. For example, female victims areamaracteristic of gay bash homicide cases,

though this study finds that this subcategory ai-B&BT homicide involves the most female
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victims of any anti-LGBT homicide subcategory. Juilevictims are also not characteristic of
gay bash homicides, though again, gay bash honsian®lve the greatest percentage of
juvenile victims among all anti-LGBT homicides.

At the time of the homicide, the offender, RichdCullough, was a 29-year-old Black
male, nearly twice the age of the victim and sligbtder than the typical anti-LGBT homicide
offender (see Gruenewald, 2012). Research indithétdias crimes are usually committed by
males, who are more likely than females to useinahoffending as a means to construct their
gender (Bufkin, 1999). In regard to his family JifdcCullough had fathered two children
(Pearson, 2005), though his relationship with hitdeen and their mother(s) is uncléar.
McCullough had only a minor, non-violent criminaktord and had held a job for most of his
adult life. According to Zook, he worked at a famtid chain or “spinning records” and was
known by some as “the weed man” (2006, p. 31). MidDgh arguably held a particularly low
social status and had few legitimate resourcepporunities for achieving masculinity, such as
a conventional family status or respected employm@ender and criminal theorists both claim
that men who cannot achieve the ideal family lifeshunmarriage, owning a home, and acting as
the head of a family are those most likely to seélegemonic masculine identity by
participating in crime or through the subordinatadrwomen (Messerschmidt, 1993; 2012;
Perry, 2001; Polk, 1994; Tomsen, 2009). Tomsenhasbn (2006) found that anti-LGBT
perpetrators were typically younger, working clasy] poor. Although McCullough did have a
job, his working class position likely gave hintletmeans to achievereegemonidorm of
masculinity that he likely sought (see Connell, 200

On the night of the murder, Gunn was with a grofoor friends who also identified as

Black lesbians. They had spent the evening in v Mork City “Gay Mecca,” a popular
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hangout for gay and lesbian teens of dblocated in Manhattan’s Greenwich Village at the
Christopher Street piers. In the early hours ofrtieening, Gunn and her friends took a train
back to Newark, where they planned to catch a buseh Characteristic of gay bash homicides,
the violent event would occur in a public settiignically, the bus station in which Gunn would
be murdered was located across from a police babtfartunately, on the night of Gunn’s
murder the booth was unstaffed, apparently duaitigét shortage’sThe location of the
homicide event and the absence of potential aiduinigdly served as advantages for the
offender (see Bufkin, 1999).
Stage Two: Dynamic Transaction

At approximately 3:20 a.m., while standing at theark' bus station, Gunn and her
friends were approached by Richard McCullough ahenAPierce, who had been cruising the
streets of Newark in a station wagon. The prosegudistrict attorney, Thomas McTigue,
claimed that “the men [had been] drinking beer't #ngening (Zook, 2006, p.41; see also
Sprinkle, 2011)" Alcohol has been found to contribute to bias affeg beyond the impairment
of cognition (see Tomsen, 2009). Offenders have lskewn to be “easily prompted to engage
in violent acts” because “both behaviors, the drniglkand the violence, result from the same
stimulus—the need to assert masculinity” (Bufkif99, p. 166). This study previously showed
that only about 15 percent of gay bash offendesdaund to use drugs and alcohol before fatal
attacks, though this is relatively more than otlgpes of anti-LGBT homicide offenders.

Richard McCullough and Allen Pieréebegan to speak to Gunn and her friends as they
waited for a bus. Gunn and McCullough were strasigghich is the more common type of
victim-offender relationship found among gay basmitides. A number of sources indicate that

the words the men spoke to the girls included darnaendo and romantic and sexual
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propositions. By propositioning Gunn and her yotmends, something considered to be an
essential masculine act, the men were demonstnadasgulinity. The fact that the girls were all
between the ages of 15 and 17 is important as asthe girls were young and McCullough may
have considered them more vulnerable and moreyamiinated. According to Bufkin (1999),
individuals are more likely to perpetrate a bia®$e in situations where they are more likely to
be successful in completing a criminal offense emnistructing a hegemonic masculinity.

Richard McCullough called out to Gunn, “Yo, shortgme here...we wanna talk to you”
(Zook, 2006, p.37}. McCullough apparently assumed the right to bedkathe young girls in
this manner. An interview with Gunn’s friend Valémshows that Richard McCullough asked
Gunn, “You the ringleader?” and said, “I should &kgo ass down right now” (Zook, 2006,
p.37)X This type of speech reflects elements of dominamcedemonstrates McCullough’s
desire to take control of the situation. Enactinghthance is one way for males to do gender (see
West & Zimmerman, 1987). The girls rebuffed theattes and insulted McCullough by saying
“We're gay,” and “[w]e’re not interested” (Zook, @6, p.31). Thus, the men’s first attempt at
gender accomplishment failed and presumably seasexh affront to McCullough’s masculinity
(see Perry, 2001). Although McCullough was the sflender, his gender performance occurred
in front of another male to whom he was accountatdgculine. Doing gender theory recognizes
that all individuals perform with the knowledge thizey are being assessed in regard to their
gender accountability (West & Zimmerman, 1987). dter, this study showed earlier that gay
bash homicides have the greatest percentage @raestpresence of all anti-LGBT homicide
cases.

According to the Essex County Prosecutor’s Offieavd Release on March 3, 2005

“upon having their ‘advances’ rebuffed by the yowmmen, on the basis that they were of gay
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sexual orientation, both men directed anti-gayhegst at the young women.” This also supports
guantitative findings that showed gay bash offersegroportionately more likely than all other
homicide groups to have offenders who used homaplwlgender- and sexuality-based
language. Other research also shows that assaaftt/gender- and sexuality-based language in
bias offenses demonstrates the offender’s expentttiat women “should reciprocate*hidesire
for (hetero)sexual gratification” (Tomsen & Mas@006, p.263) and that such language is a
form of “sexual harassment” that “often escalates lesbian baiting” (Perry, 2001, p.117).

After his propositions are rejected, the perpetistmasculinity is threatened and this can
occasionally result in violence. McCullough’s laage indicates his belief that the teenage girls
were “wrong” for being romantically and sexuallyratted to other females and that Gunn’s
sexual orientation was inferior to his own, asalated common expectations of femininity
(Perry, 2001; Tomsen & Mason, 2006). Bufkin (198@0tends that language is one way
offenders justify their actions and draw boundabesveen themselves and those they deem as
inferior.

Clearly affronted, McCullough moved the transacfimm verbal to physical when he
placed Gunn'’s friend into a choke hold. He evemyualeased her at Gunn’s defense.
McCullough again called out for Gunn to come to laind she replied, “No, | don’t gotta
come...you ain’'t my father” (Zook, 2005, p.38). GusieXxclamation that McCullough was not
her father indicated to him that he had no auth@vier her actions. This served as another blow
to McCullough’s manhood and fueled his desire trane his masculine identity. Messerschmidt
claims that gender and sexuality are more sal@eoéttain situations than others (1993; 2002;

2012). Considering McCullough was an adult malescainded by five young lesbians and his
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male acquaintance, it is likely that his gendetustavas more significant in this particular
situation.

Eventually McCullough grabbed Gunn and put a ktofaer neck, but she was able to
subsequently break loose. A physical fight followasl McCullough continued to challenge the
15-year-old Gunn. One way to understand McCullosigbluctance to back down is to consider
the continual assaults to his dominance and masgullt would have been masculine suicide to
leave the situation after Gunn had broken away finesrgrasp. As Gunn turned to throw another
punch McCullough stabbed her in the chest with iéchivlade The use of a non-firearm is
characteristic of gay bash homicides, as nearlgeféent of such cases involved alternative
weapons. As is the case in most gay bash homiatksents of overkill were not observed in
this fatal transaction.

The attack on Gunn and her friends exemplifiesxdreme and persistent attempt to
regain honor and gender dominance. This assessiigmt with prior studies (Bufkin, 1999;
Luckenbill, 1977; Tomsen, 2009) which found thadtlbonor or masculine status must be
regained in the moment of the criminal transactiorthis way, McCullough’s refusal to back
down and his subsequent physical attack on the ¢ah be at least partially explained by doing
gender theory.

Stage Three: The Aftermath

After the attacks, McCullough fled the scene viith acquaintance. This is expected
because offenders frequently flee when unsuppoblygtanders, in this case Gunn’s four
friends, are present (Luckenbill, 1977). The gmentually flagged down a driver and rode with

Gunn to University Hospital in Newark. She blediaath on the way to the hospitAl.
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After surrendering himself days later, Richard M#Gugh was charged with murder,
bias intimidation, four counts of aggravated assamd weapons violations. Though gay bash
murder offenders are less likely to admit that-&@BT bias was a motive, McCullough did
admit to the anti-LGBT element of his crime whencbefessed he called Sakia Gunn a “dyke”
and pled guilty to bias intimidation in regard ggeavated manslaughter and aggravated
assault He was the first person in Newark to be chargetl eibias crime. In the end,
McCullough pled guilty to first degree aggravatednsiaughter, bias intimidation in regard to
that offense, second degree aggravated assaultamsoof Gunn’s friends, first degree bias
intimidation in regard to that offense, and unlalyfassession of a weapon (knifé}e was
sentenced to 20 years in prison.

Case Study Two: Undesired Advance Anti-L GBT Homicide

This second case study involves an undesired advamti-LGBT homicide. Undesired
advance homicides occur when an offender percéieesgictim to make a romantic or sexual
advance, which could consist of a simple verbalglonent, as well as a physical act by the
victim that was perceived by the offender to beus¢wr romantic in nature. In the current case,
both of these actions occur, as the victim gralihedffender’s genital region, in addition to
asking the offender for oral sex.

Stage One: Precursor Attributes

Marcell Eadswas a 58-year old gay hairdresser who lived imallshouse in Wichita,
Kansas. As an adult male, Eads was demographiegdhgsentative of an undesired advance
homicide victim; only approximately 10 percent aétims were juveniles and all victims were
male. On June 29, 2001, he was fatally attacketvbyteenage males, Brandon Clark Boone and

Zachary Aaron Steward. Multiple offenders are ri@racteristic of undesired advance
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homicides, but are found in about one-third of ¢hesses. Eads was the sole victim in this case,
which is characteristic of all anti-LGBT homicidelxategories. Both offendérare White

males who were also from Wichita, Kansas. Undestbdince cases have the second highest
prevalence of White offenders, behind the repredimet subcategory of anti-LGBT homicides.
Boone was a juvenile at the time of his crime, #érg-old, but Steward was an 18-year-old
adult. Juvenile offenders are found in very few-&@BT homicides overall (7.8 percent);
however, undesired advance homicides have theegtgagrcentage of juvenile offenders (22.2
percent). Research has identified that young memeare likely to perpetrate anti-LGBT
homicides in general (Gruenewald, 2012), as welilamicides of gay men who had made a
sexual advance toward the offender (Bartlett, 20R%)discussed in the first case study, bias
offending by young males has been theorized astampt to construct a hegemonic masculine
identity when other outlets are obstructed (Bufki®99; Tomsen, 2009).

Zachary Steward lived with his father at the tinidis offense and his mother had
always been absent from his life. Their home wadisrepair and they lived on very little
income. Steward had a history of mental illn&3imilar to the offender in case study one,
Steward’s background is characteristic of biasraftgs, who are often poor, socially
marginalized men and are unable to achieve a hegemmasculinity through their social or
economic statu¥. In contrast to the offender and the victim in finst case study, Steward and
Eads were acquaintances prior to the homitigthich is common to undesired advance
homicides. Eads reportedly told family members tleaind Steward were having an affair.
Undesired advance cases are proportionately kesdy than all other homicide groups to have
offenders and victims unknown to one another (&@¢nt). In contrast, average anti-LGBT

homicide victims and offenders have more distaminger relationships approximately 30
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percent of the time. Unfortunately, little is knowhBoone’s background based on open-
sources, though his mother described him as “laadng, and very loving” (Associated Press,
2002). Prosecutors claim he had a history of antiad behavior.

On the evening of June 28, 2001, Steward went ngdsom a drug treatment facility,
where he was participating in a court-ordered eztid| treatment program. On the same day in
Wichita, Steward and Eads attended a barbecue &iotme of a mutual friend. Steward and
Eads later left for Eads’ home together. About baer later, Eads returned to their friend’s
home and reportedly stated that he and Stewardraied crack cocaine and that he had
performed oral sex on Steward. Steward did notrmettuthe barbecue but instead met with other
friends, including Boone.

Approximately another hour later, Steward returteethe barbecue and left with Eads
again, taking with them three cans of b&ekfter approximately an hour in Eads’ home,
Steward reported back to Boone and others that Ezdi¢ried to sell him cocaine, grabbed
Steward’s crotch, and offered him drugs to perforal sex on him. Steward claimed he took
beer and cigarettes from Eads’ home and ther{'|&fe finding that Steward used alcohol and
drugd™ is not uncommon of anti-LGBT homicides. Undesiagifance cases are proportionately
more likely than all other groups to have offendeh® use substances in the precursor phase of
the criminal event (34.5 percent). Research shbaisih homicides precipitated by a
homosexual advance, alcohol was frequently consuyedfenders and victims prior to the
killing (Bartlett, 2007).

Steward “repeatedly said that he ‘wanted to kiekfdg's ass and take his shit’ in front of
[Boone]” (Kansas v. Boon&004). Steward also invited another male to jomself and Boone

in an assault on Eads, but Steward’s invitation dexdined* Another offender would have
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further advantaged Steward and ensured his accempdint of a hegemonic masculinity (see
Bufkin, 1999). Steward’s use of an anti-nomosexeiah is atypical for undesired advance cases.
His language demonstrates the boundary he drewebethimself and gay men and his view and
rationale that his retaliatory act was justifiediditionally, this statement is evidence of how an
offender’s heterosexist language may incite otteesartake in anti-LGBT violence, as it

appears to have been used to convince Boone tinjdie attack against Eads. This action
suggests that Boone was accountably masculinestea®d, meaning that Boone was aware that
his own masculinity may have been subordinatedheactfused to participate in a hyper-
masculine behavior like violence (see Perry, 2001).

Steward used the anti-homosexual epithet afteeperted that Eads sexually advanced
on him by grabbing his crotch. Although Eads hadgomed oral sex for Steward earlier,
Steward was affronted when Eads suggested th&chmocate. Bartlett (2007) explains how
different sexual acts have different meanings fteralers. It may be the case that Steward
perceived that receiving oral sex from another naals not emasculating, but to perform oral
sex would be an insult to his manhood. Thus, Stéwarpetrated this bias offense in an effort to
restore his masculine honor. It could also be #we¢hat Steward and Eads had a prior sexual
relationship, but it was no longer desired by StelvBrior acts or plans for sexual acts are
irrelevant, as the offender may decide at any tima¢ an advance is undesired. Research on anti-
LGBT homicides and gay killings also identify thisique situation (Bartlett, 2007; Tomsen,
20009).

Stage Two: Dynamic Transaction
Boone and Steward arrived at Eads’ residence wéhrttention to assault and steal from

Eads® surprising him on the way insiti¢Boone v. Kansa2007). Residential homicides occur
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in undesired advance cases more frequently thah ather homicide categories (62.1 percent).
Homicides marked by a sexual advance by one malartbanother have been identified as a
distinct class of anti-LGBT homicides that typigaticcur in a private context, usually the
victim’s home (Bartlett, 2007; Tomsen, 2009). Therexe no bystanders to the homicide, which
again are found in less than 20 percent of all sindd advance cases. As observed in other
cases, these situational variants of the crimealisence of bystanders and the private context,
likely served as advantages for Steward and Boa&sessful homicide (see Bufkin, 1999).
Inside the home, both men repeatedly struck Badsgh it remains unclear if either
offender contributed more than the otf{e®ne or both of the offenders made pinpricks tosEad
arm that were approximately 1/15 an inch deep anhl bffenders beat Eads with multiple
weaponsBoone v. Kansa2007). They used a candlestick holder and a woetidf) most
likely a broomstick, the end of a table, or bothbeat Eads and a knife to stab him in the head.
The weapons used in this case are consistent latfirtding that a majority of all anti-LGBT
homicides (72.7 percent) and undesired advance ¢@2el percent) are perpetrated with non-
firearms. Additionally, Bartlett (2007) found thalunt instruments were a key weapon used by
homicide offenders reacting to an undesired homeseadvance. The use of weapons, which
are more personal or intimate than firearms, resvéad expressivity of anti-LGBT homicides.
Steward and Boone also stole computer and stergpragnt from Eads. Although theft
is not characteristic of undesired advance cakesgthomicides have the greatest prevalence of
profit-related circumstances (20.7 percent), ogtsifinstrumental anti-LGBT homicides.
Research on anti-LGBT homicide has demonstrateédebéery can be the primary motive of an
anti-homosexual offense or that property may bkestas “an after-thought or a further means of

victim degradation” (Tomsen, 2009, p.67). ExaminBtgward’s earlier statement that he
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“wanted to kick the fag’s ass and take his shittamtext suggests that Steward’s theft was his
attempt to further insult his victim and to restbrs lost honor. Thus, the theft could be
understood as a means for Steward to further fgestanis subordinated masculinity following
Eads’ sexual advance.

After initially leaving the victim’s home, the offiders discussed the crime with Boone’s
girlfriend. Although offender revelation is not chateristic of undesired advance cases, these
have a greater percentage of offenders who relkealrtime to others than any other homicide
category (24.1 percent). It may be that more ircgarof offender revelation are identified in
undesired advance cases because these crimepiastiyyprivate. Therefore, in order for the
anti-LGBT homicide to effectively restore an offemd lost honor and to repair his subordinated
masculinity, the offender must share the detailsi®icrime with others.

They also decided that it was necessary to retoak to the fag’s house to wipe up the
fingerprints they had left’'ansas v. Boon&004). Steward and Boone returned to Eads’ home,
struck Eads with a rock, and started a fire in Eadme’" At the time the fire was started, Eads
was still alive. The cause of death was smoke atlwad and thermal burns, but the injuries to
Eads’ head had contributed to his death, as wh#. dontinuous beating and use of fire is an
example of overkill, or excessive violence. Whileetkill is not a characteristic finding of any
homicide group, it has been shown to be more peetvah bias offenses (Bartlett, 2007; Bufkin,
1999) and is found in slightly more than 41 pera#gnindesired advance cases.

Stage Three: The Aftermath

When Eads was discovered dead by firefighters,dfdifs body was burned, he was

covered in soot and blood, and the blunt forcerieguto his head and arms were severe enough

to bruise his brain and expose bd¥d.ater that day, Steward was caught attemptingtenp
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stolen items and trying to sell them to neighb8isortly after, police executed a search warrant
for the home of a mutual friend of the offendersoBe was found hiding in the attic and was
arrested. Steward and Boone admitted to an antilL@Btive and blamed Eads’ unwanted
sexual advance for the crime. Such admissions ae@pproximately 62 percent of undesired
advance cases.

Steward and Boone were not charged with hate-cemm@ancements, which would have
lengthened their sentences under Kansas law, ddbtclaim: “Other than the victim's attempt
to sell cocaine to Steward in exchange for a blaloy fhere is no evidence to suggest any
provocation for the killing. The evidence estaldish.and supports the inference that the
victim's sexual orientation provoked Steward areldbfendant”i{ansas v. Boone&004).
Brandon Boone was charged with premeditated fiegfrele murder, aggravated burglary,
aggravated robbery, and aggravated arson. Booneavascted of all charges and sentenced to
life imprisonment with the possibility of paroletaf 20 years and a consecutive term of 72
months' imprisonment. Zachary Steward pled gudtfirst-degree felony murder and one count
of aggravated robbery. He was sentenced to congea@ntences of life imprisonment for first-
degree felony murder and 72 months' imprisonmemadgravated robbery.

Perhaps the reason investigators and prosecutoesrelactant to file bias crime charges,
is due to the widespread notion that offendersichsases were provoked by the victim’s sexual
advance, making the victim partially responsibleHis death. Legal defenses have emerged in
anti-LGBT offense trials, such as “homosexual pamidich argue that “episodes of violence
directed against homosexuals may result from addslexual integration in an unstable
individual characterized by guilt about past honxose experience, abuse or homosexual desire”

(Tomsen, 2006, p.400). More recently “defense aentmabout the occurrence of an actual
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homosexual advance have [had] more success wheadlio contemporary and commonplace
notions of masculine heterosexual identity” (Toms206, p.401).

Case Study Three: Mistaken Identity Anti-L GBT Homicide

The third case study is representative of mistatentity homicide, which is the least
prevalent type of anti-LGBT homicide in the curretudy. Mistaken identity homicides occur
when an offender and victim agree to have a sestuaunter and at some point before, during,
or after the sexual encounter the offender discotreat the victim does not belong to the sex
category of which the offender perceived the vidinoriginally belong. Although mistaken
identity cases may be framed similarly to undesae@ance cases in the media, these homicides
are distinct becausecansensuasexual encounter is anticipated by both victim affender
prior to the homicide. The offender targets theimdor violence due to gender confusion,
rather than an unwanted sexual advance by therviets in cases of undesired advance
homicides. In the following case study, the findiraf the average anti-LGBT homicide in the
current study are used to compare the narratigaiamtitative findings, as there were not enough
mistaken identity cases for this subcategory tarwsdyzed in subgroup analyses.

Stage One: Precursor Attributes

At the time of her death, Gwen Araujo was a 17-a@ddiving with her mother and
siblings in the San Francisco Bags a Hispanic juvenile, Araujo was unique in heti-aGBT
victim status. Non-White victims made up slighig$ than half of all anti-LGBT homicides in
the current study. Juvenile victims are found ity&h3 percent of anti-LGBT homicides, though
juveniles are most often found in responsive swdgmaies. As a male-to-female transgender
individual, Araujo was effeminate and began to eanbrher female gender identity at the age of

14. Preferring to be called Gwérshe was attractive and wore feminine clothing raa¢teup.
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Despite the harassment Araujo received from othdms; family eventually accepted her female
identity. Anatomically mal&, she identified as a female and was attracted tesnin one studly,
Shilt and Westbrook (2009) found that transgendéividuals who had not received sex
reassignment surgery were increasingly likely tperceived as gender deviants and to become
targets of violence due to their gender identity.

The four male offenders responsible for the killofgGwen Araujo, Jose Antonio Merel,
Michael William Magidson, Jaron Chase Nabors, aagbd Cazares, were close friends from the
San Francisco area. Earlier findings showed thatet2ent of anti-LGBT homicides involved
multiple offenders. Violence is typically considdr® be anasculineresource for constructing
gender (Bufkin, 1999; Tomsen, 2009), and violergarast transgender people occurs most
often between men and transwomen (Shilt & Westhradbk9). Merel is described as African-
American and Mexican American and the other merdaseribed as Latino (Leonard, 2009).
This is unique as 70 percent of anti-LGBT offendeese White. As in the undesired advance
case, the offenders were all young males, betwges 89 and 22, and fit the age profile of
typical anti-LGBT offenders. Generally speaking tiffenders’ family backgrounds are non-
traditional. Although three of the men had childreane of them were married. As being
married, owning a home, and providing for childega ways to do gender for males, it is
possible the men were not able to achieve a hegemmasculinity through their family lives.

One offender had an upcoming apprenticeship aseatrieian. Another worked at an
upscale restaurant for 30 hours a week, while baifujl-time studerit (Fernandez, Kuruvila, &
Reang, 2002). Neither held status-earning jobstasdinclear whether the other two offenders
held jobs at the time of the murder. What is kna@kthe offenders’ occupational statuses does

not contradict findings that bias offenders tydicalold working class positions. The lack of
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masculine capital, typically acquired through cesemay lead youth to perpetrate bias violence
in order to achieve masculinity within particulg@uational contexts. Interestingly, at the time of
the murder, only one of the offenders had a prudtacriminal record, and it was related to an
incident of public intoxicatiof{"

During the summer of 2002, Nabors, Magidson, Menetl Cazares spent time together
at Merel's hous&" enjoying a hypermasculinzed environment where freuently drank, did
drugs, and had seé%As discussed in the first case study, drinkingetbgr represents a
traditionally masculine behavior that is often fdun the context of bias offenses. Although
alcohol’s role in the gay bash homicide is uncléag,contribution of drinking to a masculinized
context is more apparent in the current mistakentity case and in the undesired advance case
that was previously discussed.

Araujo, known as “Lida” to the offenders, visitecehI’s house and would flirt with the
men who were presehiTwo weeks prior to the homicide, two of the offerglrealized that they
both had engaged in oral and anal sex with Afaajud considered the possibility that Araujo
might be malé" One offender, Magidsdfi, “...appeared to be disgusted, but not angry or
anxious, and Merel appeared ‘a little agitated’h¢ People v. Merel and Magids@©09). It
also came forth that others in the house had hathtencounters with Araujo but these other
men implied that there was no reason to questiosd&™ It is somewhat unusual that Araujo
and the offenders had an established acquaintapcestresearch on violence against
transgender individuals shows that homicides mftehaccurred shortly after meeting the
victim, after a brief sexual encounter, or after finst physical contact or sexual proposition
(Schilt & Westbrook, 2009). During the same congagos, the offenders proceeded to discuss

how someone could get killed for engaging in homaaksex or cross-dressing, as well as the
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complications of disposing a human body. It is réggmbthat Magidson contributed to Merel’s
emerging anxiety by repeatedly asking, "Do you warlie fucking gay?"The People v. Merel
and Magidson2009). This shows the extent to which men camimecextremely uncomfortable
with being associated with homosexuality and ad#ewe gender identities.

On the evening of October 3, 2002, the offendeagifented bars and consumed alcohol.
Merel also smoked marijuana that evening. Returhimge, they decided that they would
question Araujo about her gendérNicole Brown, a girlfriend of Merel’s brother, duAraujo,
both intoxicated, were also at Merel's hoffieThis study finds that anti-LGBT homicides occur
in private residences slightly over 41 percenheftime. Another study found that anti-

transgender violence most often occurs in a prigatgext (Schilt & Westbrook, 2009).

As the offenders continued to drink and play gameaujo interfered, which provoked
Merel to rub his fingers across her throat andughothe front of her hair. Araujo asked what he
was doing and Merel replied in a demanding t8fiéwWe want to know why everybody—you
want everybody to fuck you in the ass...Are you a \&orar sloppy ass nigga?” Araujo
responded, with, “How can you ask me thaif*i€ People v. Merel and Magids@09). Here,
Merel equates the derogatory term “sloppy ass figifh a transgender person; this as an
example of language use that draws boundaries batd@minant and subordinate groups. Next,
Magidson suggested that Araujo let him feel ofdmamitals. Araujo declined and claimed that
she would not let Magidson molest her. As she gitethto exit the room, another offender
suggested that she accompany Magidson to the loathso that he could investigate her
anatomical sex. This action represents an attesnfitdooffenders to police sex in response to
having potentially broken hegemonic masculine no®chilt and Westbrook (2009) suggested

that some may “react more strongly toward transgepdople who become the ‘opposite
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gender’ but are presumed to still be the ‘same ssxhey—and their entire gender—now run
the risk of unwittingly engaging in homosexuali{y.452). Other research indicates that
dressing as the opposite sex can induce anger aamdRgGBT offenders, particularly when an
offender perceives that he has been duped by ttieniTomsen, 2009, p.8%§" The offenders’
anger also demonstrates how sex, gender, and ggxntdrsect. It is unlikely that the offenders
would be as concerned that Araujo’s sex and gettidanot align if this discovery had not
occurred in a sexualized context (Schilt & Westlrd009). Research shows that anti-LGBT
attacks are marked by the policing of genaletdlsexual boundaries (Perry, 2001; Tomsen, 2009)
and that “the combined threat to both gender ardadity posed by transgender bodies in
private, sexual relationships can result in hypedgeed responses by’ men (Schilt &
Westbrook, 2009, p.453). At this time, Merel claithat he was questioning his sexuality,
because he believed that it was not possible faterosexual man to receive sexual pleasure
from another male. Tomsen (2009) found that “treatgst sense of offense and dread [among
anti-LGBT offenders] referred to the fundamentaportance of views about hygienic and intact
bodies and the actual sexual practices they engagéomsen, 2009, p.32).

After discovering that the victim was wearing mpikéi pairs of underwear, Magidson
claimed that Araujo has “got to be a man.” Whiléstde, Merel learned of the news and began
to vomit and cry uncontrollably. Upon learning thia victim was anatomically male, Merel
cried “I can’t be fuckin’ gay” The People v. Merel and Magidsd&009). Schilt and Westbrook
(2009) claimed that males are “constantly at rislosing their claim to heterosexual status” so
they must “prove [gender and sexuality] througliilfidg the appropriate criteria, including

having the ‘right’ genitals and never desiring somewith the ‘wrong’ genitals” (p.457).

Moreover, males who have engaged in sex with temdgr women may use violence, a
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masculinized activity, to repair the offenders’ stdhinated masculinity and destroy the evidence
of a gender norm transgression (Schilt & Westbr@d)9). As observed in the undesired
advance homicide examined previously, engagingas Wolence is also a way to produce a
collective masculinity. Group attacks provide maléth “instant positive feedback,” so that
others may be motivated to act similarly, and gratipcks also have the advantages of diffusion
of blame and increased likelihood of success (BufkB99, p.163). This homicide also occurred
in the presence of bystanders, including Merel's brothers and a girlfriend of one of the
brothers, which is the case in 16 percent of a@®BIL homicides.
Stage Two: Dynamic Transaction

When Araujo exited the bathroom, she was forcatie¢dloor and her underwear was
removed to reveal testicl& which exemplifies another extreme attempt at podiAraujo’s
sex and gender identityMagidson grabbed Araujo by the throat and yelled You think this
is a game? Why would you do something like thist? John, 2005). Magidson proceeded to put
Araujo in a chokehold several times and she wasgsld as she screamed, “No, please don't. |

X

have a family™ (The People v. Merel and Magidsd&009). At some point Araujo claimed that
she had family members in a gang that would “shipahe house” and kill the offenders if they
did not free he¥ It is possible that this response further incttegl offenders’ anger and served
as an affront to their manhood, as the threat irsgad that they would ultimately lose their lives
for “standing up” to Araujo. Reportedly, Merel usehned food and a frying pan to strike
Araujo’s head. Meanwhile, Cazares asked Nabdrs Wwas “down,” meaning whether he “had

the back” of the others. Nabors agreed to partieipathe assault on Araujdlie People v.

Merel and Magidson2009). This is an example of how males in grozgsprovoke violence in
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one another. To back down from violence or to beupportive of other males would mean
losing a hegemonic masculine status.

Nabors and Cazares left to retrieve three shovelsagick ax&™ so they could “kill the
bitch” (The People v. Merel and Magids&009). When they returned they found Araujo rsifti
on the couch, conscious, with her face coveredaad Magidson and Merel were standing in
front of her holding a dumbbell bar with free weghttached. Cazares told Magidson to “knock
that bitch out” and Nabors added, “Yeah, knock tieth out.” The offenders do not use
Araujo’s name throughout the transaction, but mdtesfer to her by the derogatory term “bitch.”
This term can be used to degrade females and tscetate males. Magidson punched and
forcefully kneed Araujo twice in her face, causimgy head to strike and dent the wall behind
her. Magidson bound Araujo’s wrists and ankles waihe, Cazares wrapped her unresponsive
body in a blanket, and Merel, worried she woulddmee conscious, gagged her with a “do-rag.”
They carried Araujo to the garage where Magidstansted het’ Magidson and Cazares
carried Araujo to a truck parked at the house aalddxs hit her twice with the shovel in her head

XXV

to be certain that she was dedti¢ People v. Merel and Magids@09)

The weapons used in this crime were all non-fireamvhich is consistent with anti-
LGBT homicides in general, as over 72 percent es¢hoffenses are perpetrated with weapons
that are not firearms. The offenders used theirdsydvailable household objects, a rope, and a
shovel to attack Araujo. The continuous and vaplegsical assaults represent overkill, or
violence going above and beyond that requiredit@iiuman beind™' Bias offenses are often
characterized by excessive violence, which may Wwayato symbolically remove a victim from
the offender’s “social universe” (Bufkin, 1999),cato show that the victim’s gender identity is

improper and subordinate.
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Stage Three: The Aftermath

The four offenders took Araujo’s body to an unpax@al in the Sierra Nevada Foothills.
Digging a hole for her burial, Merel said he wasll'so mad that he could still kick her a couple
times™ (The People v. Merel and Magids&009). They covered her with rocks, dirt and@ lo
and wiped away all of their footprints. Before mging home, the offenders stopped to eat
breakfast and they swore one another to secf¥cin the days following the murder, Nabors
revealed the killing to friends. Anti-LGBT offenderevealed the murder to others following the
crime nearly 16 percent of the time. Nabors wagdamad by police officers and he led them to
Araujo’s body two weeks after she had disappedrkd.remaining three offenders were
subsequently arrested and charged with murder.

In February 2003, Nabors negotiated his murddrieate crime charge with the court and
pled guilty to voluntary manslaughter in exchangehiis testimony against the other offenders.
He was sentenced to 11 years in prison. Magids@nelMand Cazares were charged with
murder and a hate crime allegation. The first inalune 2004 was declared a mistrial. During
the second trial in June 2005, the jury found Magidand Merel guilty of second degree
murder, not guilty of the hate crime allegationd aimey were sentenced to prison for 15 years to
life. The jury ultimately rejected hate crime enbaments against Merel and Magidson because
some panelists believed that the defendants kiilagijo not necessarily because of her
transgender identity, but to "cover up a situatimat had gotten out of control” (Lee, 2005).
Cazares’ case was declared a mistrial again aeddmgually pled no contest to voluntary
manslaughter and was sentenced to six years ionpfifie People v. Merel and Magidson
2009). About half of anti-LGBT homicide offendexsnfess to an anti-LGBT motive, which

occurred in this case. The defense used a “gay’panfitrans panic” strategy in both trials
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suggesting that the crime was one of passion iclwhie defendants were pushed into a rage
due to the victim’s sexual deception. Mentionediearthe use of the “gay panic” and the
homosexual advance defenses represents the haisneseoted in the criminal justice system
(Herek, 1990). That these defense strategies hese éffectively used in court to affect jury
decision-making shows that gender essentialisbdises are also rooted in the broader social
structure (Mison, 1992; Tomsen, 2009). Attornegsrfe the offenders’ actions as necessary
attempts to protect masculine honor, which paygtiedcuses the offenders’ violence against
LGBT victims. This occurred in Araujo’s case wharealefense lawyer described the crime as
one of “passion” after learning Araujo’s anatomisak and said the offenders had “their
masculinity, sexual identity and self-esteem caillied question at a time when they had been
drinking heavily" (St. John, 2005). The homicideviswed as logical, because there is a
presumed binary difference between LGBT individwaldd heterosexuals that is expected to be
maintained (Tomsen, 2006). The deception narradiaso often reflected in media reports of
the crime (Schilt & Westbrook, 2009).

Case Study Four: Representative Anti-L GBT Homicide

The fourth case study illustrates the subcategbrgpresentative anti-LGBT homicide.
Representative crimes are the most common typerafdide in the current study. Meant to be
symbolic, representative homicides are those irclwthe offender plans to kill a lesbian, gay,
bisexual or transgender person who serves as eeSeptative” for the LGBT community. The
act is meant to demonstrate that the victim’s skadantation is inappropriate and will not be
tolerated. Offenders who perpetrate these crimas thom heterosexist social structures and

discourses that promote hegemonic masculinitiesegard homosexuality as inferior. As
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demonstrated in the following case, the offendezsi@en who believe that dominance,
aggression, and the practice of heterosexualityecessary to attain a dominant male identity.
Stage One: Precursor Attributes

Before their deaths, Gary Matson, 50, and his padh16 years, Winfield Scott
Mowder, 40, lived together in the rural outskirfsRedding, California. Matson was a prominent
member of the community and had founded the Redg@ammer’s Market, a community garden,
an arboretum, and a natural science children’s omas&Vell-known and respected in their
community, the couple ran an internet-based busimsch sold plants by mdiThe two men
had formed a non-conventional family with Matsoe¥swife and his 19-year-old daughter. As
White, middle-aged males, Matson and Mowder wersatgaphically characteristic of
representative anti-LGBT homicide victims, a grauguding mostly White victims (75 percent)
and very few juvenile victims (5.9 percent). Hordeievents targeting LGBT victims rarely
involve more than one fatality, though multipledigties were most common to the
representative homicide cases (8.6 percent).

The two homicide offenders in this case were brsthigenjamin Matthew Williams
(BMW) and James Tyler Williams (JTW), who happetedell plants at the farmer’s market
founded by Matson. Acquaintance victim-offendeatieinships are typical of representative
homicides, in which victims are known to their ofteers over 70 percent of the time. The
offenders were relatively young White males—BMW 8dsand JTW was 29. Compared to
other anti-LGBT homicide groups, representative ioades have the greatest prevalence of
White offenders (80.6 percent) and include no jueesffenders. Though multiple offenders are
found less often in representative homicides coegpé&r the other homicide subcategories,

multiple offenders are found in over a quarternafse cases. Like most bias offenders examined
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by prior research and the anti-LGBT offenders presly examined in this study, the brothers
were economically disadvantaged (Bull, 1999), wlalkbns with others who suggested that bias
crimes are disproportionately committed by low armtking class White males.

The brothers were raised in Gridley, California &ad recently moved to the Redding
area. The two offenders were home-schooled by thether until high school and were not
allowed to participate in extra-curricular actiggi Religion was an integral component of the
lives of the private Christian Fundamentalist fanaihd little time was spent with those outside
of their church. The brothers’ father was a doneestiremist who taught his sons to live off of
the land in preparation for what he believed tahHgeimpending apocalypse. A review of the
brothers’ background reveals how their family hddrey history of creating social boundaries
between themselves and others.

As an adult in the 1990s, BMW experienced multigeological transitions. In 1990,
BMW was serving as a nuclear electronics technifdathe Navy' For no known reason,
BMW put in for an early discharge. Shortly afteath BMW began dating a woman who became
pregnant. When she decided against marriage, BMdarbe upset because having a child out of
wedlock went against his religious beliefs. Baseapen-sources, it does not appear that BMW
had a relationship with the chiftdThe unwillingness of his ex-girlfriend to marriély served
as an affront to his masculinity, as he was preagtfrom fulfilling the hegemonic male role as a
husband, father, and leader of a family. In otherds, one important pathway to do masculinity
was blocked for BMW. After his girlfriend left hinm 1993, BMW enrolled at the University of
Idaho. It does not appear that he attended thedsity for long, however.

During the same time period (early 1990s), BMW hgkxd to an Evangelical Christian

church, though he later moved on to join the Livifaith Fellowship! which took a strong
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stance against homosexuality. BMW'’s deep involvanmenrganized religion demonstrates how
some religious institutions which condemn homosétyumay play a key role in the production
and maintenance of heterosexism in society (seek&090). Disillusioned with organized
religion, BMW eventually left the church and begdentifying with the White separatists and
White supremacists, as well as other quasi-relggroups characterized by their dislike for the
government and their belief that Jews, homosexaals non-Whites were inferior beings.
Engaging in White supremacist discourse was onethatyBMW sought to construct his
masculinity. According to Abby Ferber (1998), Whitgpremacist discourse constructs White
masculinity in order to draw boundaries betweenté/lien and the social groups they consider
themselves elite to—homosexual men, women, Jewdsiaamal and ethnic minorities. This
construction of differences is assumed to reflettral differences among White males and
other groups deemed inferior.

Interestingly, there was speculation that BMW wasdelf homosexual. Before the
homicide, BMW attempted to obtain the phone nunafer man who later claimed to have
engaged in a romantic relationship with BMW in dsly 1990&' BMW was extremely upset
when he learned that the man identified as gayl(B889). Another report claimed that BMW
confessed to an associate that he was gay andxivamely upset about this realization
(Stanton, 2003). It is possible that BMW'’s uncertaiwith his own sexual orientation could
have in part fueled him to perpetrate the anti-LG®micide in an attempt to reaffirm what he
felt was his fleeting masculinity. According to Ber (1998, p.21), “the production of gender
occurs through the performance of heterosexuattyjvating this performance is the threat of
punishment...those who do not partake in the heteuadg@erformance are seen as not properly

gendered.” In other words, it was necessary foMBk proactively exhibit his heterosexuality
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so that he could be considered masculine by hinaselthis peers, to whom he was accountable.
The fear of punishment from those peers and thdeagéeichallenges” BMW experienced drove
him to construct a hegemonic masculinity througslence (see Messerschmidt, 2012). As in
previous cases, one partial explanation for tha &ttacks is that conventional avenues for
constructing hegemonic masculinity were blockedBbtW, and an alternative resource for
achieving masculinity came through the punishmétit@se who do not do gender properly
(Bufkin, 1999; Perry, 2001).

Just prior to the homicide, BMW had moved from fasents’ home into a rental house
that was in disrepair while JTW continued to resigién their parents. JTW was an honor roll
student in high school and did not have many fighdhe offenders’ backgrounds are
characteristic of socially marginal offenders tbatk to do gender with violence. Neither brother
was married nor did they have traditional employm#grough the brothers planned to begin a
landscaping busine4.JTW lived with his parents and BMW had only reégntoved out on
his own. Growing up, the offenders were kept fragepgroups and marginalized by their
family. Those who knew the family claimed that BMMé&s always looking for a place to fit in
and that JTW was reserved and heavily influencediprother. It appears that, through
perpetrating an anti-LGBT homicide, JTW was workiaggarn BMW'’s acceptance, while
BMW sought the social acceptance from the extregrmtips of which he was associated. In
other words, the Williams brothers were accountatdgculine to each other, to the supremacist
groups they followed, and also to their extremashér. They were aware that their behavior and
adherence to hegemonic masculine values were cuolysbeing assessed (see West &

Zimmerman, 1987). Neither brother had a prior anmhrecord; however, two weeks before the
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homicide the brothers set three Sacramento-areggyegues afire as symbolic of their anti-
Semitic religious beliefs.

The murder of Matson and Mowder was premeditat®d/ dlaimed, "My brother
brought the open homosexuality of Mr. Mowder and Matson to my attention and reminded
me that if he and | really believed as we stated we had an obligation to kill them” (Vovakes,
2003a). BMW justified the homicide by invoking Gedvord, again revealing the role that
religion can play in anti-LGBT violence (see Herg2R90). Moreover, White supremacists seek
to keep the White male status dominant to femah@sorities, and gender deviants by policing
gender and racial boundaries. Since sexualitytsngted into gender expression, boundaries
between White heterosexual men and all homosexealare constructed through White
supremacist discourse in order to distinguish Wim& from men who do not embody a
dominant masculinity. Differences are understoodaas of the natural order and efforts to
establish social equality among groups are vievgetthi@ats to White male dominance (Ferber,
1998). Anti-LGBT violence is often viewed as onewta stunt progress toward social equality
(Bufkin, 1999; Perry, 2001) and to perpetuate thigon of a hegemonic masculinity that is
embodied by White, heterosexual males.

Stage Two: Dynamic Transaction

During the night of June 30, 1999, the Williamsthess drove to Matson and Mowder’s
home. Residential homicides are less commonly famdng representative homicides (35.3
percent) than among other anti-LGBT homicides. Mstdnders were present, which is common
of both subcategories of predatory anti-LGBT hodgciPrivacy maximizes the offenders’
likelihood of success, ensuring that a dominantaulase status is achieved, rather than further

degraded through an unsuccessful homicide atteseptBufkin, 1999). Uncommon to both
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predatory homicide subcategories, the offendersioatbeen drinking or using drugs in the
precursor phase of the criminal event. In conttastyesponsive cases examined previously each
had instances of alcohol use. Bufkin (1999) cldinat alcohol use is part of the masculinized
context in which bias offenses frequently emerge thie current case did not share this
situational variant. Rather, this case shows thmasaculinized context was already well-
established and reflexively internalized (see Messtemidt, 2012) through the Williams

brothers’ strict upbringing and their associatiathweligious and extremist groups.

The evidence shows that one of the victims wasefbto record a new outgoing
message for their answering machine, which stétatthey were sick and had left for San
Francisco to see a doctor. The voice in the messageded distressed and someone was heard
saying “just calm down” in the background. Thergppears that Matson and Mowder were
forced onto their bed and one or both of the ofegadtood on a chair to shoot the men (Stanton
& Delsohn, 1999). JTW gave a description of the toohe; however, it did not account for the
outgoing voicemail message. According to JTW, BMitteeed the home first and JTW heard
gunshots as he entered. Inside, JTW heard thengckabored breathing and believed they had
been asleep when they were shot. JTW estimate@M®f used two clips. Matson and Mowder
had many bullet wounds. Uncommon to all anti-LGBihricide subcategories, firearms are
found less frequently in representative homicid2q percent) compared to other groups.
Obvious differences are observed between this septative homicide and the confrontational
homicides previously examined. In particular, thélidns brothers planned this attack and did
not have any confrontation with Matson or Mowderinlg or prior to the homicide that

provoked the offenders’ violent actions. On theeothand, responsive homicide offenders had
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dynamic transactions with their victim that wereadcterized by an interchange of insults and
the steady escalation of violence.

Overkill is found in about 43 percent of represémtaanti-LGBT homicides, which is
more frequent compared to other homicide subcaiegydout it is not evident that the offenders’
actions constituted excessive violence. Typicakpfesentative offenses, there is no evidence of
anti-homosexual language used by the offendersigltine homicide transaction and offender
manipulation or mutilation of the victims’ bodiegldhot occur. The Williams brothers stole
Matson's credit card, his wallet, his driver'sitise, his Social Security card, and his car.
Approximately 17 percent of representative homigidee characterized by such profit-related
circumstances. In this case, it is apparent treWiilliams brothers targeted Matson and
Mowder for their sexual orientation and that theftiheld only an “incidental relation” to the
crime (Tomsen, 2009, p.67).

Stage Three: The Aftermath

On July 2, after listening to an unusual outgoiogcemail message on Matson and
Mowder’s machine, Matson’s brother went to checklenmen and found Matson and Mowder
dead in their blood-covered bed. Matson's statiagom was gone only to be later found by
police near Yuba City where both offenders werested on July 7 as they tried to pick up a
package of ammunition reloading equipment and galts ithey had ordered with Matson’s
credit card: Continuing their spree of ideologically-motivatédlence, the offenders had
firebombed an abortion clinic the day following timerrders. When police searched BMW'’s
home they found a list of over thirty prominent d&windividuals in the community who
belonged to three Sacramento synagogues that leadolened, racist fliers, hate group

literature® and a collection of automatic and semi-automagapons’ The Williams brothers
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targeted the synagogues, the abortion clinic, aatstdh and Mowder due to their White
supremacist belief that White men are superiofltother groups, including Jews, women, and
homosexuals.

The homicides were investigated as hate crimed BHender was charged with two
counts of murder, robbery, burglary, and theft gehicle. BMW claimed that JTW was not a
participant in any of these crimes, but JTW’s hamdpvas found on the pistol used in the
homicide. BMW gave several media interviews, whereshared his White supremacist beliefs
and admitted to killing Matson and Mowder becaustheir sexual orientation. Offender
admission of an anti-LGBT motive is characteristicepresentative homicides (60 percent).
BMW also revealed the crime to his moti&rsuch revelations occur in about 17 percent of
representative homicides. BMW claimed he was olgeliblical laws: "I'm not guilty of
murder...I'm guilty of obeying the laws of the Creaat(stanton, 2003). BMW described himself
as a Christian martyr who hoped to incite furthetance against Jews, non-Whites, and
homosexual8!

Still in jail, BMW and another inmate attacked gudty with a homemade hatchet in an
escape attempf.BMW was found guilty of attempted murder and faadie sentence. He was
moved to an isolation cell, where he committedideion November 17, 2001 with a disposable
razor he had modified to cut his femoral arterigs,arms, and his nedK.JTW pled guilty to
two counts of murder with special circumstances@a firearm in the commission of a crime)
and was sentenced to twenty nine years to lifgisop, plus up to four additional years for hate
crime enhancement¥'

Case Study Five: Instrumental Anti-L GBT Homicide

This final case study is representative of instmtaehomicide, or cases in which LGBT

victims are primarily targeted as a means to amahd—robbery. Earlier it was shown how
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robbery is occasionally present in the other hodeidubcategories, but theft in those cases plays
only a minor role in the criminal event. Typicathings of little value are stolen and theft is an
after-thought or a way to further demean the victimcontrast, instrumental anti-LGBT
homicides are perpetrated by offenders who adloetaltural assumptions of homosexual men;
offenders may perceive that homosexuals are nodeable of fighting back or less willing to
report the robbery so that they may conceal thetual orientation and related behaviors. In
short, choosing a victim based on his homosexaflisimay have several perceived advantages
from the perspective of the offender (see also BIM2009).

Instrumental homicides are what Berk, Boyd, and keamn(2002) described as “actuarial
crimes” involving offenders who “make lay estimatésentral tendencies associated with
particular social categories” in order to selectims (p.128). Thus, in instrumental crimes,
offenders are not robbing gay men because of “Jthair] sexual orientation represents to [the
offenders] but because they apply a stereotype’thigagay men will be more affluent, less
likely to fight back, or less likely to report tlkeme due to the circumstances in which they were
targeted (p.128). Berk et al. (2002) suggestetithizse crimes are not hate motivated and
should not be labeled as sucindeed, it is debatable whether offenders whoetavigtims
based on their actuarial status are perpetratiag toomicides. In the current study, instrumental
anti-LGBT homicides are examined as bias crimeauiis the victims were selected based on an
integral component of their identity—their sexuakatation. This approach is supported by
research on racial bias that has shown “bigotry sgaye as a factor in the selection of the
particular victim rather than as the catalyst ® ¢hminal act” (Messner, Mchugh, & Felson,
2004, p.608). Additionally, instrumental crimes nsiyl lead to an extended negative

psychological effect on the LGBT community compéeab other types of anti-LGBT

86



homicides, including increased fear of crime, &siwvis are discriminately selected based on
their sexual orientation or gender identity.
Stage One: Precursor Attributes

The current case study focuses on the death ofh Biggth Betts, 42, who lived in Silver
Spring, Maryland' Previously a gym teacher, Betts moved on to beqmineipal at a
struggling Washington D.C middle school. He wasl webwn in the area school systems for his
exemplary school reform efforts and for his sewitito racial and class-based inequalities; he
has been described as an “inspirational leadehi(L2010). Betts had strong relationships with
parents, teachers, and students and was closéwitamily. As a White, adult male, Betts was
demographically characteristic of the instrumeatdl-LGBT homicide victim group, where all
victims are adult males and 70 percent of the mistare White. In comparison, only
approximately 20 percent of gay bash homicide mstare White.

The four offenders, Alante Saunders, Sharif Tauckater, Deontra Gray, and Joel
Johnson, were 18- and 19-year-old Black males. Mastmonly found in gay bash offenses,
non-White offenders are not characteristic of amy-BGBT homicide group, but instrumental
homicides have a greater prevalence of non-Whiendérs (30.4 percent) than other anti-
LGBT homicides. The offenders were young men, sinti most bias offenders, but were all
adults. Homicides perpetrated by multiple offend@esmore frequently found among
instrumental cases (61.5 percent) than all otharitide groups. Scholars have found that men
perpetrating bias offenses in groups produce dolieeasculinity (Bufkin, 1999; Tomsen,
2009). However, the evidence in the current cags dot support this finding. More likely, the
offenders in this case sought to ensure the suocddbe robbery by offending as a group. There

are no case facts that suggest the offenders exyged gender or sexual challenges from one
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another that provoked them to perpetrate the &@8-L homicide or that offenders received
“instant positive feedback from fellow offendershean attacking a “non-hegemonic individual”
(Bufkin, 1999, p.163). In fact, the transactioncdissed below reveals that gender and sexuality
were not salient characteristics to the criminarey

The offenders all seemed to have volatile pastsn&as had no fixed address and was
staying with Gray at the time of the homicide. Laster is described as having a “troubled
childhood” (Morse, 2013) and his mother was foum8¢ an unsuitable guardian. Although the
evidence in the current case is not inconsistettit prior findings regarding offenders’ increased
propensity to come from disadvantaged backgroumdsall, little information is known of the
offenders’ upbringings. The offenders resided mEhC. area and, despite their youth, each one
had an extensive criminal history. Collectivelye thffenders had been charged with offenses
including sex crimes, robbery, assault, multiplarges of theft, receiving stolen property,
operating a stolen vehicle, gun crime, fleeingva émforcement officer, unlawful possession of
ammunition, stolen auto, cocaine distribution, mplgtcharges of unlawful entry, multiple
charges of burglary, multiple charges of receist@en property, gun possession, and using a
vehicle without permission. Saunders had abscofrdeda group home two weeks prior to
killing Betts' and Lancastéand Gray had recently failed to appear to couatings. Saunders,
Lancaster, and Gréywere wanted at the time of the homicide. Prosesutiaimed Lancaster
and Saunders were both members of gangs. The axdaemsninal histories of the offenders
distinguish them from the offenders in the previtug case studies.

On the evening of April 14, 2010, Saunders relirchaational sex-chat line to select a
robbery victim. This chat line catered to gay mdrowommonly sought other men for sex. A

police source claimed that the site Betts used“¥wdam4Adam,” a free social-networking site,
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which describes itself as a tool "for gay men logkior friendship, romance, dating or a hot
hookup" (O’Bryan, 2010). Mentioned previously, rasd shows that offenders may target
homosexual victims for robbery, based on cultusaanptions about gay men. Tomsen found
that “in a minority of killings [robbery] appearéd be a principal motive, but this operated in the
social context of perpetrator awareness of the lsemaality of the victim: they are ‘soft targets’
with an expected vulnerability to attack and rolyb@ra reluctance to report the crime”
(Tomsen, 2002, p.29). Bartlett (2007) also fourat thctim homosexuality can be involved in
the victim selection process. Offenders may utifjag cruising areas, gay bars, or gay phone
lines and websites to select their victims.

Saunders expressed interest in meeting the viethm,agreed to leave his door unlocked
so that Saunders could meet him inside his howuse¢ uhder half of instrumental homicides
occur inside of a residence (46.2 percent) andabggtrs are never present for instrumental
homicides. Also observed in the prior case studiessituational circumstances of this crime
ensured the success of the offenders. The agre€aentlers was able to make with Betts
shows the advantage he gained by selecting a hounalsactim for robbery. Under the guise of
a romantic or sexual encounter, Saunders was algasily enter his victim’s home and make
certain that Betts would be found in a vulneralitigagion. There was no evidence of a prior
relationship between Saunders and Betts. Instruahkaotnicide victims and offenders are
strangers 36 percent of the time, more frequehty in representative or undesired advance
cases. Saunders claimed his reason for selectiolgo@ry victim was to obtain money for drugs,
but instances of drug or alcohol abuse by the dies prior to the homicide are not mentioned
in open-sources. Substance abuse in the precurase s uncommon to instrumental homicides

(3.8 percent). As in the representative homicideussed earlier, there does not appear to be a
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masculinized context of drinking or drug use essdlald directly prior to the criminal transaction
(see Bufkin, 1999). In contrast, in the gay bastdesired advance, and mistaken identity cases,
the anti-LGBT homicide emerges from a context thas$ masculinized in numerous ways.
Offenders had engaged in drugs and alcohol, grlfts and male friends were present, and some
offenders (McCullough, Steward, Merel, and Magiddued recently participated in gender
norm transgressions. None of these contextualfesfare evident in the current instrumental
case.
Stage Two: Dynamic Transaction

The four offenders arrived at Betts’ house sometetsveen 11:30 p.m. and 1 a.m.
Saunders entered first and walked up the staitsettbedroom where Betts was waiting.
Lancaster went inside second and saw Saundersdavittea gun, robbing Betts. During the
robbery, Saunders shot Betts from a distance st g time, causing injuries to his heart, lungs
and spine. It is unclear how the robbery escalatieda homicide. Saunders claimed that his only
intention was to rob Betts. Research on homicidésmmosexual men support this scenario:
“While a number of cases are consistent with thrpgteator anticipating a robbery, in which
some violence would be expected, in the more usas#d, there is no evidence to suggest that the
accused anticipated their encounter with the deckasuld escalate into violence” (Bartlett,
2007, p.578). Research on anti-homosexual killstgsvs that perpetrators’ “fury or contempt
for the victims outweighed restraint” (Tomsen, 200%7), but this is not evident in the current
case. Here, the perpetrators appear to be a ditfkied of offender, driven by instrumental
needs rather than symbolic ones. The offendershraag been drawing on essentialist beliefs

about gay males while they planned the robbery;dvaw it is not apparent that the offenders

90



disliked homosexual men or that they were seelorgphstruct a hegemonic masculine identity
by perpetrating an anti-LGBT homicide.

Characteristic of instrumental homicide, the offersd actions do not constitute overkill.
Excessive violence is found in instrumental homasigust under 40 percent of the time. While
research has shown non-firearms are more previaleanti-LGBT homicides (Gruenewald,
2012), when instrumental homicides are examinedrsggly the prevalence of guns increases
(30.8 percent). Studies show that firearms may beerfrequently used in homicides that have
been premeditated or those that are less expre3siigeis consistent with the current case,
where offenders planned the homicide and were sgekstrumental, rather than ideological,
gains.

At some point Gra§l and Johnson also entered Betts’ home. The offerslete Betts’
television, his iPod, his computer, his wallet,es@V of his credit cards, and his car.
Characteristic of instrumental homicides, the ofens did not use anti-homosexual epithets
throughout the course of the crime. The curreng easifferent from the predatory-
representative homicide, in which the offenders égokrienced challenges to their gender prior
to the homicide event, and the responsive homicideshich gender and sexuality were salient
characteristics within the situational contextsh&f homicides. The construction of gender and
sexuality was clearly relevant to the offendersneix@d in the other cases, but the current case
does not show that offenders were seeking to aelmedominant masculine identity through
their violent crimes.

Stage Three: The Aftermath
The day following the homicide, a coworker wentkeck on the victim when he did not

show up for work and called the police when Bettsdor was unlocked and a light was left on
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upstairs. Betts, clothed, was found dead in hiséndrater, Betts’ vehicle was located in a D.C.
neighborhood, where it had been abandoned by twpl@elancaster, his mom, and Saunders
were caught on surveillance cameras using Betisliccards at several locations, which led to
the identification of the offenders. The homicidasmot investigated as a hate crime.
Investigators and prosecutors claimed there wasvitence to support a hate crime charge and
that the homicide motive was robbery. It is fredqliethe case in mixed-motive homicides that
investigators and prosecutors choose to ignoredbamsents of a criminal event (see the second
endnote for an explanation of how motive is disedss the current study). The offenders did
not admit to an anti-LGBT motive, which is unchaeaistic of instrumental homicides where an
anti-LGBT admission of motive is found in approxielg 65 percent of the cases. Characteristic
of instrumental homicides, there is no evidence ¢ff@enders revealed the crime to friends or
family.

Saunders claimed the gun went off accidentallysend, “I didn’t go there meaning to
harm him in any way. And it was just over basicgétting money for drugs. Drugs was the
powerful force in this situation...” (Morse, 20101B). Saunders waharged with first degree
murder, armed robbery, and the use of a handgariefony crime of violence. He pled guilty to
felony murder and was sentenced to life with atl4iyears suspended. Lancaster was charged
with first degree murder, armed robbery, and treeafsa handgun in a felony crime of violence.
He pled guilty to charges of robbery and the use lshndgun during a felony and was sentenced
to 27 years in prison. Deontra Gnags charged with one count of first degree muradieg, count
of armed robbery, and one count of conspiracy toradg armed robbery. Gray pled guilty to
robbery and the use of a deadly weapon in a crirveotence and was sentenced to 30 years in

prison. Joel Johnsomas charged with conspiracy to commit first-degragder, first-degree
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murder, conspiracy to commit armed robbery and drmabbery. He agreed to testify against
Saunders and pled to being an accessory afteathéoffirst degree murder and was sentenced
to 5 years with all but 18 months suspenfed.

Cross-Case Analysis

The case studies provided a description of thiages of one “typical” homicide event
for each of the five subcategories, while placiogitides within a situational context and
showing how gender theories can explain the offeridetions. The following section examines
the event narratives in order to review the unitpuets of each homicide and highlight the
distinctions between each of the five anti-LGBT hade subcategories. A more in-depth
analysis of the general applicability of “doing den’ and other theories is given in the
subsequent discussion.

To begin with, the case studies revealed the Kérences between the umbrella
categories of predatory and responsive anti-LGBmibmle. Both of the predatory crimes were
planned by offenders. Before their crime, the \Witis brothers discussed killing Matson and
Mowder for their sexual orientation and Saundeampéd to rob Betts, relying on a chat line to
target a gay victim. While the responsive undesa@dance homicide was somewhat
premeditated, as Steward and Boone planned to tkigfag’s ass” when they arrived at Eads’
apartment, there is no evidence of the carefulrptanthat characterized predatory offenses.
Indeed, Steward was affronted by Eads’ sexual atbrand decided to cause him harm very
soon after the affront. Responsive and predatonyitides are also distinguished by the role the
victims played in the criminal events. Each respanblomicide revealed a dynamic transaction

between offenders and victims that was marked stgady escalation of violence, in which
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victims played a role in provoking the offenderlbe#t inadvertently. Contrastingly, in the
representative and instrumental cases neithenvistovoked the offenders.

The case studies also highlighted the criminaheetements that were used to identify
each homicide case with one of the five anti-LGBMmircide subcategories. All responsive cases
were characterized by victim provocation and tlok laf rational planning, but each case had
meaningful differences as well. For instance, emdghy bash homicide, which was defined by a
perceived wrongdoing by the victim, it was appatéat Gunn’s wrongdoing was her rejection
of McCullough’s propositions by claiming that shaswninterested due to her lesbian identity.
This provoked McCullough and led to the escalatibmiolence. In the second case study of an
undesired advance homicide, Eads provoked Stewaséually advancing on him—Eads
grabbed Steward’s crotch and asked him for oralwéich was undesired by Steward.
Interestingly, in the gay bash case the offendex pravoked because his advances were not
reciprocated by a member of the opposite sex,tlited undesired advance case the offender
was provoked because he experienced an advancafreember of his same sex. In the third
case study of a mistaken identity homicide, therdirs were provoked by Araujo after having
sex with her and discovering her gender identitg wat representative of her sex. Once again, to
be considered mistaken identity homicide, the afegrmust always be provoked after mis-
categorizing the victim’s gender, but this could¢wrcbefore, during, or after an expected sexual
encounter.

Neither of the predatory homicide victims playey @ole in the provocation of the
offenders, which is obvious after a close readefdriminal transactions of these homicides. In
each of the predatory cases, the offenders selactedim based on their LGBT status during

theprecursorphase of the criminal event, whereas responsivadidenoffenders selected
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victims in thetransactionphase of the homicide or, in some cases, veryridtee precursor
phase. In the fourth case study of a representhtivacide, the Williams brothers selected a gay
couple, Matson and Mowder, to kill. BMW invoked Ge@vord to rationalize his crime and
confessed that he hoped the homicide would incdeemiolence against homosexuals.
Representative homicides were characterized by ¢ffeinders who target LGBT individuals for
their sexual identity and their representationhef tGBT community. In other words, the
offender’s actions were meant to be symbolic irt thay were sending a message to the LGBT
community that homosexuality and alternative gendientities were inferior to heterosexuality
and would not be tolerated. In the fifth case stoflgn instrumental homicide, Saunders chose
to use a relationship service that catered to gay to select his robbery victim. Although open-
sources do not clearly indicate his reasoning, likely that Saunders chose a gay chat line based
on the stereotypical assumption that a gay mandvoeilan easier target for robbery, allowing
Saunders an advantage.

In addition to showing the dynamic processesdkatir between victims and offenders
and the way they interact based on the environthenytare situated in, the case studies revealed
the complexity of the homicides and the multipleid®n points in which offenders chose to
continue or intensify their violence, as well as thctims’ reactions to the offender. For
example, the gay bash homicide offender, McCullougds provoked by Gunn’s rebuffing of
his propositions; however, by examining the casdeitail, it is apparent that there were multiple
points throughout the transaction where McCulloogbld have left the situation. Instead,
McCullough seemed to be further provoked by Guan@ her friends’ refusals to come near
him and the subordinating comments made by Guruh, as “you’re not my father.” Similar

situations of escalating violence occurred in ttieeotwo responsive homicides. In the undesired
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advance case, Steward returned to Eads’ apartmiet after the undesired advance. In the
mistaken identity case, the bystanders and oneeobffenders attempted to help Araujo leave,
while the offenders ensured she stayed inside tieNhome. In comparison to the responsive
homicides, neither predatory homicide was chare&érby this dynamic interchange of insults
nor did they reveal a string of crucial decisiorsda by the offenders. In the predatory
subcategories, representative and instrumentagfteeders made a decision to offend against
LGBT individualsprior to interactingwith them. Another advantage to conducting caseiss
is that they showed how variables were expresseddhaw variable expression was dependent on
the situational context of the homicide. For examfie roles of specific gender-based language
and homosexual epithets used by offenders, thefep@eapons chosen, and the bystanders’
relations to the offenders and victims became clear

Finally, the case studies drew attention to ai@adrly unique type of anti-LGBT
homicide, instrumental crimes. Each homicide is 8tudy is identified as an anti-LGBT
homicide because the offenders selected victimsdas their LGBT status and each
subcategory of anti-LGBT homicide identified in tiypology was distinct, but instrumental
homicides were particularly different in nature daeheir status as actuarial crimes. Betts’
LGBT status did not appear to play a role in the@dransaction of the criminal event, but was
relevant in the precursor phase of the homicideshich the victim was targeted for violence.
Although Saunders was selecting a victim primawlyob, his selection process ensured that the
LGBT community had an increased risk of being geldfor Saunders’ crime. Instrumental
cases were included in the current study becagse¢tims were discriminately selected for
their LGBT identity, just as all other anti-LGBT imicide victims. While some scholars question

the inclusion of this type of case into studieshaite” or bias crimes (Berk et al., 2002), the
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current study suggests that further empirical eration to instrumental bias violence is needed
before excluding actuarial crimes from studies ot-BGBT violence. Indeed, the case example
shows that LGBT individuals may be at greater figskrobbery under certain circumstances.
The theoretical implications of this case are efatea in the next section.

In sum, the case studies showed how the five uroffeader selection processes
occurred and how process elements varied acros#is@nti-LGBT homicide categories and
subcategories. The case studies also revealedgig dynamic transactions that occurred
between offenders and victims in responsive horagidnd the less dynamic transactions that
occurred within predatory homicides. Revealing ¢heocesses lends the anti-LGBT homicide

typology to future research and empirical examonati
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VIIl. DISCUSSION
The following section reviews the goals of the euatrstudy, its research design
advantages, and discusses the applicability offgigender” and other masculinity theories to
five unique situations of anti-LGBT violence. Algothis section, key quantitative and
gualitative findings are integrated into the distas to show how the results from statistical
analyses and in-depth case studies align with ptesature.

An Anti-L GBT Homicide Typology

The first purpose of the current study was to dgvel typification scheme of a unique
form of homicide, anti-LGBT homicide, in order ttakorate on the different situational
circumstances in which this violence occurs. Teedtprior research and overcome the
disadvantages of past studies that relied primanlynotive to categorize homicide, the
proposed typology captured observable processesffeaders used to discriminately select
LGBT victims. Additional advantages of the curresgearch included its focus on one type of
crime and one type of bias to avoid making the damgs assumption that all types of violent
crimes and all biases have identical causes amerpst This study also relied on an innovative
open-source database to overcome the weaknessekifoafficial data and used a mixed-
method design to systematically compare differatégories and subcategories of anti-LGBT
homicide quantitatively and qualitatively. The “éaapatory” mixed-method design (see Creswell
& Plano Clark, 2007) allowed for broad comparisohanti-LGBT homicide umbrella
categories and subcategories, while providing diescriptions of the dynamic processes
offenders used to discriminately select LGBT vidifar homicide. This design also allowed the
current study to examine the applicability of thesrof masculinity and violence to five unique

anti-LGBT homicide situations. The quantitative lgsas identified significant differences
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between different homicide categories and subcatgavhile the qualitative phase helped
explain why anti-LGBT homicides occurred and howque anti-LGBT homicide selection
processes emerged from different situational cdatédditionally, the case studies allowed for
the examination of the mistaken identity homicidbeategory, which could not be considered in
guantitative analyses due to the small number eésa

There are some similarities between the propogsaldgy and that offered by McDevitt
et al. (2002). For example, one category of the Bla et al. (2002) typology was “thrill”
motivated violence, in which offenders often sougbiwver and excitement through offending
against minorities and other protected victim gougimilar situations were found among the
population of anti-LGBT homicides used to develog typology proposed here, but because a
goal of the current study was to capture observaliésder selection criteria, rather than motive,
“thrill” did not define a single category of ant@dBT homicide. Thus, those which would be
categorized as “thrill” by McDeuvitt et al. (2002)aynbe found among multiple subcategories
proposed by this study.

Another important dynamic of bias crimes recogniagdvicDevitt et al. (2002) is the
“peer dynamics” or the complex interactions betwemitiple offenders that occurred during
bias crime events. According to McDeuvitt et al. @20p.313), “In some cases the young person
actually disagreed with the sentiment of the grbupdid not know how to get out of the
situation and save face with his/her peers. Inigdrtant to note that most hate crime offenders
are young males for whom respect from their peensdaredibly important.” In the current study,
this finding is extended and explained by the nobb“collective masculinity” which is being
produced through the collective perpetration of loihe against LGBT individuals. Indeed, the

case studies revealed how offenders often incitglérnce in one another by explicitly
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challenging their fellow offender’s sexuality aneingler or by merely suggesting that others join
in on violence against homosexuals.

While McDeuvitt et al. (2002) also identified otr&tuations of violence, such as
“retaliatory” bias crimes, in which offenders conttad bias attacks in response to other recent
bias crimes, and “defensive” bias crimes, in whoffienders sought to protect their “turf” due to
the perceived threat of minority presence, neittiehese situations were identified in the anti-
LGBT homicides examined in the current study. ®Bupports the claim that it is necessary to
disaggregate bias offenses by crime and bias typeder to categorize a single type of violence
into meaningful categories. General typologiesia$ lerimes are useful; however, the current
study showed that more specific bias crime situgt@re better explained by typologies that
capture distinct elements of a single crime and bipe.

Testing Claims of Prior Resear ch

Flewelling and Williams (1999) stressed the impoactof looking for meaningful
differences and similarities in criminal eventshimt homicide types. Prior research has also
stressed how anti-LGBT homicide situations arehmohogenous. Therefore, the current study
developed a typology of two umbrella categorieardf-LGBT homicide which were further
disaggregated into five total subcategories. Poggand responsive umbrella categories loosely
aligned with prior research, in that they were wedi by some of the important differences that
have been found between planned attacks and reaoticonfrontational, violence. Fisher and
Salfati (2009) speculated that bias homicides nealpbsely divided by crimes in which
offenders are seeking power and those in whicmdtes are attempting to restore lost honor,
whereas Tomsen’s (2009) research identified eveater variation in anti-LGBT violence. He

found that anti-LGBT homicides may be separated)qyublic, planned attacks, in which
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offenders are characterized by extreme anger apd@te attacks between men, in which the
victim has romantically or sexually proposition&ée bffender who reacts violently to the
advance. After examining this research and openesaccounts of anti-LGBT homicide
situations, this study’s two broad categories a-B@&BT homicide, predatory and responsive,
were developed. These categories were definedeéogxttent of offender planning and victim
provocation.

In order to explore claims of prior research, teeand purpose of this study was to
conduct multivariate logistic regression to testdignificant differences between predatory and
responsive categories. The variables selectedimphase of the research were those which
prior literature has identified as important digtirshing factors in anti-LGBT homicide types:
age, multiple offenders, occurred in residencefitrelated circumstances, non-firearm, and
gender- and sexuality-based remarks. Of theseit{petdited circumstances was found to be a
significant predictor net the effects of other ahifes. Anti-LGBT homicides characterized by
profit-related circumstances were less likely tddaend among responsive homicides, largely
due to the inclusion of instrumental crimes in pinedatory umbrella category. As expected,
gender- and sexuality-based remarks were significamore likely (p<.1) to be used by
responsive offenders. The results clearly showatlitis essential to disaggregate anti-LGBT
homicide beyond two general scenarios of violerefendd by planning and the element of
victim provocation. Important variables determimegbrior research were not found to
distinguish anti-LGBT homicides effectively untild two umbrella categories were

disaggregated into subcategories.
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| nterpreting Subgroup Analyses and Applying Theories of M asculinity and Violence

In addition to multivariate logistic regressione tturrent study conducted bivariate
comparative subgroup analyses between four unigjpeasegories of predatory and responsive
anti-LGBT homicide to fulfill a third purpose ofélresearch—to identify significant differences
across subcategories of predatory and responsive@BT homicide. A fourth purpose was to
utilize in-depth case studies to show represematarratives of each homicide subcategory,
while applying explanatory theories to anti-LGBTaflesituations. The results highlighted
differences and similarities across four anti-LGBImicide subcategories and the five case
studies gave insight into the circumstances thatengach anti-LGBT homicide category unique,
while showing how masculinity theories may be aguplio offender and situational
characteristics of anti-LGBT homicides. The follogisection draws attention to key findings
by integrating discussion of the quantitative biate comparisons with an assessment of the
overall relevance of “doing gender” and other mésity theories to multiple situational
circumstances of anti-LGBT homicide. Theories @ience and bias crimes have examined the
relationship between gender and crime, specifidhyimportance of dominant masculinities to
anti-LGBT fatal situations, but prior research has been able to apply masculinity theories to
the five unique situations of anti-LGBT violencerified in the current study. Findings support
the notion that anti-LGBT homicide occurrences loann part explained by doing gender theory
in all but one anti-LGBT homicide subcategory-instental.

Offender Characteristics and Masculinity

Research shows that a majority of violent offendeias offenders, and anti-LGBT

offenders are men who have had conventional aveousshieving masculinity blocked

(Bufkin, 1999; Messerschmidt, 2002; 2012; Pernfd2@Polk, 1994; Tomsen, 2009). Men are
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expected to enact aggression and dominance, whithe& achieved by participating in violence.
Violence is well-established as a resource for gomen to construct a hegemonic gender
identity and the finding that all offenders in thepulation of anti-LGBT homicides are male
leads credence to theoretical and empirical finglithgit violence serves as an important
masculine resource for doing gender. Also suppgitor research, this study found that a
majority of the offenders were White. No signifitaffender racial differences were found
across homicide subcategories, although gay basichies had a substantial minority of non-
White offenders and victim race did vary acrosaugso Of the cases examined qualitatively, the
gay bash and instrumental homicides were perpdttatdBlack males and the mistaken identity
homicide was perpetrated by males of Latino des¢ame possible explanation for the
overrepresentation of White offenders is that Wheterosexual males are already the dominant
group in the current social hierarchy (althougls tiioup may be further disaggregated into
dominant and subordinate groups). Thus, White ntedes the most to lose as the nation moves
towards social equality, meaning they are advantdyeperpetrating anti-LGBT crimes that
attempt to stunt social equality. It may also bedhse that men of different racial and ethnic
backgrounds draw from different social structurderiming them how to “be a man,” which
affects their use or disuse of violence in cersdtinational contexts. Future research should
explore how males of different races and ethngitigy use bias violence to express their
masculinity similarly and differently.

In regard to age, of the four homicide subcategagigantitatively examined, undesired
advance homicides had a greater frequency of jleveffenders, but not juvenile victims. The
offenders reviewed in the case studies were atively young. While the offenders in the gay

bash and representative cases were close to 36-gtkehrthe other offenders were in their late
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teens or early twenties. The case studies supportrgsearch finding that it is often young men
who use violence to do gender to counteract thesalgerdination they experience.

Another avenue toward achieving a hegemonic mastuls establishing a family and a
professional career. Since the offenders’ persbaekgrounds could not be explored
guantitatively, case studies allowed the curramt\sto give some insight on relevant findings
regarding the offenders’ life experiences. Oneara®ung males often maintain subordinate
statuses is that they do not have access to as opgaytunities to achieve a dominant masculine
identity through family or work as older males &esearchers have also found that criminal
offenders are overwhelmingly lower or working classl poor (Messerschmidt, 2012; Polk
1994, Tomsen, 2009). The cases examined shouwhthatfenders’ histories are consistent with
this finding. The offenders did not have profesalgobs and those whose jobs were known had
working class and service jobs. Only one offendas Wnown to be attending college, despite
finding that a majority of the offenders were cglleaged. Interestingly, the only offenders with
a violent criminal history were the four males wierpetrated the instrumental anti-LGBT
homicide.

To achieve a traditional notion of masculinity, egbften establish themselves as the
head of a household, get married, and have childanof thirteen total offenders in the five
cases, none of the men were known to be marrig¢dytbbeast five had children, with little
evidence that offenders had established relatipsshith their children. While little is known of
the majority of the offenders’ upbringing, whakisown of some offenders shows that they
experienced childhood and adolescence with littfgosrt from one or both parents, meaning
they were likely subordinate to males with stronfgenily backgrounds. The Williams brothers

are unique, as they grew up in a two-parent fandilglose examination of the role the Williams’
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parents played, however, shows how the brotherenps contributed to their social
marginalization. As none of the offenders had astdea conventional family life, this could
mean they sought other, more accessible, avenuwehieve a dominant masculine identity,
including anti-LGBT violence.
Anti-LGBT Homicide Situations and Masculinized Contexts

Drawing from the criminal event perspective (CERg variables measured in the current
study were based on offender- and victim-level abi@ristics, but also on relevant situational
factors. Meanwhile, the case studies extendediioeission of relevant contextual features and
revealed how contexts in which the homicides o@iwere masculinized in numerous ways.
First, quantitative findings showed that offendeese found to use substances in a minority of
homicides, but three of the five case studies skdaswvedence that offenders had engaged in drug
use, alcohol use, or both. This allowed for an ergilon of how alcohol and drugs may play a
role in the offenders’ perpetration of an anti-LGBdmicide. According to Tomsen (2009,
p.94), social psychologists have found a “variatioreaction to intoxication in different social
contexts” and Tomsen’s own findings show that “hegroup drinking” is linked to “the
importance of issues of male honor in the soci&raction that leads to violent behavior.” Thus,
males may find themselves in an environment whesg &re particularly sensitive to the social
necessity of achieving a hegemonic masculinity cwieads them to use violence. Findings
from the undesired advance and mistaken identggsaupport this research; however, the role
of alcohol is not as well-established in the gagtbhomicide despite some evidence that the
offender was drinking prior to the homicide.

A second contextual variant of anti-LGBT homiciddghe presence of multiple

offenders. Although multiple offender homicides aot the norm in the current study, they
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constitute a substantial minority of the currenpylation of anti-LGBT homicides (42 percent).
Some differences did exist across homicide suboat=gin regard to the prevalence of multiple
offenders. Instrumental violence was most likeljh&ve instances of multiple offender
homicides and representative homicides were ldadyl As the quantitative analyses did not
allow for the measurement of multiple offender dyies, qualitative case studies were
particularly important in that they showed how offers interacted together based on the
situation of anti-LGBT fatal violence. Four of thiee homicides discussed in the case studies
were perpetrated by multiple offenders. Evidenoenfthe mistaken identity, undesired advance,
and representative cases shows that the offendesslikely influenced by the presence of
additional offenders, to whom they were accountatdgculine. Additionally, it was not unusual
to find that offenders encouraged each other tpgisate the anti-LGBT homicide. Some
examples of this include, in the undesired advaase, Steward inviting Boone and another
male (who declined) to join him in “kicking the fagss;” in the mistaken identity case, Cazares
ensuring that Nabors “had the back” of the othéeraders; and, in the representative case, BMW
explaining to his younger brother that if they beed homosexuality was a sin they “had an
obligation to kill [Matson and Mowder].” Scholara\e found that males who perpetrate bias
offenses together are constructing a collectivecolasty. It is possible that these offenders
were influenced by norms of male honor and feankess. The exception to this is the
instrumental case; though it involved four offersjéhere were no indicators that they incited
violence with challenges to one another’s gendeseguality. Rather, it appears the instrumental
offenders were merely seeking to ensure a sucdes$iery by perpetrating together.

Third, bystanders may have inadvertently contridutethe escalation of violence in the

homicides (see also, Luckenbill, 1977). Quantrdi, bystanders were much more prevalent in
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both responsive subcategories, particularly gah basnicides, compared to predatory
subcategories. In the gay bash case that was egdnMtCullough had a male acquaintance
present, in addition to Sakia’s four friends, thgbaut the homicide. In the undesired advance
homicide, bystanders were not present for the griaethe offenders did interact with friends
intermittently throughout the homicide transactiBgstander presence likely contributed to the
offenders’ actions in the mistaken identity casetveo males and a female were present in
addition to the four male offenders. One of theticd tenets of doing gender theory is that
individuals are always aware that they are beisgssed for accountability to their perceived
gender (West & Zimmerman, 1987), meaning the oesavere aware that they might have
been punished by co-offenders, bystanders, or thtre offenders had not performed
according to the behaviors seen as appropriatinéar gender in a particular situation.

Fourth, the place in which anti-LGBT homicides wted varied greatly across the
unique situations of violence. Just as perpetratingiiple offender homicides advantages
offenders, violence that takes place in resideme@sases the likelihood that offenders’ crimes
will be successful. Undesired advance homicidegwarst likely to occur in private residences,
which is not surprising once the nature of thisneriis considered. Almost half of instrumental
crimes occur in private, which is also to be expdaonsidering that these crimes are planned
ahead of time. Meanwhile, slightly less represé@vgaiomicides are perpetrated in residences
despite the element of planning that defines thtegory. It may be the case that offenders in
instrumental cases are more concerned with enspringcy, as their main goal is to rob the
victim. In representative homicides, offenderslée&ly more concerned about the symbolism of
their crimes, meaning privacy may not be considaetkelevant. Perhaps, some representative

offenders may even feel that their homicides remre when an audience is more likely.
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Although the representative case study was an eeamfija private representative homicide, it
was apparent that BMW was enthused about sharegitbumstances of the anti-LGBT
homicide, whereas the instrumental offenders wete@ay bash homicides are the least likely
to occur in a residence. Considering offendersiaually unknown to victims, it is much more
likely that the confrontation occurs in a publiear

Fifth, the quantitative results showed that eactheffour homicide subcategories had
some instances of profit-related circumstances gvewinfrequent they were. Case studies
allowed for the examination of the unique roled thaft had in different homicide
circumstances. In the instrumental homicide cagghery was the primary reason the offenders
targeted a LGBT individual. In contrast, theft oced in the undesired advance and
representative homicide cases, but it was app#rahmonetary gain played a secondary role to
the homicide. In the undesired advance case, Eadshosen to be a victim for his sexual
advance and it appeared that the offenders stotesifrom Eads’ apartment in an effort to
further demean the victim, considering Stewardeshent, which claimed he “wanted to kick
the fag’'s ass and take his shit.” In the represieetaase, the homicide was clearly meant to be
symbolic and the theft of Matson’s credit cards mld factor into the Williams brothers’
decision to kill the gay couple. Theft appearebt¢mnly an incentive of homicide to the
offenders, who used the victim’s credit cards techase weapons. Tomsen (2009) also found
that robbery had a unique relation to anti-LGBT ode, in that it could play a primary or
secondary role to the offenders’ discriminate gelacof victims.

Sixth, research has examined the expressive natanati-LGBT violence by looking at
the use of non-firearms, excessive violence, aadrtanipulation and mutilation of victims’

bodies. Prior studies have found that non-fireaanesmore expressive weapons and studies have
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suggested that excessive violence or overkill meag lway to symbolically remove the victim
from the “offender’s universe” (Bufkin, 1999). Ihi$ study, anti-LGBT homicides were
typically perpetrated with non-firearms, with firees being slightly more prevalent in
instrumental homicides. A substantial minority ases was characterized by overkill, or
excessive violence, but manipulation and mutilatene rare. Overkill was observed in two of
the cases examined, the undesired advance andstakem identity cases. The offenders in
each case used multiple weapons and expressedagdbeyond what would be required to kill
the victim.

Seventh, in regard to offender admission of ana@BT motive and offender
revelation, there was some variation across homisitbcategories. While a majority of the
representative, instrumental, and undesired advaifieeders admitted to an anti-LGBT motive,
very few gay bash offenders made this admissianalg be that gay bash offenders are more
likely to feel that their confrontational homicidaguations justified their attacks on LGBT
victims, and so offenders felt that they were mobtivated” by anti-LGBT thoughts. In regard
to the classification of these cases as “anti-LGEBig current study was careful to identify cases
in which there was clear evidence that the victindsnosexuality or transgender identity played
a significant role in the victim selection procesbether offenders made an admission or not.
Examining the case studies, the gay bash offeMigCullough, confessed to an anti-LGBT
motive when he pled to bias charges; the undeangdnce offenders, Steward and Boone,
confessed that they were provoked by Eads’ sexdwadrece; and the representative offenders,
BMW and JTW, admitted to targeting Matson and Momfde their homosexuality. Examining
guantitative findings, it is apparent that all oifiers were unlikely to reveal their crimes to

outsiders (offender revelation); although, appraatiety a quarter of undesired advance
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offenders did reveal the anti-LGBT homicide circtamees to others. It may be worth
investigating whether there is a relationship betwmore private residential homicides and the
likelihood of offenders revealing their crime tdets, as undesired advance cases were most
likely to occur in private settings. The achievemaina hegemonic masculinity may not be as
successful for offenders who perpetrate their csimeorivate, unless they share the details with
outsiders. The case studies show that the undemihezhce, mistaken identity, and
representative offenders revealed their crimeanal or friends.

An eighth way to examine the context of anti-LGBdmicide is to look at languagéhe
way anti-homosexual language is used by offendanies; statements may be made by the
offender toward the victim or by one offender to#er offender about the victim or another
offender’s gender or sexuality. Quantitatively, der and sexuality-based remarks are most
frequently found within gay bash homicides. Regagdhe case studies, anti-homosexual
language was used in each of the responsive hogsiciterms such as “dyke” and “fag” used in
the gay bash and undesired advance homicides eelvied inferior status assigned to
homosexual men and women by offenders. Occasigntaiéynecessary to closely examine the
context of the language usage, as offenders mayssoa specifically gendered or sexualized
term, but may use mainstream derogatory terms wéiféering to the victim’s LGBT status. For
example, during the mistaken identity homicide Measked Araujo if she was a “woman” or a
“sloppy ass nigga,” which applies a derogatory tesrtranswomen. Although anti-homosexual
epithets were not observed in the predatory hores;idxamining the language used by BMW
outside of the immediate context of the criminatm@vn the representative case shows that
BMW felt homosexuals were inferior to others. Iltngportant to examine language use because

it shows how offenders draw boundaries between damiand subordinate groups and how
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offenders justify their crimes to themselves arfteat. Language also shows how offenders draw
from cultural and institutional “structures” regarg homosexuality and gender.

There are ways to examine the context of the aBBT homicides that could not be
measured quantitatively. One way is to explorestidgence of gender and sexuality to the
criminal event. Gender and sexuality are more geleto certain situations than others, meaning
that doing gender theory may be a better explamatioviolence when offenders are presented
with challenges to their gender or sexuality (Messemidt, 2012). In the gay bash homicide,
McCullough attacked Gunn and her friends after tiedysed his propositions. The offender was
prevented from “doing masculinity” because thesgitid not reciprocate his sexual advance. The
affront to McCullough’s masculinity was heighterteetause he was in the presence of a male
acquaintance and four other young lesbians whaalideciprocate his advances. These
circumstances made gender and sexuality espesallgnt to the situation and led McCullough
to assert his manhood, which Gunn had challengettiei only way he perceived that he could—
through violence. In the undesired advance casgyaét’'s manhood was challenged because
another male sexually advanced on him. After ilitieaving the situation, he reported back to
friends. Sharing his experience shows that Stevairdhallenged by Eads’ homosexual advance
and was concerned about the implications it haBteward’s own masculinity and
heterosexuality. The relevance of gender and sixualthe anti-LGBT homicides is most
apparent in the mistaken identity homicide. Thewders, particularly Merel, questioned their
sexuality and adherence to masculine norms afégrdiscovered they had had sex with a
transwoman, someone who identifies as a woman bhathas male genitalia. The precursor to
the criminal event showed a steady rise of aggrasas the offenders took different approaches

to discover Araujo’s sex and to resolve the comiusurrounding their own sexual pursuits. To
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the offenders, heterosexuality was central to benagculine. Once they became aware of their
gender norm transgression, or the challenge to thasculinity, the offenders sought to correct
their subordinated masculinities with violencetlie bne who affronted them-Arauijo.

Bufkin (1999) and Luckenbill (1977) found that Id&inor or masculinity must be
repaired directly after the affront in order tovedace” or restore hegemonic masculinity,
whereas Messerschmidt (2012) shows that challelogase’s sexuality or gender may be
internalized in one context, but repaired in anothecontrast to the responsive homicides, the
predatory cases did not happen in the immediateegbaof an affront to the offender’s
masculinity. This does not discount the relevarfcelaing gender” to the representative
homicide; however, it does not appear that thetcoctson of gender or sexuality was relevant to
the instrumental case. In the representative thsee is not a specific “affront” to either BMW'’s
or JTW’s masculinity during the criminal event. Rext, it appears that the planning and
perpetration of the anti-LGBT homicide by BMW anidA was a product of the offenders’
upbringing and the ideologies to which they hadomea themselves. It is more relevant that
both offenders had been raised in a heterosexigtoement and had been exposed to multiple
anti-gay and White supremacist discourses thataappdo have been internalized by BMW.
Additionally, BMW may have also been questioning twvn adherence to hegemonic masculine
ideals, as his sexuality was questioned by friends.

In sum, it is likely the offenders examined in eggclalitative case study believed
violence was the only way to correct their gendermtransgressions, which there is evidence of
in all cases, except the instrumental homicide.tidial factors played a role in the escalation of
violence, which ended in homicide. The interact@tween offenders, bystanders, and victims

contributed to the perpetration of the criminalva obvious ways, but it is essential to
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consider that the particular setting the actorsifbthemselves in contributed to violence, as
well. As symbolic interactionists have suggestdfibrmlers make decisions after assessing every
facet of the situation in which they find themsalvin this study, with the exception of
instrumental homicide, the situational contexts tmedinteractants produced challenges to the
offenders’ gender and sexuality that could onlydyaired through the commission of an anti-

LGBT homicide.
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| X. CONCLUSION

The following chapter concludes this study of &/@&BT homicide. First, a summary of
the study’s contribution is given. Second, the iggilons of the key findings are discussed.
Finally, the limitations of this research are addexl and recommendations for future research
are given.

Summary

The current study extended prior research in seweygs. First, this research utilized an
alternative data set based on an open-source datdbsing open-sources allowed the current
study to overcome the limitations of official daitagluding reporting discrepancies and limited
geographic scope. Second, by disaggregating byeaimd bias type, the current study revealed
the heterogeneous nature of a single type of biasecanti-LGBT homicide. In the past, bias
crimes have been treated as a homogenous typared. dRecent research has suggested this may
be an overgeneralization and the current study bnithis literature which has shown that bias
crimes and anti-LGBT homicides occur within dives#@ational circumstances. The findings of
this study support the notion that bias crimes khba disaggregated, and more importantly, that
there are also distinct differences within anti-LlGBomicide.

Third, the current study sought to identify antiBGhomicide through observable
indicators of anti-LGBT violence, rather than relyion the determination of offender motive.
Relying on Lawrence’s (1999) “discriminatory selentmodel,” it was not necessary to
determine whether the offender “hated” the victinmbat the offender’s thoughts were
throughout the criminal event. Using this methde, ¢urrent study demonstrated that anti-LGBT
homicides were not always predatory events andttispossible for anti-LGBT homicide to be

characterized by situations in which offenders hawdtiple reasons for discriminately targeting
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a LGBT victim. These findings gave a deeper undeding of the nature of anti-LGBT
homicide and go against conventional beliefs, wislaeim that bias crimes may only be
determined by offender hatred or bigotry or thasshirimes can only occur absent of other
offender motivations.

Finally, this mixed-method design allowed for a meystematic examination of victim-,
offender-, and incident-level differences and samities across various modes of anti-LGBT
homicide, as well as an in-depth examination ofmdier selection processes and an explanation
of anti-LGBT violence. Finding that anti-LGBT viaglee happened in diverse situations,
multivariate and bivariate analyses were condutdetiscover whether these situations of
violence could be distinguished from one anothéerXinding important differences across
categories and subcategories of the proposed typabanti-LGBT homicide, in-depth case
studies were used to examine offender selectiocegses in detail and to show how and why
anti-LGBT homicides occurred by systematically gpm theories and concepts. Additionally,
the current study found that once anti-LGBT honeonhs disaggregated into five diverse
situations of violence, theories such as “doingdgefhand “hegemonic masculinity” still held
explanatory power in all subcategories but one—+imséntal anti-LGBT homicide. Utilizing the
“explanatory” design for mixed-method researchioet in Creswell and Plano Clark (2007),
the current study was able to give a more completkerstanding of the heterogeneous nature of
anti-LGBT homicide. Using quantitative analyses andepth case studies in a single project
allowed for increased insight into anti-LGBT hondigiand stronger interpretations of initial
guantitative findings, as well as explanationshef diverse processes offenders used to

discriminately select victims.
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| mplications

The findings of the current research have sevarglications for policymakers, criminal
justice actors, and future researchers. First,gmiemng differences across offender selection
processes can lead to the prevention of anti-LGBIerce. Depending on how victims are
selected, different educational practices may leel &3 prevent violence. For example, to
prevent predatory violence it is important to edadhe LGBT community about the dangers
associated with meeting strangers through inteaanétphone lines or other anonymous services,
especially in their own residences.

Second, policymakers and law enforcement shouldidenthe different modes that
offenders use to select victims to inform biasségion and the policies that law enforcement
agencies use to identify these crimes. The curemaarch would be particularly useful to law
enforcement agencies, which are responsible folem@nting their own bias crimes
identification procedures. Making police officersdanvestigators aware of the diverse nature of
anti-LGBT homicide by integrating the proposed tggy into training materials and continuing
education would allow for a more accurate iderdifien of anti-LGBT bias crimes, especially in
those that contain mixed-motive situations.

Third, if law enforcement actors have a greatelitglio identify these crimes they are
more likely to be prosecuted, as well. The offersidection typology of anti-LGBT homicide
can provide prosecutors with additional tools fgplaining the bias elements of an anti-LGBT
homicide. Arguably, if anti-LGBT homicides are idiéied more frequently, this will send a
message to potential offenders and lead to therdatee of these fatal incidents. Greater
identification of anti-LGBT homicide will also shothat the criminal justice system is

supporting the LGBT community, potentially reducihg psychological harm and fear
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associated with discriminate threats of violenoghis way, the proposed typology of anti-
LGBT violence can inform law enforcement and paselyt curtail future crime.

Fourth, it is important to utilize alternative dat@urces when studying rare forms of
violence, such as anti-LGBT homicide. National eridatabases are not yet capable of
providing the information necessary to empiricaflydy this form of violence. Official data sets
present challenges to researchers of bias crimasjdaering the underreporting of these
offenses, the difficulty of identifying them, antketdiscrepancies in identification occurring
across individuals, agencies, and states. Relyingpen-source information and innovative
research designs significantly extends our undedstg of the nature of anti-LGBT homicide
and other rare forms of violence.

Finally, the current study has important implicasaegarding masculinity theories and
anti-LGBT violence. While prior research and themg has suggested that “doing gender” and
other masculinity theories are a fruitful explaoatfor anti-LGBT homicide and bias crimes
generally, research has not systematically apptiege theories to empirical data across the
diverse situational circumstances of anti-LGBT hade identified in this study. Finding that
doing gender theory was an effective way to expdauti-LGBT homicide events across multiple
selection processes supports prior research. Howiwvaing that masculinity theories did not
effectively explain instrumental anti-LGBT homicidbhows that future research should seek
other potential explanations for this type of drfBT violence. In addition, future research
should also empirically test whether theories osoudinity and violence are applicable across

all bias and crime types.
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Limitations

There are some limitations to the current reseditht, a number of anti-LGBT
homicide events that occurred during the time frafe study remain unidentified. It is likely
that authorities and victims’ families wish not‘tut” victims or draw attention to victims’
LGBT statuses following their deaths in many casdsch means these homicides would not be
identified by open-sources. Therefore, this stumbused only on observable anti-LGBT
homicide events in the United States during thes/@890 to 2010. It is unknown how
unidentified cases may systematically vary fromsthimcluded in this study. Second, the
proposed typology should be submitted to additiemapirical tests in future studies to
determine whether anti-LGBT homicide can be catiegdrusing the categories and
subcategories outlined by the proposed typologwdTthis study focused only on fatal anti-
LGBT attacks, which is necessary to gain a deepéerstanding of this violence, but it is also
necessary for future research to compare typiboatof lethal anti-LGBT violence to non-lethal
anti-LGBT violence. As the case studies revealedegtalation of violence, it would be
interesting to examine attempted anti-LGBT homidm&nd out how the processes that result in
the de-escalation of violence occur. Finally, thereo “gold standard” for typifying homicide
(Flewelling & Williams, 1999, p.99); however, thercent research demonstrated the utility of
relying on observable offender selection processeategorize homicides in which offenders
discriminately target a certain population. Thusufe research should test the generalizability of

the proposed typology to other forms of bias-mdg&daviolence.
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X1: APPENDIX: LIST OF OPEN-SOURCES
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. Proquest;

. Yahoo ;

. Google;

. Copernic;

. News Library;

Westlaw;

Google Scholar (both articles & legal

opinions);

9.

Amazon;

10. Google U.S. Government;

11. Federation of American Scientists;

12. Google Video;

13. Center for the Study of Intelligence;
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14.
15.
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17.
18.
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20.
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23.
24,

25.

Surf Wax;

Dogpile;

Mamma;

Librarians’ Internet Index;
Scirus;

All the Web;
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Homeland Security Digital Library;
Vinelink;

The inmate locator;

Individual State Department of

Corrections (DOCs);

26.
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X11. ENDNOTES

Chapters|-VI

' The NCAVP also included reports by individuals wiaal been victimized due to their HIV-
infected status; however, most homicides were tedas motivated by LGBT or queer statuses
and very few of homicides were reported as moti/atethe HIV-status of the victim.

" As most of the bias crimes literature uses langusgh as “motive” and “motivation,” the
current discussion also relies on these terms wingawing prior studies. This study maintains;
however, that motive-based typologies are problenaaid instead relies on observable modes of
victim selection to categorize anti-LGBT homicidtles not the objective to claim that offenders
do not have motives, only that the current resedods not attempt to identify them.

" Although some undesired advance anti-LGBT homg@e premeditated, they are identified
as responsive homicide events due to the elemeanttah provocation. Responsive homicide is
distinguished from predatory homicide because mnesige events are primarily defined by a real
or perceived affront by the victim. Therefore, texision was made that any homicides defined
by this confrontational situation would be placeithin the respective responsive anti-LGBT
homicide subcategory. In contrast, victims playole in the escalation of violence within
predatory homicide subcategories.

Chapter VII
Case Study One: Gay Bash Anti-LGBT Homicide

' Newark, New Jersey is a city characterized bygel@opulation of American minority groups.
Approximately half of Newark’s residents are Blaid about one-third of the city’s residents
are Hispanic. The remainder of the population i€ Jercent White and there are very small
percentages of other races and ethnicities.

" “Aggressives” are even considered non-conformisbiag homosexual individuals. Due to
their unigue mixture of masculinity and femininitiiey are often seen as “gender outlaws” and
are deemed “too gay” (Sprinkle, 2011, p.167-168).

"' Zook (2006) was able to contact, Nekeida Galigivag had a child with McCullough. She
had lived with McCullough from ages 16 to 22 and skaimed that McCullough was not a bad
guy. No further information on McCullough’s livirgituation or family life at the time of the
homicide is revealed. It is not apparent whetheCMiough was involved in his children’s lives,
whether he had a child with another woman, or wérefie had a current wife or girlfriend.

v Boykin (2004) described the girls’ trip from Newao NYC as moving from a culture of
“largely Black and working class” to a differentlice, known as “a gay-friendly multicultural
mecca.” Gunn’s friend, Valencia, described thisas “...a different environment. It seems like
the gay community [is] as one, we don’t play nosemse. There’s no beef there...you can just
go and you can just relax, but you ain’t got to wabout like nobody fighting” (Sprinkle, 2011,
p.169). Such an area was not found in Newark.

¥ The mayor of Newark claimed that the police bosé#is unstaffed between 1:00 a.m. and 6:00
a.m. because the typical amount of activity duthig time did not justify police presence.

"' Newark, New Jersey is well known for the vast amiaf crime that occurs in the city. There
were 81 total murders in 2003, the year of Gune'stl. That same year, Newark had 29.1
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murders per 100,000 of the population, whereaatieeage U.S. city had 5.7. The year of
Gunn’s murder does not represent an unusually kmgmunt of crime for Newark. These
numbers were fairly consistent prior to 2003 andeh@mained fairly consistent over the past
decade (City-Data, 2013).

" While supplementary references claim McCullougls @enking the night of the murder,
open-sources do not mention that McCullough had lbeking prior to murdering Gunn.

""" The night of Gunn’s murder, McCullough was theseager of a car driven by Allen Pierce,
who was also Black (Green, 2009). Pierce was ahygsrr to Gunn’s murder and was never
charged with any crime.

" When verbatim language is reported, the sourciteéd. Some sources have slightly different
wording for the same exclamations by the offendacsims, and bystanders. Although
conflicting accounts exist, the differences areanjio not contain different meanings, and are
not reported in different contexts.

X Zook (2006) is the only source that reports thaCMllough said “You the ringleader?” and “|
should knock yo ass down right now” the night oif@&s murder.

X' Since the author used the pronoun “his” and ddlrafers in the current sample were male, the
current study relies on masculine pronouns to desaffenders.

X! Sprinkle (2011) was the only source that indicdked the knife was a switchblade.

X Gunn was pronounced dead after hospital staffratted to revive her in the emergency
room.

*V'It is important to note that it can be problemaieneasure the admission of motive by the
offender. In this case, admission of motive is cbde yes for the quantitative findings,
considering that McCullough pled guilty to biasnmidation; however, it may be argued that
pleading guilty to a bias charge does not coumtdasission of an anti-LGBT motive.

* Interestingly, there were no bias homicides reggbih New Jersey for any type of bias
motivation (e.g. sexual orientation, race, disépilin 2003 (UCR, 2003), despite McCullough’s
charge and conviction of first degree aggravatedstaaighter and aggravated assault, both with
bias intimidation.

Case Study Two: Undesired Advance Anti-LGBT Homicide

' Eads race is unknown from open-source documents.

" Boone was 5 feet and 8 inches tall and he weidl8€dpoounds, whereas Steward was slimmer
and described as skinny at 5 feet, 9 inches ang@&8ds (My Inmate Locator, 2013).

" In an appeal to the court, Steward claimed thatdtesuffered from schizophrenia prior to the
criminal event. Steward claimed to hear voicedubalate, experience paranoia and other
psychotic problems, and that he had been takingrtigosychotic medication Zyprex&téward

v. Kansas2007). Steward had also taken Prozac in the pasental evaluation showed that
Steward’s mental illness did not reduce his culiigior the crime. Steward had a GED and he
could read, write and understand English.

v'In homicides precipitated by a sexual advance rbgdegay victim, it was found that
offenders often came from a socially marginalizaaify, as Steward does (Bartlett, 2007).

¥ Eads had served as a hair stylist for Stewarchanthther.

' The autopsy showed that “Eads had cocaine anduaaa metabolites in his system and a
blood alcohol level of .18"Kansas v. Boone&004).
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“'Eads had previously taken classes to become acdurselor after attaining his own sobriety,
but had begun drinking again prior to his death.

Y It is not stated that Steward actually used thmice® at this time; however, Steward had
smoked crack with Eads on his first visit to Edusme that same evening.

" The man who declined the invitation was Nick Fasinwho corroborated the statement that
Steward claimed to have been touched by some giliyham Steward wanted to find this man
and “beat his ass” and “he wanted to steal itelms fihe guy” Kansas v. Boone€004). Farinas
rejected Steward’s invitation to go “kick [Eadsys”

X This crime contains elements of premeditationlanping prior to the criminal event; however,
this is different from the careful planning thatides predatory offenses in the current study.
Victim provocation is also an important distingursielement between predatory and
responsive homicides. Considering Eads’ sexualrazb/avhich provoked Steward and Boone
and the current study’s focus on the primary vicsigtection criteria, this crime was placed in
the undesired advance subcategory.

X' The arson investigator found that the front ancklmoors were unlocked and that there were
no signs of forced entry.

X! Steward and Boone each claimed the other wasmsige for carrying out a majority of the
beating to Eads.

X' The fire was most likely intentionally set in adshelf that was located in the dining room.
Both offenders claim that they tried to extinguibh fire.

XV “Eads’ burns were not consistent with the positienwas in during the time of the fire”
(Kansas v. Boone&004).

XV Steward appealed, claiming he had been takingrligosychotic medication Zyprexa, which
he later claimed was responsible for his confesgigolice. The mental evaluation showed that
Steward however would “be lucid and capable ifédraained on his medicationsSteward v.
Kansas 2007).

Case Study Three: Mistaken I dentity Anti-LGBT Homicide

' Unless otherwise noted, the age, background, tamasscharacteristics of the offenders and
victims in each case study are reported as theg atethe time of the homicide.

" Gwen’s birth name was Eddie. After Araujo's de#tk,family successfully petitioned a court
to have the teen's first name legally changed ter\wer offenders knew her only as “Lida.”

" The teasing grew worse as Araujo accepted hertamsgendered lifestyle; she dropped out
of school and could not find a job because of rerdgender identity.

v Since sex, not gender, is one of the variables@ddor quantitative analysis, Araujo is coded
as male. She had not had a sex-change operation.

V Little is known about the offenders’ family backgnds. However, friends and family report
that Nabors and Cazares were in supportive relgtips and it is possible that the offenders did
not feel emasculated due to their non-conventitarallies.

¥ Nabors studied Economics at a Community College.

"' Magidson was arrested at age 19 for public drun&ss.

V' Merel, Magidson, and most likely Nabors had hadiakrelations with the victim. Upon
discovering she was anatomically male, Merel qoestil his sexuality; however, he never
identified as homosexual and neither did the otiffenders.
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" In 2003, while Magidson was out on bail, he wasaged to a substance-abuse recovery
program, but he did not finish because his bail easked (Delventhal, 2004).

*The men perceived Araujo to be an attractive goke Merel's brother, Paul, noticed some
masculine characteristics of Araujo, but Jose Manel the other three offenders were not
concerned or upset by Paul’'s speculation.

X' Araujo had avoided vaginal intercourse and had kepmasculine physical features covered
during sexual activity.

X' A majority of the following findings and analysesy on the testimony of Nabors. Any
offender accounts that significantly deviated friisbors’s account are acknowledged.

X' Magidson denied discussing Araujo’s gender attang prior to the homicide. He claimed
the offenders only wondered whether Araujo prefeemeal sex.

XV Cazares appeared to be the only male in the gutiaphad not engaged in sexual activity
with Araujo.

X Cazares, Merel, and Magidson each testified tiet hever discussed Araujo’s gender that
evening.

' News accounts claimed that the homicide occurtedparty and that police had 30 taped
witness interviews, but court documents made notimef a party or withesses/bystanders
who have not been explicitly referred to in thereat study.

' Merel was loud and angry. He later claimed hermatcactually believed Araujo to be male
and was surprised that she did not deny their aticuns.

' Prevented from going outside, Araujo entered titrieom with Magidson. Merel angrily
told the others, “I swear if it's a man, I'm goboegucking kill him” and “She ain’t leaving” when
Nabors tried to calm himTe People v. Merel and Magidsc&009).

XX Merel denied that anyone pulled Araujo’s underasade, but Magidson claimed that he held
Araujo down, while another offender pulled her umgssar aside. Magidson also claimed to be
shocked at the revelation of testicles.

* Typically outward appearance is taken to accuyatgresent our anatomical sex (West &
Zimmerman, 1987), but the offenders sought sexicoafion by feeling and observing Araujo’s
anatomy.

! At this point, the order of the events taking plaeiring the criminal transaction differed
between offenders; however, this should not atteetvariable expression or the application of
“doing gender” and other theories, as it is estdigld that the events reported did occur and the
exact order of events does not change the analyses.

! Merel claimed that Araujo might have lived, hae siot made this threat (Wronge, 2005).
! Nabors testimony differed from Magidson and Cazano both claimed that they got
shovels after Araujo was tied up and taken to drage.

WV Magidson claimed he did not strangle Araujo andlaened Nabors. Nabors and Merel both
claimed Magidson is responsible, while Cazaresradi he was outside smoking and Merel was
inside scrubbing the carpet at this time.

¥ Magidson testified that Nabors said, “She's ndtimgup. . . . She's dead. | killed her”
(Wronge, 2005). “Magidson said he had not beenwhether or not [Araujo] was dead until
he...had hit her with a shovel a couple of timeli€ People v. Merel and Magidsd009).

" The autopsy report shows that the blows to the neae sufficient to kill the victim.

¥ Magidson agreed to take responsibility for munagrraujo if they were questioned.
Magidson claimed he did not want his co-offendéiitdeen to be raised without fathers and he
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was the only one without kids. After being arrestddgidson told police detectives that he had
put a rope around Araujo’s neck, but he later resghhis statement and told the deputy district
attorney and an investigator that he had not putape around Araujo’s neck.

Case Study Four: Representative Anti-LGBT Homicide

' Matson had earned a Master of Science in Envirotahélorticulture and had served as a
college instructor and horticulture consultant. Mi@wvhad recently earned his degree in
Anthropology and he worked part-time in a plantseuy.

" BMW was stationed in the Washington area near Basédaho.

" When the press contacted BMW'’s child’s motherytfoeind that she had married another
man. She and her husband did not comment on BMW chilid was not mentioned.

v Reportedly, the Living Faith Fellowship had allekebible study meetings and managed its
members’ lives.

Y BMW identified groups by the mail and internettiidugh he did not officially belong to any
hate groups, BMW was captivated by the Christiaantily movement, which is anti-Semitic. He
collected materials from these organizations atd Isis belongings to buy guns. BMW once
attended a Sacramento “Preparedness Expo” thdagespfreeze-dried foods, power generators,
and guides on guerrilla warfare and had preseftars the Militia of Montana. BMW urged
friends to quit paying taxes and campaigned foaranSemitic presidential candidate (Fagan &
Finz, 1999).

"' The man claimed that he and BMW traded poetryyrskidipped, hiked the mountains of
Idaho, and swapped childhood stories. He saidBN&W was his first love, and that the feelings
were reciprocal, but the men would not admit ibt@ another.

" Neither brother had exhibited symptoms of a meititess in their lifetime.

"' BMW had worked at a Palo Cedro nursery, wherehiployer prevented him from sharing
his extremist views.

" The Williams brothers were arrested days afteaa named Benjamin Smith, a member of the
World Church of the Creator, went on a race-moédathooting rampage through lllinois and
Indiana. He killed a Black person, an Asian persasynded nine, and killed himself. The
World Church of the Creator is based in lllinoiat bad 10 chapters in California. The leader
denied that the hate group had any connectionettbidimicide of Matson and Mowder. Northern
California had seen militia-style extremist groupshe past, but there were no recent bias
crimes in the area. Redding had a small gay commumio claimed they rarely faced hostility.
* Police found loaded weapons (9 mm pistols, twawalssifles, a shotgun, and five large cases
of ammunition) inside of BMW'’s car. BMW was weariagullet proof vest at the time of his
capture.

X Hate group literature included materials fromerld Church of the Creator.

X' The murder investigation led the police to invgsté the connection between the Williams
brothers and the arsons of the synagogues andb¢ngoa clinic. In federal court, they were
charged for arson, conspiracy to commit arsondetson of religious property, and the use of
fire to commit a felony. The arsons caused ovem@fon in damage. In September 2001, the
Williams brothers pled guilty to the arsons. BMWsnasentenced to 30 years and JTW was
sentenced to 21 years and 3 months in federalmriso
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*"In a conversation with his mom, BMW said he wasipelled to "obey God's law, not man's
law." BMW also wrote a letter to a bank employeat tbaid "My brother James and | have been
captured by occupational storm troopers while sogply trip to Yuba City. Now we are
incarcerated for our religious beliefs" (Stantorb&lsohn, 1999).

¥ Though BMW and JTW were not found to officiallyltweg to any hate groups, they were
associated with Christian Identity, a religiousigydhat sees Jews and non-Whites as inferior.
* The officer suffered a skull fracture and brokaw j

*BMW had been taken off his medication Klonopin @ise prevent panic attacks and seizures)
10 days prior to the suicide in preparation forarbscan his attorney hoped would show a
mental defect.

I JTW will begin serving the murder sentence afeecbmpletes his 21-year sentence in
federal prison for the Sacramento synagogue argdtiugh one article (Vovakes, 2003b)
reported that the murder charges included hateeceinhancements, sources disagree on this
matter. It is never clear if the official hate caroharge resulted in a conviction. Sources also
disagree as to whether JTW pled guilty to 25 oy@&s to life in prison.

Case Study Five: Instrumental Anti-LGBT Homicide

' All instrumental victims in this study were mabedditionally, the prior literature that explains
similar crimes explains these crimes with cult@sdumptions regarding male homosexuals.

" Berk et al. (2002) discusses the “but for” clatis® police agencies employ to determine if a
crime was hate-motivated. This clause is used kiyngs“But for” the victim’s sexual

orientation, would this crime have occurred? Is tase, it is likely that the robbery still would
have been perpetrated by Saunders; however, ritilsely that Betts would have been selected
as the robbery and homicide target. This is whatgians to say that a victim was discriminately
selected for homicide, which identifies the crinseaati-LGBT.

"' Betts graduated from the University of North Caraland earned his Master’s degree from
Hood College. He grew up in Manassas, VA.

v D.C. Superior Court was notified by officials ti#daunders had absconded two weeks after
Betts’ homicide.

¥ Lancaster had been put on probation twice. Befudnomicide, he was ordered to remain in a
juvenile facility until he could be placed into eogp home, but instead he was released to his
mother, 46-year-old Artura Otey Williams, agairts¢ tecommendation of a social worker.
Lancaster failed to appear to subsequent hearmfjth@re was an active warrant issued for his
arrest at the time of the homicide. Williams waarged with two counts of knowingly receiving
a stolen credit card with the intent to use igmpted theft of less than 1,000 dollars in value,
and attempted fraudulent credit card use in Be#se.

' Saunders, Lancaster, and Gray had attended aplasf a retreat in Southern Maryland the
previous month sponsored by Peaceoholics, a Oitaised nonprofit that works with at-risk
youths.

"' Gray’s attorney claimed Gray was never insidéhefltouse and that he did not know Saunders
had a gun, but prosecutors argued that Gray weittdrof Betts’ home.

Y In 2012, Johnson was killed in D.C. by a man henapted to rob.
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