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EXPLORING ANTI-LGBT HOMICIDE BY MODE
OF VICTIM SELECTION

JEFF GRUENEWALD

University of Arkansas

KRISTIN KELLEY

Indiana University

This study extends previous research by comparatively examining variations in situational circumstances of bias homicide
targeting lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) victims. Rather than conceptualize categories of homicide by
offender motive, this study disaggregates anti-LGBT homicide based on observable characteristics of victim selection by
offenders. Anti-LGBT homicides are conceptualized as predatory and responsive offenses, which capture planned, unpro-
voked homicides and unplanned crimes in which victims play a role in the escalation of violence. Further situational distinc-
tions are conceptualized within these categories of anti-LGBT homicide, and comparative analyses reveal important
differences across these situational circumstances. Considering the large amount of variation found within anti-LGBT homi-
cide, which often goes unrecognized by studies relying on official bias crimes data, these findings suggest that open-source
crime data and nuanced examinations of anti-LGBT homicide may be useful tools for fashioning informed policy discussions
of victim-based legal protections and law enforcement responses to bias crime.

Keywords: homicide; bias crime; hate crime; LGBT victims; masculinity

he United States is in the midst of a transitional period in which the social positioning

of the lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) community continues to elevate.
For example, the General Social Survey showed that while nearly 30% of Americans sup-
ported same-sex marriage in 2004, almost 40% did so in 2008 (Powell, Bolzendahl, Geist,
& Steelman, 2010), and more recent polls show that 55% of Americans support same-sex
marriage (Richey, 2014). Other indicators of change include the repeal of the “Don’t Ask,
Don’t Tell” policy held by the United States military (Stolberg, 2010), and the increased
acceptance of openly gay recruits into the military (Harris, 2010). The relatively recent
passing of bias crime legislation, often referred to as the Matthew Shepard Act (2009),
which added sexual orientation and gender identity victims to a growing list of other feder-
ally protected bias crime groups, is another indicator of change. The signing of this legisla-
tion followed decades of failed attempts by social movement organizations that have pushed
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for the inclusion of victims targeted because of their sexual orientation and gender identity
(see Jenness, 1995; Jenness & Broad, 1997).

Yet, acceptance of the LGBT community has not been universal and violence against the
LGBT community persists as a serious issue in the United States. Scholars have suggested
that discriminatory violence against LGBT victims (and other forms of bias crime) can have
uniquely harmful psychological effects on victims and the LGBT community more broadly
(Dunbar, 2006; Garnets, Herek, & Levy, 1990; Herek & Berrill, 1992; Herek, Gillis, Cogan,
& Glunt, 1997; Iganski, 2008; Lawrence, 1999; Rose & Mechanic, 2002). In addition to
having psychological effects, bias-motivated attacks, such as those against LGBT victims,
may be more likely to be followed by similar acts of discriminatory violence, thus resulting
in further community disruptions and avoidable future acts of violence (Herek & Berrill,
1992; Iganski, 2008). The Anti-Violence Project recently found that there has been a trend
of increasing homicides against the LGBT! community since 2007 (National Coalition of
Anti-Violence Programs [NCAVP], 2012). Despite decreases in anti-LGBT violence gener-
ally, the NCAVP recorded 30 anti-LGBT murders in 2011, the highest homicide number
ever reported (NCAVP, 2012).2

Thus far, our understanding of bias crime has been largely shaped by a general typology
centered on differences in offender motives. In particular, criminologists have suggested
that bias crimes are driven by thrill-seeking, retaliation, the need to defend territory, and the
need to rid the world of certain social minority groups (Levin & McDeyvitt, 1993; McDevitt,
Levin, & Bennett, 2002). This prominent typology has advanced our understanding of bias
crime in the United States by reducing a variety of complex motivational circumstances into
four categories. Nonetheless, there remain several issues with relying solely on this general
approach to typifying bias crime. Two of those issues are discussed here and a more com-
plete discussion follows below.

The first issue involves categorizing bias crime based on offender motives. Prior bias
crime typologies, like crime typologies in general, have been used to organize ranges of
criminal behaviors into sets of more meaningful categories (Dabney, 2004), and research on
homicide motives has led the field in producing such typologies (e.g., Block & Block, 1992;
Decker, 1993). Determining the actual motives of bias crime offenders, however, has been
shown to be challenging even under ideal circumstances (see Boyd, Berk, & Hamner, 1996;
Haider-Markel, 2002; Nolan & Akiyama, 1999). One way to expand our understanding of
the different circumstances under which these crimes occur is to conduct focused research
on specific subtypes of bias crime. Second, Levin and McDevitt’s (1993) general bias crime
typology does not explicitly discern between crime types (e.g., violent and nonviolent) or
victim groups (e.g., LGBT, racial/ethnic, religious, etc.), thus implicitly assuming homoge-
neity across forms of bias crime. Consequently, little is known about the specific circum-
stances under which specific types of bias crime, such as anti-LGBT homicide, are initiated
and performed.

One study to date has examined anti-LGBT homicide as a unique form of bias crime
based on offender mode of victim selection. Gruenewald (2012) compared characteristics
of anti-LGBT homicides with a random sample of more than 600 homicides from the 2000
Uniform Crime Reports—Supplementary Homicide Report (SHR). This comparison sample
was designed to represent a snapshot of the typical homicide for purposes of comparison.
Although this sample could have included bias crime, it is statistically unlikely (Gruenewald,
2012). He found that anti-LGBT homicide offenders and situational characteristics differ in
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important ways from typical homicides. However, Gruenewald (2012) did not examine
variation within anti-LGBT homicide or the similarities and differences in these homicide
events based on how offenders selected their victims.

Therefore, the overall purpose of the current study is to advance knowledge about the
comparative nature of anti-LGBT homicide across different modes of LGBT victim selec-
tion. Rather than focus primarily on bias offender motives, this study draws from Lawrence’s
“discriminatory selection model” to categorize anti-LGBT homicide by offenders’ observ-
able victim selection behaviors (Lawrence, 1999). While offenders may not always pre-
meditatedly choose their victims, all homicides in the current study involve offenders who
made deadly decisions to violently attack LGBT individuals in such a way to lead to the
death of victims. In this study, anti-LGBT homicide refers to fatal acts of criminal violence
in which victims were targeted in whole or in part because of their actual or perceived
sexual orientation or gender identity. Sexual orientation refers to sexual preferences (e.g.,
bisexual, homosexual), while gender identity refers to how victims identify with a particu-
lar gender category (i.e., transgender). Anti-LGBT homicide data come from an open-
source database known as the Extremist Crime Database (ECDB), which includes all known
anti-LGBT homicides in the United States from 1990 to 2010 (see Gruenewald, 2012).
Based on prior research and a systematic analysis of homicide “storylines” (see Agnew,
2006), anti-LGBT homicides are disaggregated into five categories defined by offender
mode of victim selection and comparatively examined. Two questions will guide this
research. First, how can anti-LGBT homicides be distinguished into subtypes that increase
our understanding of these crimes? Second, how does the nature of anti-LGBT homicide
events vary across the unique processes offenders use to select LGBT victims?

How scholars and law enforcement practitioners understand the nature of bias crime in
the United States has been largely shaped by the four-pronged bias crime typology devel-
oped by Levin and McDevitt (1993; see also McDevitt et al., 2002). For this reason, we
review the typology below. We also review two studies that demonstrate the general typol-
ogy’s ability to capture nuances of bias crime offender motives. We then discuss the limited
research on anti-LGBT homicide before addressing how the extant literature has neglected
to adequately consider the different ways that anti-LGBT homicide offenders select their
victims and the similarities and differences in modes of victim selection.

A TYPOLOGY OF BIAS CRIME

Levin and McDevitt (1993) have offered a general bias crime typology of offender
motives based on interviews with bias crime victims, offenders, and police officials from
the Community Disorders Unit of the Boston Police Department. Their original typology
comprised three motivational categories that included thrill, defensive, and mission
crimes. Later, after reanalyzing their data, McDevitt et al. (2002) produced a fourth cat-
egory labeled retaliatory bias crime.? Their typology has played a prominent role in how
we understand bias crime and has been commonly integrated into manuals and other
materials used to educate law enforcement and others (e.g., Department of Justice, 1998,
n.d.). Yet, scholars have critiqued this bias crime typology on a number of counts. In one
study, Phillips (2009) exposed possible limitations of their work by examining prose-
cuted bias crime from one New Jersey county. Applying the general typology to specific
bias crimes, she found that more than one third of the analyzed cases could not be
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classified within the four designated motivational types, showing that the typology was
not exhaustive. These bias crimes deemed unclassifiable by Phillips (2009) often
included cases in which animus toward a social group was not the only motivating fac-
tor. Phillips (2009) also found that McDevitt et al.’s (2002) motive categories were not
necessarily mutually exclusive and that there may be more room for interpretation than
previously thought. Indeed, not being able to place offenders in discrete categories
remains a problem. In another study, Fisher and Salfati (2009) empirically examined the
McDevitt et al. (2002) typology by using a nonmetric multidimensional scaling tech-
nique known as Smallest Space Analysis (SSA) to test whether bias crime cases could be
separated into designated categories (see also Guttman, 1968). This technique draws
from Facet Theory and allows for the visualization of the similarities in homicide cases
by identifying variables most likely to simultaneously occur. The characteristics closest
to the center of the visual map produced by the analysis are more related to a specific
form of criminal behavior and occur more frequently. They based their analysis on 91
bias homicides reported to the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report. Like Phillips (2009), they
concluded that the motive-based categories were not mutually exclusive and that
McDevitt et al. (2002) failed to clearly differentiate four distinct bias crime categories.
In fact, the only clear division appeared between thrill-related and retaliatory-related
crime variables, demonstrating how bias crime may be best differentiated by offenders
who seek a sense of power and others who are committed to restoring lost honor.
Consequently, Fisher and Salfati (2009) questioned the usefulness of creating typologies
based on offender motivation alone.

ANTI-LGBT HOMICIDE

In one more recent study, Gruenewald (2012) integrates data from the open-source ECDB
(Freilich, Chermak, Belli, Gruenewald, & Parkin, 2014) and the FBI’s Uniform Crime
Reports-SHRs to comparatively examine anti-LGBT homicide with a random sample of
homicides that more commonly occurred in the United States between 1990 and 2008. This
study found that this particular type of bias homicide differed from more routine forms of
homicide in regard to the weapons used, number of offenders, number of victims, and
offenders’ demographics. Gruenewald (2012) concluded that future research on anti-LGBT
homicide, as a unique form of bias crime, was needed to gain a more comprehensive under-
standing of this complex form of violence.

The only other empirical research known to the authors that specifically focuses on anti-
LGBT homicide has been Stephen Tomsen’s (2002, 2006, 2009, Tomsen & Mason, 2001)
study of antihomosexual homicide in New South Wales, Australia, which is based on inter-
views and a review of archival materials. Whereas Gruenewald (2012) failed to closely
examine the situational variations in anti-LGBT homicide, Tomsen’s research recognized
the heterogeneous nature of anti-LGBT fatal attacks by uncovering two general scenarios of
antihomosexual lethal violence. The first scenario consisted of attacks between people, usu-
ally men, that occurred in a public space and were often “marked by a tone of outrage”
(Tomsen, 2009, p. 66), whereas the second violent scenario was more confrontational in
nature and typically occurred in private. Interestingly, Tomsen recognized that robbery
often held an “incidental relation” to bias attacks, but occasionally, robbery was the princi-
pal motive of an antihomosexual killing (2009, p. 67).
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LIMITATIONS OF PRIOR RESEARCH

There are notable limitations of the few studies addressing the typification of bias crime
and anti-LGBT homicide. In particular, with the exception of Gruenewald (2012), previous
research on bias crime has relied primarily on official data, despite research showing that
many bias crimes go unrecorded by police agencies due to discrepancies across states
(Nolan & Akiyama, 1999; Perry, 2001), as well as differences across various practices
between law enforcement agencies (Boyd et al., 1996; Cronin, McDevitt, Farrell, & Nolan,
2007; Haider-Markel, 2002; McDevitt et al., 2000; Nolan & Akiyama, 1999; Walker &
Katz, 1995). Another limitation is that prior research on the categorization of bias crime
(Fisher & Salfati, 2009; McDevitt et al., 2002; Phillips, 2009) has considered all bias crime
without disaggregating by victim type. Relying on data that encompass all bias crime victim
groups may lead to oversights regarding potential differences between unique target groups
like LGBT victims. Most previous studies, with the exception of Fisher and Salfati (2009),
have also lumped together all types of bias crime rather than focusing on a single type of
violence. Doing so may erroneously assume homogeneity across disparate forms of lethal
and nonlethal violence and may result in overgeneralizations regarding the relative nature
of anti-LGBT violent offender behavior. Finally, bias crime has thus far been primarily
categorized by differences in offender motives. Determining actual motives of bias crime
offenders, however, remains challenging (see Boyd et al., 1996; Haider-Markel, 2002;
Nolan & Akiyama, 1999). Scholars have yet to examine other schemes for categorizing bias
crime based on the observable behaviors of offenders.

THE CURRENT STUDY

The current study extends prior research on bias crime in a number of ways. First, this
study avoids relying on national crime data sources, which have been shown to be largely
unrepresentative of the extent and nature of bias crime (Nolan & Akiyama, 1999; see also
Sandholtz, Langton, & Planty, 2013). Instead, the current study relies on an event-based,
open-source database known as the ECDB (see Freilich et al., 2014). By relying on concrete
inclusion criteria based on commonly accepted indicators of bias that capture observable
offender behavior, the ECDB seeks to capture a more representative set of anti-LGBT
homicides occurring in the United States.

Second, the current study avoids overlooking differences across violent bias crime types
targeting disparate victim groups by examining a single form of violence, criminal homi-
cide,* and a single protected group, LGBT victims. Drawing from criminological research
on the disaggregation of homicides (Flewelling & Williams, 1999), this study avoids mak-
ing the assumption that the nature of bias homicide is homogeneous for all crime types and
victim groups. Instead, substantive differences in patterns of bias homicide are expected
which are conditional to crime types and the victim groups that are targeted (see Stacey,
2011).

Third, this study extends prior research by placing focus on one particular dimension of
crime, offender mode of victim selection, to classify anti-LGBT homicide events. Miethe,
McCorkle, and Listwan (2005) have argued that victim selection is a major dimension of
the criminal event. Moreover, one study on racial bias assaults in the United States sug-
gested that “[bJigotry may serve as a factor in the selection of the particular victim rather
than as the catalyst to the criminal act” (Messner, McHugh, & Felson, 2004, p. 608). In
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other words, if offender bias is an important factor in the selection of a victim, but is not a
discernible motive for the crime, it is imperative to examine how anti-LGBT homicide may
be disaggregated by offender selection processes, rather than motive. Drawing from
Lawrence’s (1999) “discriminatory selection model,” the current study’s conceptualization
of anti-LGBT bias crime is based on how, and not why, offenders discriminately select vic-
tims due to their membership in a particular social group or category. Lawrence (1999)
argued that the discriminatory selection model is a superior way to classify bias crime com-
pared with the “group animus” model, which suggests that offenders’ bigotry squarely
drives bias-motivated violence. By relying on the discriminatory selection model, it is pos-
sible to avoid the impossible task of reading offenders’ minds and evaluating their feelings
prior to their crimes. Instead, it is necessary to identify only observable indicators of biased
victim selection by offenders, or indicators that demonstrate how offenders selected victims
based on their perceived social minority status.

Just as it is not possible to gauge offenders’ level of animus toward victims, it is also not
possible to discern in all cases if offenders necessarily intended to kill victims, as opposed
to only injuring them. Intentions to kill, as opposed to intentions only to injure victims,
remain largely unobservable. Therefore, the homicides included in the current study repre-
sent both premeditated homicides and unplanned, spontancous violence that escalates into
homicide. Furthermore, elements of premeditation and spontaneity are discussed below as
key characteristics that vary across anti-LGBT homicide categories.

METHOD

The current study relies on anti-LGBT homicide’ data from the ECDB, which includes
event-level data on several types of extremist crime occurring in the United States (Freilich
et al., 2014).% In this way, each anti-LGBT homicide is conceptualized as a multidimen-
sional, dynamic event involving the interactions of victims and offenders within specified
temporal and situational settings (see Sacco & Kennedy, 2002). The ECDB identifies anti-
LGBT homicide from open-sources, including advocacy group reports, academic chronolo-
gies, and systematic media searches. The process of systematically identifying extremist
homicides from open-sources has been detailed elsewhere (Freilich et al., 2014; Gruenewald,
2012)7 and will be briefly discussed here as well. The ECDB includes anti-LGBT homi-
cides that are officially charged as bias crime as well as those that are not. Including all
homicide events that were eligible to be classified as bias crime based on available bias
indicators allows for a more representative selection of anti-LGBT homicide. Concrete
inclusion criteria are relied upon to guide the process of identifying anti-LGBT homicide
events from multiple sources (Gruenewald, 2012). The inclusion criteria consist of a list of
observable bias indicators used to designate crimes as involving bias motivational circum-
stances. Bias indicators used by the ECDB were directly borrowed from materials used to
guide police officers in the identification and investigation of bias crime (e.g., Department
of Justice, 1998, n.d.), while others were modified to specifically address anti-LGBT vio-
lence. Anti-LGBT homicide bias indicators include (a) gender-based derogatory remarks
and verbal harassment made by the offender toward the victim, (b) symbolic (sexualized)
manipulation of the victim’s body as described in open-source materials, (¢) symbolic loca-
tion of the body (e.g., “a gay bar” or “gay cruising area”), (d) selection of a victim through
a LGBT organization as described in open-source materials, (¢) an official bias crime
charge, (f) offender admission, and (g) prior anti-LGBT violence perpetrated by the offender
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against the victim or someone else in the hours, or even days, leading up to the homicide
(i.e., “spree crimes”). Once identified as a potential bias homicide in open-sources, a single
indicator was required to be present for the case to be included in the study. In other words,
cases were included in the current study only if police, witnesses, advocacy groups, media,
or others labeled them as bias crimes, and an observable behavioral indicator of discrimina-
tory selection was evident in available materials. We chose to exclude homicides if the
identity of an offender was unknown even if such an indicator of bias was present. Absent
a known offender, it would not be possible to reasonably categorize a homicide based on
observable evidence of offenders’ discriminatory selection decision-making processes.
Because there is a large and unknown quantity of homicides targeting LGBT victims that
involve unknown suspects, some may feel that the inclusion criteria are too conservative.
Paradoxically, others may suggest that the stated inclusion criteria are too liberal because
not all suspects were legally charged with committing a hate crime. We chose to balance
these conflicting perspectives by including anti-LGBT homicides committed by offenders
who were and were not charged with committing a “hate crime” while also excluding cases
for which the discriminatory selection processes of known offenders could not be deter-
mined from available information. Once identified, included anti-LGBT homicides were
open-source searched in nearly 30 web-based search engines by ECDB researchers and all
relevant information was collected and organized by case (Freilich et al., 2014).

The total number of anti-LGBT homicides examined in the current study is 121.8 A num-
ber of offender-, victim-, and incident-level homicide characteristics are included in the
current study to evaluate the comparative nature of anti-LGBT homicide. Relying on these
variables discussed below, the current study comparatively examines the nature of all anti-
LGBT homicides across various categories representing victim selection modes. These cat-
egories are discussed after detailing variable measurement schemes.

ANTI-LGBT HOMICIDE OFFENDER AND VICTIM VARIABLES

In this study, only one offender for every homicide was considered.” Offender demo-
graphic characteristics were measured with two binary-coded variables, race and age.
Offender race (White) was measured as White (1) and non-White (0).1° In addition, offender
age (juvenile) was measured as under the age of 18 (1) and 18 years of age and above (0) at
the time of the crime. The sex of offenders was not included in analyses as all anti-LGBT
offenders included in this study were male. Finally, the presence of evidence that offenders
were under the influence of drugs or alcohol (alcohol/drug use) directly prior to the homi-
cide was measured as “yes” (1) or “no” (0).!!

Like offenders, only one victim for every homicide was considered in the subsequent
analyses. This should not influence victim-level findings as so few homicides involved
multiple victim deaths (7%) and because there is no reason to expect that secondary victims
should significantly vary on the variables of interest. The sex of victims (male) was mea-
sured as male (1) and female (0).1? Victim race (White) was measured as White (1) and
non-White (0). Victim age (juvenile) was measured as under the age of 18 (1) and 18 years
of age and above (0) at the time of their death.

ANTI-LGBT HOMICIDE INCIDENT VARIABLES

Six binary-coded incident-level variables were included in this study to capture multiple
dimensions of anti-LGBT homicide situations. First, where a homicide event occurred was
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of interest to the current study. In particular, whether a homicide occurred in a private resi-
dence (occurred in residence) was measured as yes (1) or no (0). Second, as Gruenewald
(2012) found that anti-LGBT homicides were more likely to involve alternative weapons to
firearms than a random sample of U.S. homicides, the use of alternative weapons (nonfire-
arm) was measured as yes (1) or no (0) to compare weapon use across victim selection
categories. Third, Gruenewald (2012) also found that anti-LGBT homicides were not sig-
nificantly more likely to involve victims and offenders unknown to one another. To examine
how victim—offender relationships operated across victim selection categories, a victim—
offender relationship variable (stranger) was included and measured as yes (1) or no (0).
Fourth and fifth, this study was also concerned with who was present at the homicide event.
Therefore, the presence of multiple offenders and multiple victims were measured (1 = yes,
0 = no). Sixth, the presence of bystanders (bystanders present) is potentially important in
distinguishing between victim selection categories and was measured as yes (1) or no (0).

Two variables were also included to capture the dynamics of each violent transaction,
which can reveal offender-based behavioral patterns across varying victim selection
modes.!? First, to examine the role of verbal insults in the escalation of anti-LGBT homi-
cides, the use of antigay slurs or other gender-based remarks just prior to the homicide was
measured as yes (1) or no (0). Second, whether the homicide involved any sort of theft
(profit-related circumstances) from the victim was measured as yes (1) or no (0).

An additional four variables were included in the analyses below to capture offenders’
behavior in the aftermaths of fatal anti-LGBT attacks. The first variable included to describe
the aftermaths of these attacks was the manipulation of victims’ bodies by offenders, which
was measured as yes (1) or no (0). Manipulation of victims may include sexualized or pro-
vocative posing postmortem, or the symbolic undressing or changing of victim attire.
Second, offender mutilation of victims’ bodies (yes = 1, no = 0) was also included to capture
whether or not offenders utilized weaponry to symbolically violate victims’ bodies after
their death. Examples include severed body parts and symbols etched into the skin of vic-
tims. Finally, this study captured whether offenders revealed (offender revelation) homicide
circumstances to others (yes = 1, no = 0) as well as whether offenders admitted that victims
were targeted because of their sexual orientation or gender identity (selected admission of
motive; yes = 1, no =0).

DISAGGREGATING ANTI-LGBT HOMICIDE

In this study, anti-LGBT homicide was disaggregated based on offender modes of victim
selection. Subtypes of anti-LGBT homicide were established based on prior research and a
systematic review of open-source materials for all 121 anti-LGBT homicides. We first drew
from studies of homicide typologies (Fisher & Salfati, 2009) and anti-LGBT homicide
(Tomsen, 2009). Fisher and Salfati (2009) claimed that

a model of hate homicide emerges that may be focused more on the role that the victim serves
for the offender. That is, in some hate homicides the offender may have chosen victims who
were easy targets, which allowed them to attain a sense of power/control or general excitement/
thrill, and in other hate-motivated homicides a particular individual may have been targeted
because offending against that individual allowed the offender to take back honor. (p. 130)

In addition, Tomsen (2009) suggested that “different forms of violence with homosexual
victims, such as collective stranger violence or more private assaults occurring between
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male acquaintances and intimates, necessitate recognition of the distinct dynamics of these
crimes” (p. 57). The current study extends these findings by focusing on two broadly defined
situational circumstances of anti-LGBT bias homicide offending that distinguish between
homicide events in which offenders appear to target LGBT victims to seek power and those
in which offenders appear to desire to restore honor. We refer to these types of anti-LGBT
homicide as predatory homicide and responsive homicide, respectively. Second, we system-
atically reviewed each anti-LGBT homicide case and produced accounts of offenders’ vic-
tim selection decision-making processes for each homicide. This involved constructing
narratives or “storylines” of each fatal attack, including precursor attributes, violent trans-
action attributes, and homicide aftermath characteristics (Agnew, 2006; examples of homi-
cide storylines can be found in the appendix). Dabney (2004) has suggested that scholars
seeking to categorize crimes are best served to conceptualize crimes as “criminal events”
(p. 6). Accordingly, the purpose of creating anti-LGBT homicide storylines in this study
was to capture the processes of victim selection within the context of the criminal event.

Included in anti-LGBT homicide storylines, precursor attributes consisted of offenders’
behavior prior to violent interactions with victims. Commonly coded details included the
use of alcohol by offenders and incriminating statements made by offenders prior to the
attacks. Transaction attributes included verbal and physical interactions between victims,
offenders, and bystanders, as well as other witnesses. The weapons used, who was involved,
and the progressions of violence were described. Finally, the events following the attacks
were captured. This often included details of how victims’ bodies were left following
attacks, how victims were eventually found, and the behaviors of offenders following the
anti-LGBT attacks.

In the majority of cases, a clear account of how offenders selected their victims, as well
as how they carried out their crimes, was ascertainable from open-source materials. Some
cases were eventually removed from the study because circumstances around victim selec-
tion could not be categorized due to insufficient available information from open-source
materials. In other cases for which conflicting accounts of victim selection motives were
provided, traditionally “trusted” sources of open-source information were relied upon (i.c.,
court documents, police records). The two categories of anti-LGBT homicide and associ-
ated subcategories are described in more detail below.

Predatory Homicide

This first broadly defined category of offender victim selection is predatory homicide,
which consists of planned acts of violence against members of the LGBT community. The
nature of planning involved prior to an attack has been shown to be an important distin-
guishing element of criminal event types (Miecthe et al., 2005). Predatory anti-LGBT homi-
cide offenders took time to orchestrate a plan for perpetrating the homicide prior to
encountering victims, typically during the precursor phase of the criminal event. In cases of
predatory anti-LGBT homicide, victims did not provoke offenders. In fact, victims often
had little or no direct contact with the offenders prior to their initial interaction. In such
cases, victims played no part in offenders’ decisions to target them for violence. From open-
source data, two common profiles of predatory anti-LGBT homicide situations were identi-
fied, including “representative offenses” and “instrumental offenses.” The key distinction
between these situational variants was whether or not offenders selected LGBT victims to
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murder as representatives of the LGBT community or, on the contrary, to rob victims. These
two variants of anti-LGBT predatory violence are discussed below.

Representative offenses. Predatory representative offenders appear to select victims whose
deaths will communicate symbolic messages regarding the social standing of the LGBT
community. Selection of representative victims usually occurred in one of two scenarios.
One scenario involved offenders who had intimate knowledge about victims’ activities and
routines, resulting in the tracking down or stalking of their victims. Offenders traveled to
victims’ residences or other locations where LGBT victims were known to frequent. In the
second scenario of predatory representative attacks, offenders lured victims to remote loca-
tions to ensure privacy to commit the homicide. For example, victims often arranged meet-
ings through Internet chat rooms and other electronic LGBT relationship services. Many
of these homicides involved elements that suggest offenders were “thrill seeking.” For
example, some attacks began with groups of young men who sought out vulnerable LGBT
victims for no apparent reason, suggesting that it was simply for the thrill of the hunt and
the attack (see Levin & McDevitt, 1993). Regardless of the particular situational variant,
all predatory representative homicide offenders remained unprovoked. It is likely that these
offenders selected victims to express animosity toward particular LGBT victims and to send
symbolic messages of the dangers associated with being a member of the LGBT community
(see Perry, 2001). Considering the nature of the data, it is not possible to prove that each
representative offender was attempting to send a symbolic message; however, available
evidence indicating that offenders sought out these victims without having first been con-
fronted suggests that offenders desired to express their own animosity toward members of
the LGBT community (see Perry, 2001). Moreover, it is probable the offenders also sought
to share this message with a broader community, including LGBT individuals and the gen-
eral population, to make a larger social statement.

Instrumental offenses. Instrumental homicides were the second subcategory of predatory
anti-LGBT homicide identified in this study. In a predatory instrumental attack, offenders
selected victims based on their sexual orientation or gender identity primarily to rob them.
Attacks were considered instrumental offenses because anti-LGBT homicide victims were
selected as means to another end (i.e., robbery; see Block & Block, 1992; Meithe & Drass,
1999). The defining characteristic of anti-LGBT instrumental offenses was that crimes were
primarily profit oriented. While police may be hesitant to investigate and classify instru-
mental bias offenses, which involve complex, mixed-motive circumstances, these events
were considered bias crimes in the current study because LGBT victims of robbery homi-
cides were discriminately selected based on sexual orientation or gender identity.

Again, LGBT victims were not necessarily targeted because of deep-seated “hatred”
toward gays or lesbians. Motives for victim selection were often much more mundane (see
also Tomsen & Mason, 2001). For instance, LGBT victims were often targeted because
offenders viewed them as “easy prey.” In some cases, gay men were viewed as less likely
to physically fight back during a robbery. Stereotypes of gay men as wealthy may have also
influenced offenders’ decisions to target LGBT victims. These predatory killings took on
different forms that varied by the relational distance between offenders and victims. Some
homicides, for example, occurred during initial encounters between victims and offenders
at a predetermined meeting time and place (usually under the guise of a sexual encounter).
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Other instrumental homicide offenders established short-term relationships with victims to
earn their trust before robbing and murdering them. Although extremely rare, some offend-
ers committed these sorts of violent crimes serially over long periods of time and across
different parts of the country.

Responsive Homicide

The second overarching category of anti-LGBT homicide victim selection was referred
to as responsive homicide. Responsive homicide refers to expressive violent acts with “little
rational planning” (see also Block & Block, 1992, p. 65). In contrast to predatory anti-
LGBT homicide offenders, responsive offenders typically did not take care to plan the
offense prior to the homicide transaction. Anti-LGBT responsive homicide was also differ-
ent from the predatory form of homicide as offenders selected victims in response to real or
perceived affronts. Some scholars in the past have suggested that some forms of bias vio-
lence (i.e., racial assaults) are unique from conventional violence as the former usually
comes in the form of unprovoked “bullying,” while the latter tends to be dispute related
(Messner et al., 2004, p. 609). In contrast, the current study found that approximately half
of LGBT homicide victims were targeted because of perceived offensive behavior by the
victim. In this way, the victim played an integral role in these dispute-related transactions.
The affront was usually perceived by the offender as a personal attack related to their sexual
orientation or gender identity or, less commonly, as a general affront to traditional norms of
sexual behavior. Discussed below are three situational variants in which anti-LGBT respon-
sive homicide occurred.

Gay bash offenses. The first and most common type of responsive homicide scenario was
the “gay bash” offense. In all cases of responsive gay bash homicide, offenders selected
victims who offenders believed to have insulted or disrespected them in some way. Victims
and offenders often exchanged insults during verbal confrontations. In some cases, offend-
ers may be disrespected or threatened simply by the physical presence of a member of the
LGBT community.'* Offenders, therefore, took it upon themselves to “punish” selected
victims for their perceived wrongdoing (Perry, 2001). This is not to say that victims usu-
ally initiated the deadly transaction. More often, it was simply a reciprocal act on the part
of victims, such as returning verbal insults to the offender. Again, gay bash homicide was
unique from predatory representative homicide as gay bash attacks were not premeditated
and they involved some form of victim provocation.

Undesired romantic or sexual advance offenses. The second most common situational vari-
ant of responsive anti-LGBT homicide was “undesired advance” homicide. These attacks
occurred when offenders selected victims in response to a real or perceived sexual (or
romantic) advance made by the victim toward the offender. Advances often occurred in
intimate settings such as victims’ residences. In many instances, both victim and offender
were under the influence of drugs or alcohol prior to the attack. Under these circumstances,
victims and offenders often found themselves alone under the pretenses of consuming drugs
or alcohol in private settings. At some point during the interaction, victims either errone-
ously concluded that offenders were interested in a physical relationship or, as in some
cases, offenders changed their mind about participating in a physical relationship. Fatal
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attacks came either directly following perceived personal affronts or several days later
when offenders returned to confront victims.!3

Mistaken identity offenses. Much less common, the third type of anti-LGBT responsive
homicide, “mistaken identity,” occurred following cases of offenders mistaking the sex of
victims. In most situations of mistaken identity, a male offender participated in a sexual
encounter with another anatomically male victim who was perceived to be female. It is likely
that victims of responsive mistaken identity homicides were male-to-female transgendered
prostitutes or other transwomen. The realization of victims’ anatomical sex occurred prior
to, during, and after sexual encounters. Offenders who mistook the sex of victims held them
responsible for withholding information regarding his or her sex. In these cases, offenders
felt duped, which then turned quickly into humiliation and rage.

A DESCRIPTION OF ANTI-LGBT HOMICIDE

Anti-LGBT homicides are distributed across victim selection categories relatively pro-
portionately with the exception of mistaken identity attacks (4.1%). As shown in Table 1,
the most common type of anti-LGBT homicide was the predatory representative homicide.
All offenders included in the current study were male and nearly 70% of offenders were
White. The mean age of offenders was approximately 25 years and ranged from 14 to 60
years old. The vast majority (95%) of victims’ sexes were coded as male, though some may
have identified as female or transgender in regard to their gender identity. Of the victims
with data available on race, approximately 57% of victims were White. Of the non-White
victims for whom race was determinable, approximately 19% were Black and 17% were
Hispanic. The remaining victims were coded as “Other race.”

The most common location for an anti-LGBT homicide was inside a residence (41.2%).
As shown in Table 1, most offenders relied on weapons other than firearms to kill their
victims, and usually committed homicide alone against single victims when bystanders
were not present. Interestingly, most offenders knew their victims, even if only after a brief
relationship, prior to the homicide. Fatal attacks involved evidence of use of gendered slurs
about 26% of the time and profit motives were apparent in approximately 32% of the cases
for which profit was not the primary motive (instrumental attacks). After the attacks, very
few offenders manipulated or mutilated victims’ bodies, though it did occur. Finally, there
was evidence that offenders revealed their crimes to others in nearly 16% of the anti-LGBT
homicide cases, while more than 50% of offenders eventually admitted that they targeted
victims because of their sexual orientation or gender identity.

RESULTS

A bivariate comparative analysis was used below to more closely examine offender-,
victim-, and incident-level variables across subcategories of predatory and responsive anti-
LGBT homicide. Each homicide characteristic shown below in Table 2 was binary-coded
and treated as an independent variable for purposes of comparison. For each independent
variable, every homicide subcategory presented in Table 2 is compared with every other
homicide subcategory. This resulted in a series of 2 x 2 comparisons for each of the homi-
cide characteristics of interest. While chi-square tests for significance were used to com-
paratively examine anti-LGBT homicide subcategories across the different modes of victim
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TABLE 1: Offender, Victim, and Situational Characteristics of All Anti-LGBT Homicides (N = 121)

Percentage
Anti-LGBT homicide subcategories
Predatory—representative 28.1
Predatory—instrumental 22.3
Responsive—gay bash 23.1
Responsive—undesired advance 22.3
Responsive—mistaken identity 41
Offender characteristics
Offender White 69.7
Offender juvenile 7.8
Offender drug/alcohol use 14.9
Victim characteristics
Victim male 95.0
Victim White 56.5
Victim juvenile 9.3
Situational characteristics
Occurred in residence 41.2
Bystanders present 16.0
Nonfirearm 72.7
Stranger 30.7
Multiple offenders 42.0
Multiple victim deaths 6.6
Attack characteristics
Gender-based remarks 26.4
Profit-related circumstances 32.2
Aftermath characteristics
Offender manipulation of body 6.6
Offender mutilation 8.3
Offender revelation 15.7
Offender admission of motive 50.4

Note. LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.

selection, Fishers Exact Tests were used to make comparisons when then number of homi-
cides in comparative categories was small. In Table 2, superscript letters corresponding to
each of the homicide subcategories are used to denote statistically significant differences
across the subcategories of anti-LGBT homicide. In regard to race, representative homicide
offenders were proportionately more likely to be White, though differences across catego-
ries were not statistically significant. The anti-LGBT homicide category proportionately
most likely to be committed by a juvenile was undesired advance offenses. In addition to
being committed disproportionately by juveniles, undesired advance homicides were sig-
nificantly more likely to involve offenders who were under the influence of drugs or alcohol
(or both) directly prior to the fatal attacks.

Table 2 also presents findings for victims of anti-LGBT homicide. Like offenders, the
vast majority of all victims were male and this did not significantly vary across victim
selection categories. Predatory anti-LGBT homicides were generally more likely than
responsive homicides to involve White victims. Gay bash victims were proportionately the
least likely to be White, significantly less than all other offender categories, with the excep-
tion of undesired advance homicide offenses. Victims of predatory anti-LGBT homicides
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TABLE 2: Offender, Victim, and Situational Characteristics of Anti-LGBT Homicides by Mode of Victim
Selection (N =121)

Responsive
Representative Instrumental Gay Bash  Undesired Advance
(n=34) (Robbery) (n = 27) (n=28) (n=27)

Offender characteristics

Offender White 80.6 69.6 61.9 73.7

Offender juvenile 0.00 3.8v 8.3 22.2i

Offender drug/alcohol use 5.7Y 3.8V 15.2¢ 34.59R
Victim characteristics

Victim male 91.4 100.0 87.9 100.0

Victim White 75.0¢ 70.0¢ 20.8R! 52.6

Victim juvenile 5.9 0.00 12.5 10.3
Situational characteristics

Occurred in residence 35.39u 46.26 12.5%1U 62.17G

Bystanders present 2.9u6 0.00v 41.9RU 17.26¢

Nonfirearm 771 69.2 75.8 72.4

Stranger 28.19Y 36.0Y 64.071V 3.6RI16

Multiple offenders 26.5'9 61.5RU 50.01 32.1!

Multiple victim deaths 8.6 0.00 6.1 6.9
Attack characteristics

Gender-based remarks 22.96 7.7¢ 57.6RI1U 10.3¢

Profit-related circumstances 171 100.0 9.1 20.7
Aftermath characteristics

Offender manipulation of body 8.6 7.7 15.2 3.4

Offender mutilation 8.6 11.5 9.1 6.9

Offender revelation 171 15.4 6.1 241

Offender admission of motive 60.0¢ 65.46 12.1URI 62.16
Note. U = undesired advance; | = instrumental; G = gay bash; R = representative. Capital letters indicate that

differences are significant at alpha level p < .01, whereas lowercase letters indicate differences are significant at
alpha level p < .05. Responsive cases of mistaken identity are not included in the table due to the limited number
of known cases (n = 5). LGBT = lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender.

were also proportionately less likely to be juveniles. In fact, all predatory instrumental
attacks were perpetrated against adults (and most often by adults).

The location of responsive anti-LGBT homicides varied significantly. Cases involving
undesired advances were significantly more likely to occur inside the home and outside of
the purview of others compared with all other victim selection categories. Gay bash homi-
cide, on the contrary, occurred outside the home and usually in public locations (e.g., bars).
This supports international research that has found that anti-LGBT homicides often occurred
at locations that were favored by gay male clientele (Tomsen & Mason, 2001, p. 266).
Further evidence that gay bash homicides were more public in nature was the finding that a
significant proportion of cases involved one or more bystanders. In contrast, predatory
forms of anti-LGBT violence rarely involved bystanders. These premeditated attacks,
instead, were orchestrated to occur in secret and outside the purview of others.

As for the weapons used to commit anti-LGBT homicide, most attacks were committed
with weapons other than a firearm regardless of the mode of victim selection. Weapons
included knives, blunt objects, and other bodily weapons, and more than 30% of all cases
involved the use of more than one type of weapon.!¢
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Of all anti-LGBT homicides, approximately 30% of cases involved a victim unknown to
the offender (see Table 1). While there were no significant differences across victim—
offender relationships for predatory homicides, responsive anti-LGBT homicides varied
significantly. Responsive gay bash homicides involved significantly more victims unknown
to offenders. On the contrary, very few victims of undesired advances were strangers to
their offenders. This is not surprising as a romantic or sexual advance on a stranger is much
less likely than that of an acquaintance.

Approximately 42% of all anti-LGBT homicide events involved multiple offenders, as
shown in Table 1. This supports prior research that has found group-based bias crime
offending to be relatively common (Herek et al., 1997; National Gay and Lesbian Task
Force, 1995). In this study, the homicide type least likely to involve more than one offender
was the predatory representative offense. This is likely due to the solo nature of “pick-up
crimes” or crimes committed under the guise of an anticipated sexual rendezvous. On the
contrary, predatory instrumental offenses and responsive gay bash offenses were signifi-
cantly more likely to be perpetrated by multiple offenders when compared with predatory
representative offenses. Group offending increases the likelihood that predatory instrumen-
tal attacks against LGBT victims will result in an effective robbery. Offending with others
also allows for the diffusion of blame across offenders (Levin & McDevitt, 1993). Moreover,
Short (1997) has argued that the presence of others may fuel the escalation of violence,
especially when alcohol is involved, as offenders may be more willing to demonstrate mas-
culinity and bravado through brutal violent acts.

Relatively few (approximately 7%) anti-LGBT homicide events involved multiple vic-
tim deaths. Those cases that did involve multiple deaths usually involved offenders who
targeted victims that were intimately known to one another. Predatory instrumental attacks
were the only form of anti-LGBT homicide that involved no multiple victim attacks. One
plausible explanation is the increased risk associated with targeting more than one robbery
victim at a time.

The current study found that approximately a quarter of all anti-LGBT homicides
involved the use of gender-based derogatory remarks (e.g., faggot, queer) toward the victim
by the offender prior to and during fatal attacks. Responsive gay bash homicides were sig-
nificantly more likely to include the use of inflammatory gender-based insults. On the con-
trary, predatory instrumental homicides were the least likely to include antigay slurs,
significantly different from gay bash homicide.

It is not surprising that predatory instrumental homicides were significantly more likely
to involve profit motives, as profit-seeking is the defining feature of this mode of victim
selection. More interesting, though, is that less than 10% of responsive gay bash homicides
included any sort of profit-oriented behavior. This supports the assertion that gay bash
attacks primarily constitute responses or punishments for behaviors that violated norms of
traditional sexual identity and behaviors.

The aftermaths of responsive homicides significantly varied in regard to offender admis-
sion of an anti-LGBT motive. Specifically, offenders committing attacks against victims
making alleged sexual or romantic advances were significantly more likely to admit that
they targeted victims because of their sexual orientation or gender identity compared with
responsive gay bash offenders. This may be because offenders felt justified in their responses
to unwanted advances. Of all anti-LGBT homicide offenders, 50.4% admitted that they
targeted victims because of their sexual orientation or gender identity (see Table 1).
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Offenders who committed responsive gay bash homicides were significantly less likely to
make such admissions and less likely to state that victims were selected because of their
sexual orientation or gender identity.

DISCUSSION

Flewelling and Williams (1999) suggested that “a key issue encountered by homicide
researchers is how to best categorize homicides into significant and relatively homogeneous
types, under the assumption that different types of homicide may have different patterns and
causes” (p. 96). One of the primary purposes of this study was to advance knowledge about
the comparative nature of anti-LGBT homicide across different modes of LGBT victim
selection. We drew from Lawrence’s (1999) discriminatory selection model to disaggregate
homicides based on how they behaviorally went about selecting particular victims. Drawing
from prior research and homicide storylines, two broadly defined categories of anti-LGBT
homicide, namely, predatory homicide offenses and responsive homicide offenses, were
identified. The development of these categories and related subcategories extended prior
literature by focusing on a single form of bias and a single crime type. In this way, the
authors avoided making the questionable assumption that all violent crimes and all bias
crimes follow the same patterns.

Homicide types were initially differentiated by whether or not attacks were planned and
unprovoked or, on the contrary, occurred in response to a personal affront (neither planned
nor unprovoked). One could argue that predatory homicides are committed primarily to
exert power over victims. In addition to the thrill that comes with stalking and hunting vic-
tims, offenders may be seduced by the power that comes through the ultimate domination
of the planned fatal attack. Moreover, responsive attacks may be committed as acts of “righ-
teous slaughter” that serve to restore what is considered good and right and the honor lost
through victims’ affronts against the offender (see Katz, 1988). It is through responsive acts
of violence that offenders regain honor by “saving face” and demonstrating their masculin-
ity (Bufkin, 1999; Perry, 2001). International research on anti-LGBT killings in New South
Wales, Australia, by Tomsen and Mason (2001) provides support for the generalizability of
the current study’s findings. Through an analysis of homicide scenarios, their research dem-
onstrated two general scenarios of anti-LGBT murder, including, first, a “planned attack in
a public place on a victim who is homosexual or presumed to be, and who is usually a com-
plete stranger” and second, “a personal dispute between two men over sexual activity or an
alleged sexual advance [that] led to fatal violence between parties who were friends or
acquaintances” (pp. 265-266). Thus, anti-LGBT homicide events may be premeditated,
unprovoked acts of violence (predatory) or these fatal attacks may be dispute-related
(responsive). Tomsen and Mason’s (2001) research on scenarios of anti-LGBT violence
also demonstrates that the motivational circumstances and modes of victim selection do not
always support the typical profile of a bias crime, or crimes involving attacks by strangers
in public places against symbolic and random victims (see also Tomsen, 2002).

A key purpose of this study was then to conduct quantitative comparisons across anti-
LGBT homicide victim selection subcategories. The first type of predatory homicide was
the representative offense. Predatory representative offenses align closest to the public’s
shared understanding of the typical bias crime, as they consist of expressive forms of unpro-
voked violence. Representative attacks do not occur by happenstance or arise abruptly.

Downloaded from cjb.sagepub.com at MICHIGAN STATE UNIV LIBRARIES on April 12, 2016



SCOI.76824_0018

1146 CRIMINAL JUSTICE AND BEHAVIOR

Instead, offenders commit these attacks cautiously and most commonly in the absence of
others. Offenders are more likely driven by bigotry and significantly less likely to be under
the influence of drugs or alcohol and are less distracted by other motives, such as profit.
Whether done for the thrill of the hunt or as part of a larger mission to eliminate the sym-
bolic threat posed by the LGBT community (see Levin & McDevitt, 1993), these predatory
offenses send a clear anti-LGBT lifestyle message.

The second type of predatory anti-LGBT homicide was the instrumental offense.
Predatory instrumental homicides, which involved robbery of LGBT homicide victims as a
primary motive, were unique from predatory representative homicides in regard to the num-
ber of suspects involved, as instrumental anti-LGBT homicides were significantly more
likely to involve multiple offenders. The difference in offenders’ victim selection processes,
which are not necessarily captured in these findings, should not be overlooked. Offenders
who plan from the outset to rob LGBT victims likely represent a different type of predatory
killer. As instrumental offenders are driven primarily by profit, the selection of victims
arguably has less to do with animus toward members of the LGBT community and more
with the strategic victimization of “easy prey.” For this reason, critics may question the
inclusion of instrumental homicides in a study of anti-LGBT violence. Determining the
relative roles of bias and profit-related circumstances in a single homicide event undoubt-
edly presents challenges. This study, however, suggests that the discriminatory selection of
LGBT victims in instrumental offenses is just as harmful for victims and victim communi-
ties regardless of the added complexity of robbery motives. Moreover, findings from this
study demonstrated that instrumental anti-LGBT homicides were in many ways similar to
the ideologically motivated representative anti-LGBT homicide. Therefore, ignoring this
subtype of homicide would sacrifice a more complete understanding of an important ele-
ment of the anti-LGBT violence story.

The second category of anti-LGBT homicide was responsive anti-LGBT homicide,
which differed from predatory homicide in important ways. Responsive gay bash homicides
were the most common type of responsive homicide and tended to involve victims and
offenders who were unknown to one another prior to the homicide. In many cases, offenders
became acquainted with their victims only minutes prior to the homicide. Gay bash homi-
cides occurred most often in public locations (often outdoors) and were significantly more
likely than other types of anti-LGBT homicides to occur in the presence of other bystanders
who were not directly involved in the attack. Indeed, it is likely that the presence of others
escalated the seriousness of violent transactions as offenders attempted to save “face” and
respond to perceived affronts by victims (Luckenbill, 1977). This study found that a key
indicator of gay bash homicide was the excessive taunting and gender-based, verbal degra-
dation by offenders toward victims (see also Comstock, 1991). This finding is consistent
with prior theoretical accounts of anti-LGBT violence, which have suggested that offenders
are able to regain a lost sense of honor and to demonstrate masculinity through the use of
this language (Bufkin, 1999; Perry, 2001; Tomsen & Mason, 2001; Van Der Meer, 2003).
Importantly, however, gay bash homicides were not routine acts of fatal violence in which
offenders simply used common gay slurs. Instead, for a homicide to be categorized as a gay
bash case, there must have been evidence that an offender’s use of gender-based derogatory
remarks were clear indicators for why victims were selected.

The second most common type of responsive anti-LGBT homicide involved responses to
undesired romantic or sexual advances. This type of anti-LGBT homicide was significantly
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more likely to be perpetrated by young males who were under the influence of drugs or
alcohol, or both, in the “safety” of private residences. One explanation for this extreme
reaction to undesired advances by young males was their need to demonstrate masculinity
once it had been threatened (Bufkin, 1999; Perry, 2001). Indeed, for some young males,
violence is the only available response to a real or perceived threat to one’s masculinity (see
Messerschmidt, 2012). Also important, the victims who were allegedly responsible for the
unwanted advances were not significantly more likely to be under the age of 18. Many
sexual advance cases involved adult victims and juvenile offenders. In many of these cases,
sexual advances stemmed from situations involving the provision of drugs and alcohol by
adult victims to juvenile offenders within the privacy of victims’ homes. Youthful offenders
often claimed “self-defense” following sexual advances and suggested that victims became
violent following the rejection of the undesired advance or feared that victims would even-
tually turn violent. Interestingly, many offenders openly admitted to murdering victims as a
necessary response to such an advance, or as a result of “gay panic” by offenders (see also
Dressler, 1995; Lunny, 2003; Mison, 1992; Tomsen, 2006, 2009).

The last subcategory of responsive homicide was mistaken identity homicide. In these
cases, offenders mistook their victims for the opposite sex. Mistaken identity cases were by
far the least common type of anti-LGBT homicide captured by the ECDB and were not
included in the main comparative analyses presented above due to their small number.
Despite their relative rarity, one finding is worth mentioning. Mistaken identity cases almost
always involved transgendered victims. The number of mistaken identity cases in the United
States may be larger than official reports suggest, because such homicides are unlikely to be
reported or investigated as possible anti-LGBT attacks (see Witten & Eyler, 1999). In addi-
tion, the number of mistaken identity cases in the current study may be very small because
offenders were often not identified for potential cases of mistaken identity homicide.
Because of the uncertainty surrounding the circumstances of victim selection, these events
did not meet the inclusion criteria and were not included in the current study. In many cases,
for instance, a transgendered prostitute would be found murdered in a public location, thus
leading advocacy groups to speculate that an offender who felt duped by the victim perpe-
trated the homicide. Speculation was not enough, however, to be included in the current
study. With the inclusion of antitransgender crimes in federal bias crime laws following the
passing of the 2009 Matthew Shepard Act, it is possible that the number of identifiable
mistaken identity cases will increase over time.

There are several implications for research and policymakers stemming from the find-
ings of this study. While conventional wisdom maintains that bias crime tends to be preda-
tory acts of violence, this study also revealed the responsive nature of anti-LGBT homicide
events. Therefore, it is important to recognize that bias-motivated violence does not neces-
sarily symbolically target LGBT victims at random, but can also be largely fueled by mis-
understandings, disputes, and escalated confrontations between victims and offenders in
which offenders feel threatened by the victim’s sexual orientation or gender identity.
Recognizing differences across homicide events within the context of how victims are
selected can assist in the prevention of lethal anti-LGBT victimization. Police and policy-
makers should consider the varying modes of victim selection and roles of victims in vio-
lence when making decisions regarding bias crime legislation and the enforcement of bias
crime laws for LGBT victims. Particular strategies for preventing future acts of anti-LGBT
violence may depend on how victims are likely to be selected. To prevent future responsive
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anti-LGBT homicide victimization, such as sexual advance offenses, educational or public
awareness campaigns could be utilized to inform the public about the risks of going home
with more distant acquaintances and strangers, especially when drugs and alcohol are likely
to be consumed. However, the content of messages regarding predatory forms of anti-LGBT
violence should focus more on the risks of participation in anonymous meetings and
Internet-based relationships.

Second, law enforcement bias crime training should also focus on research findings
regarding the differences across modes of anti-LGBT victim selection categories. Evidence
of prior confrontations between victims and offenders, or mixed-motive circumstances,
should not necessarily rule out the occurrence of an anti-LGBT homicide. More research
should also be done to advance a comprehensive understanding of bias crime victim selec-
tion strategies and these findings should be integrated into bias crime educational
materials.

Third, researchers should seek to utilize alternative data sources to study rare forms of
violence, such as anti-LGBT homicide. Until national crime databases include the informa-
tion required to empirically study these forms of violence, researchers must rely on alterna-
tive open-source information and innovative research designs to advance knowledge about
anti-LGBT homicide and other serious forms of bias-motivated violence.

There are also a couple notable limitations to the current research. First, a number of anti-
LGBT homicide events that occurred during the time frame of the study remain unidenti-
fied. It is possible that authorities and victim’s families wish not to “out” victims or draw
attention to victims’ LGBT statuses following their deaths in many cases. Therefore, this
study focused only on observable anti-LGBT homicide events in the United States. How
unidentified cases may systematically vary from those included in the study remains
unknown. Second, this study focused only on fatal anti-LGBT attacks. While it is impera-
tive to disaggregate anti-LGBT homicide separately, it is also necessary for future research
to compare categories of lethal anti-LGBT violence with nonlethal anti-LGBT violence.
Although this study was not able to conduct careful observations of offenders’ intentions to
kill their victims, as opposed to simply injuring them, it is likely that many responsive
homicides were devoid of intent to kill. Thus, it is possible that future research may find
several similarities between responsive homicides and nonfatal acts of anti-LGBT
violence.

CONCLUSION

In this study, we narrowed anti-LGBT homicide into two broadly defined categories and
related subcategories: predatory offenses (including representative and instrumental subcat-
egories) and responsive offenses (including gay bash, undesired romantic advance, and
mistaken identity subcategories). A number of significant differences were identified at the
incident, suspect, and victim levels. Future research should attempt to replicate this study’s
findings on anti-LGBT bias violence and other types of bias crime. While there is admit-
tedly no “gold standard” for typifying homicides (Flewelling & Williams, 1999, p. 99), the
hope is that the utility of approaching bias homicide disaggregation based on victim selec-
tion of particular target groups will be further tested and this approach will be expanded.
Doing so will allow law enforcement to better identify and prosecute specific forms of bias
crime while also informing policymakers on the complex nature of bias crime incidents,
offenders, and victims.
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EXAMPLES OF ANTI-LGBT HOMICIDE EVENT PRECURSOR, TRANSACTION, AND AFTERMATH

ATTRIBUTES

Precursor Attributes

Transaction Attributes

Aftermath Attributes

Offenders referred to victim(s) as girls
when they left “gay bar” and victims
reciprocated verbally

Offenders lured victim away from “gay
bar” under guise of going to a party then
took him to a remote location where he
was robbed

Offenders binged on alcohol before
“cruising for homosexuals” and
identifying victim leaving gay bar

Victim met offender at undisclosed
location prior to returning to victim’'s
home together where the offender
realized that victim was a biological
male

Offender and victim met online and
arranged a meeting at a hotel

Offender picked up victim who was
hitchhiking

Offender robbed victim at a “homosexual
meeting spot,” forced the victim into his
vehicle, and drove him to a remote area

Offender met victim at a karaoke bar
before going on a walk together
in which the victim made a sexual
advance toward the offender

Offenders made contact with the victim
by asking him where the gay bar was
and then beat him to death with blunt
objects

Offenders beat victim before dragging
him to their garage and strangling him
to death

Offender stabbed victim repeatedly (20
or more times)

Offenders stabbed victim 35 times
with a knife and beat him with blunt
objects, including a bat and sticks

Offenders tortured victim with a metal
rod until he died

Victim was pummeled, stomped, and
kicked unconscious during a party
with many onlookers

Offender cut the throat of a bound victim

Offender beat victim and put him in a
headlock until his body went limp

Offenders left victim’s body in remote
outdoor location

Offenders drove body to remote area
and buried his body in a shallow grave

Offenders placed victim’s body in car
then dumped body on the side of the
road to be found later by police

Offenders set fire to the car carrying the
deceased victims and fled

Offenders threw victim’s body off of a
canyon
Offender dismembered victim’s body

Offenders dumped victim’s body under a
highway overpass

Victim’s body was left in the snow to be
found days later

NOTES

1. The Anti-Violence Program (AVP) also include “queer” and “HIV positive” victims in their homicide counts.
2. Although this could be due to increased reporting, it is interesting to contrast the numbers to those reported to the

Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (2011) Uniform Crime Report (UCR). For instance, in 2011, the UCR reported just three
murders motivated by the victim’s sexual orientation. Comparing data sources reveals the discrepancies that occur across dif-
ferent collecting agencies and reiterates the need for improved anti-LGBT violence data collection practices.

3. Thrill-motivated offenders were driven by the need to assert dominance and the need to experience excitement.
Defensive bias crimes were committed by offenders to prevent certain groups from encroaching on their territory. Defensive
offenders felt threatened by members of targeted groups, although victims had not necessarily committed any particular
offense against them. In addition, mission crime offenders were attempting to banish the world of evil, represented by mem-
bers of targeted minority groups. Targeted groups were often viewed as inferior or even subhuman. Retaliatory bias crime
offenders were motivated by revenge for prior bias attacks perpetrated against their respective social group (McDevitt, Levin,
& Bennett, 2002).

4. Unfortunately, the data used for this study do not allow for the examination of nonfatal bias crime. Moreover, the
offender’s intention to cause death to the victim cannot be measured.

5. Tt should be noted that homicides against LGBT victims in which evidence of discriminatory selection is unavail-
able are not included in the current study. It is very plausible that bias homicides against LGBT victims are not included in
our study because of a lack of available evidence or other publicly available information indicating offender mode of victim
selection. In addition, some homicides in the Extremist Crime Database (ECDB) involved indicators that victims were dis-
criminately selected due to their sexual orientation or gender identity but were not included because offenders had not been
identified.

6. The ECDB is led by Drs. Steven Chermak and Joshua D. Freilich and has been partially funded in the past by the
National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START) since 2006. The anti-LGBT homicide
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data were originally collected for a subsidiary project known as the Extremist Homicide Project (EHP) during the senior
author’s doctoral work. All EHP data have since been absorbed by the ECDB project. While all other crimes captured by the
ECDB involve extremist offenders, anti-LGBT homicide cases may not.

7. For more information about the ECDB, see the following studies on nonviolent extremism (Belli & Freilich, 2009),
far-right extremist homicide (Gruenewald, 2011; Gruenewald, Chermak, & Freilich, 2013a, 2013b; Gruenewald & Pridemore,
2012), far-right hate groups (Chermak, Freilich, & Suttmoeller, 2013; Freilich, Chermak, & Caspi, 2009), the quality of open-
source extremist crime data (Chermak, Freilich, Parkin, & Lynch, 2012), antihomeless homicides (Gruenewald, 2013), as well
as anti-LGBT homicide in the United States (Gruenewald, 2012).

8. Although the ECDB originally included 131 anti-LGBT homicides occurring in the United States between 1990 and
2010, 10 cases were removed from the final analysis because basic information about the homicides was missing from open-
source materials.

9. As this is an event-level analysis (as opposed to a suspect-level analysis), only one offender per homicide event is
considered for purposes of quantitative analysis. Many fatal attacks involved multiple offenders, and it is possible that the
inclusion of all suspects in the analysis could affect the results. Nonetheless, there is little evidence that offenders commit
violence with others who differ from them in important or meaningful ways. If it was possible to determine a “lead” or “pri-
mary” offender based on seriousness of charges, then this offender was selected for analysis. If this was not possible, or if two
offenders had identical charges, then the first offender listed in the ECDB was selected.

10. Race information was available from available sources, including advocacy group reports and prison inmate records.
Unfortunately, coding race and ethnicity of offenders and victims based on open-source information was problematic for
many other cases, which resulted in missing values. Commonly relied upon sources such as news stories, for instance, rarely
report the race and ethnicity of those involved in crimes.

11. We had no access to arrest records or autopsy reports. Only when open-source data provided information on drug and
alcohol use was this information captured.

12. Although it is inherently problematic in this study to dichotomously measure victims’ sexes due to variations in gender
identity, the current study attempts to capture the sex of victims as it was referred to in open-source materials.

13. We acknowledge that some information regarding some violent transactions is unattainable from open-source docu-
ments. Nonetheless, we believe that the triangulation of all available open-sources is currently the most feasible way to
advance our understanding of these homicide characteristics.

14. Emotional reactions by offender are observed through open-source materials by written descriptions of their reported
language and behaviors.

15. Although some undesired advance anti-LGBT homicides were premeditated, they are identified as responsive homi-
cide events due to their element of victim provocation. Responsive homicides are distinguished from predatory homicides
because responsive events are primarily defined by a real or perceived affront by the victim. Therefore, the decision was made
that any homicides defined by this confrontational situation would be placed within their respective responsive anti-LGBT
homicide subcategory. In contrast, victims play no role in the escalation of violence within predatory homicide subcategories.

16. Information regarding the use of multiple weapons is available from the authors.
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