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Hate Crime Offenders: An Expanded Typology

Jack McDevitt,* Jack Levin, and Susan Bennett
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Little research has been conducted to determine the motivations of hate crime
offenders. This article builds on an earlier work of J. Levin and McDevitt (1993)
inwhich a typology of offender motivations was first articulated. We reanalyze 169
Boston police case files that were originally studied in order to provide empirical
grounding for the typology. In this updated study, characteristics of the three
original motives—thrill, defensive, and mission—are examined in relation to a
new category: retaliatory motivation. In addition, the article addresses the issue
of levels of culpability in explaining the most appropriate sanctions for certain
kinds of hate offenders.

In recent years, much controversy has surrounded the passage of hate crime
legislation both nationally and at the local level. The debate has challenged a variety
of issues involving hate crimes, from questions regarding whether hate-motivated
offenses differ from other similar crimes to concerns about the ability of criminal
justice personnel to distinguish an offender’s motivation (Iganski, 1999; Petrosino,
1999). Building on the earlier work of J. Levin and McDevitt (1993), this article
seeks to inform the hate crime debate by constructing an offender typology in
which the major motivations are represented.

Background
Definition of Hate Crimes

Hate or bias crimes, as defined by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI),
are crimes that manifest evidence of prejudice based on race, religion, sexual

*Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Jack McDevitt, Center for
Criminal Justice Policy Research, 400 Churchill Hall, Northeastern University, Boston, MA 02115
[e-mail: j.mcdevitt@neu.edu].

303

© 2002 The Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues



304 McDevitt, Levin, and Bennett

orientation, or ethnicity (FBI, 1999). This definition has been expanded to include
both physical and mental disabilities and gender. The Hate Crimes Statistics Act
of 1990 requires that the attorney general develop procedures to collect informa-
tion regarding hate offenses. The act does not single out hate crimes as a new,
distinct crime but assigns the determination of bias motivation in conjunction with
traditional offenses (FBI, 1999).

Distinguishing Elements of Hate Crimes

Research concerning hate crime victims, offenders, society, and government
has been undertaken to better understand and address the issue. Factors assessed in
understanding hate crimes and measuring their impact have been generated from
the victim’s psychological and behavioral responses (Garcia & McDevitt, 1999),
attitudes and perceptions of hate crimes among various groups within society
(Craig, 1999), police records, and official data. Given the relative infrequency with
which hate crimes are reported, and to a lesser degree, an offender is identified,
research on offender motivation remains sparse.

Some researchers have looked at specific areas of hate crime motivation. For
example, Van de Ven’s (1995) study of violence against gay males and lesbians
found that most of the offenders in his sample had engaged in antigay violence and
that most of this violence was associated with the offender’s antigay stereotypes.
In a more recent study, Byers and his colleagues (Byers, Crider, & Biggers, 1999)
identified various neutralization techniques used by hate crime offenders to justify
their attacks on Amish victims. Recent research suggests also that the issue of
heightened potential for retaliation is a valid concern among victims’ groups and
should continue to be addressed (B. Levin, 1999). It appears that victims in hate
crime incidents are frequently threatened with revenge if they report the harassment
to the police or if they do not act as the offender demands (e.g., move out of the
neighborhood).

Identifying Hate Crimes

In the most horrendous of cases, bias intent may be obvious; in less severe
incidents, however, detecting and identifying bias motivation becomes more com-
plex and often goes undocumented. For example, if a victim reports to the police
that he was attacked because he is Hispanic, but upon investigation the police
discover that the offender had himself been an assault victim recently and was
trying to retaliate for that attack, many police officers are less likely to categorize
such an assault as a hate crime. One indicator police officers use to determine bias
intent is lack of other motivation. In instances of hate crimes, there appear to be no
gains for the assailant: There is no attempt to take money or other personal items,
and there is no prior relationship between the victim and offender. Often only
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unprovoked attacks are designated as hate crimes, and those in which the offender
perceives himself as retaliating for some perceived slight or bias are considered
too complicated to allow for prosecution as a bias crime.

Two of the most recent and horrific hate crime incidents left little doubt as to
the mindset and motivation of the murderers. In 1998 in Jasper, Texas, a Black man
was dragged to his death behind a pickup truck, and that same year in Laramie,
Wyoming, a young gay man was beaten, tied to a fence, and left to die. These
homicides further served to demonstrate to Americans that bias could lead to
some of the most violent actions that one person can perpetrate against another.
But what of the numerous incidents in which indicators of bias intent are hazy,
absent, or unknown to the victim or police officer investigating? Additionally, in a
number of violent bias crimes, the offender has previously engaged in less severe
acts of intimidation. All too often these actions go unrecognized by the police,
and thus the offender is empowered and the victims further traumatized. When
hate crimes go unaddressed, we as a society send a message to offenders that this
behavior is acceptable and possibly even appreciated. This reinforces the behavior
and empowers the perpetrators to continue and in many cases to escalate their
attack (McDevitt, 1989). In addition, by ignoring hate crimes we are revealing
a general lack of concern for the victim and reinforcing the notion that many
people in the community may in fact agree with the offender. In August 2001,
for example, Donald Butler, a 29-year-old Black resident of Pemberton Township,
Pennsylvania, was targeted by two White supremacists who shouted racial slurs
at him as he stood on the front lawn of his home. Perhaps seeing the verbal abuse
against their neighbor as an isolated and trivial event, Butler’s White neighbors
did absolutely nothing to assure him of their support or indignation. Three weeks
later, the same two hatemongers returned with baseball bats, this time invading
Butler’s home in the dead of night, where they brutally beat him and his wife. The
Butlers escaped with stitches and broken bones, but they also felt hurt and alone,
as if no one really cared. They have since relocated to another community.

Offender Typology

In 1993 J. Levin and McDevitt suggested that hate crime offenders could be
grouped into three major categories according to the motivation of the offenders
involved. Based on interviews with police officials, victims, and several hate crime
offenders, J. Levin and McDevitt developed a typology that identified three primary
motivations: offenders who committed their crimes for the excitement or the thrill,
offenders who saw themselves as defending their turf, and finally a small group
of offenders whose life’s mission had become to rid the world of groups they
considered evil or inferior.

The primary position of the present article is that the current typology used to
assist law enforcement in investigating and identifying hate crimes is incomplete.
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Based on discussions with hate crime investigators after the release of the original
typology, it occurred to us that there are sometimes additional factors and indica-
tors present that seem to relate to bias motivation but are not currently specified in
the literature. Offenses that involve these factors and indicators are bias motivated
but include distinct characteristics that indicate a retaliatory theme. Therefore, we
propose that the category “retaliatory” be included within the hate crime offender
typology. Although the categories “defensive” and “retaliatory” share some fea-
tures, we maintain that they are separate because of the different precipitants that
spark violence in each.

The basic underlying factor found throughout all of the hate offender groups
1s bigotry (J. Levin & McDevitt, 1993). This is considered a primary motivation
for the hate offense to occur. However, each offender category differs with respect
to the conditions, both psychologically and environmentally, that ultimately lead
to a violent attack. In thrill crimes, for example, the offender is set off by a desire
for excitement and power; defensive hate crime offenders are provoked by feeling
a need to protect their resources under conditions they consider to be threatening;
retaliatory offenders are inspired by a desire to avenge a perceived degradation
or assault on their group; and mission offenders perceive themselves as crusaders
who hope to cleanse the earth of evil.

Methods

To provide empirical grounding for the expanded typology, case files used to
develop the original typology were reanalyzed. The Community Disorders Unit
(CDU) of the Boston Police Department provided these case files to the research
team. The final sample of 169 cases constituted the total number of cases in which
the offender was known and represented: 47% of the 358 hate crimes reported
and investigated by the Boston police during the 18-month period from July 1991
through December 1992. The review was limited to cases involving either a known
suspect or an offender who was arrested.

One concern about using official reports to identify offender motivation is im-
portant to note. Although any study of motivation that is inferred from indirect data
(as opposed to direct interviews conducted by the researcher) introduces potential
bias, the investigators from the CDU are a rather unique source of information.
These investigators are experienced police investigators who have been trained and
had experience investigating hate crimes in Boston. All investigators have been
instructed in the elements necessary to prove bias motivation in court. They have,
for example, been trained that the use of language alone cannot be an indicator of
motivation.

For each case in the sample, research assistants from Northeastern University
reviewed the entire case file to discover potential sources of information regarding
offender motivation. These sources included the original incident report filed by
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the responding officer, statements made by the offender to the victim, case notes
from the CDU officer investigating the case, and any statements made by the
offender prior to his/her arrest.

The research assistants were graduate students from the master’s program in
criminal justice at Northeastern University. All students participated in a 2-day
training program to familiarize them with the goals of the study, the previous
work on the typology, and most importantly the forms and language used by the
investigators from the CDU serving as a source of the data set. Three different
students assessing interrater reliability coded the first 25 cases independently.
After some sources of confusion were identified and resolved, all cases were
coded, including the original 25. The intercoder reliability check resulted in more
than 90% total agreement (three out of three coders agreed) as to the placement of
incidents.

A code sheet was then completed for each case in the sample. Relevant data
coded from the CDU files consisted of location of incident, offense type, bias
indication, type of injury, offender’s motivation, relationship of parties involved,
involvement of organized groups, and victim and offender characteristics. Data
were also coded that described the outcome of the offender’s case at each step in
the criminal justice system (e.g., dismissed because of insufficient evidence during
grand jury). These data were coded onto the hate crime typology code sheet.

Results and Discussion

The analysis of the hate crime case files indicates that the most common type of
hate crime was an attack committed for the thrill or excitement of the act. As shown
in Table 1, fully 66% of the cases under review in this study were motivated by a
desire for excitement or thrills. In this category of crimes, youths often told police
they were just bored and looking for some fun. In 91% of these thrill-motivated
cases, the perpetrators reported having left their own neighborhood to search for a
victim in a gay bar, a temple in another part of town, or a minority neighborhood.
It is important to stress that their target was not selected randomly but was chosen
because the offender perceived that the victim was somehow different. This was
indicated by the CDU following its investigation, which determined that the crime
was motivated by bias. Following nationally accepted standards, investigators from

Table 1. Frequency of Offender Motivation in Boston Police Department Cases, 1991-1992

Offender motivation Number of cases Percentage of cases
Thrill 111 66%
Defensive 43 25%
Retaliatory 14 8%
Mission 1 <1%

Total 169 100%
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the CDU employed the following bias indicators: the offenders’ use of slurs or
epithets, the offenders’ history or bias and violence, the coincidence of a triggering
event, the presence of bias graffiti, and the location of the attack. Although the
underlying factor was bigotry, according to interviews with CDU investigators, the
attack in these thrill-motivated cases was triggered by an immature desire to display
power and to experience a rush at the expense of someone else. In discussions with
the police, several of these young offenders revealed that their only benefit from
the attack was some vague sense of their own importance: a sadistic high as well
as bragging rights with their friends who believed that hatred was cool. In a recent
study, Byers et al. (1999) similarly reported that for most hate crime offenders,
thrill seeking seemed to be a key motivation. Moreover, in a study focusing on
antigay behavior among young adults, Franklin (2000) separates the two aspects
of what we refer to as thrill motivation into two themes, peer dynamics and thrill
seeking. As we discuss later, this distinction may be important for assigning degree
of culpability to thrill-seeking offenders.

As indicated in Table 1, some 25% of the hate crimes reported to the Boston
Police were categorized as defensive. Unlike thrill-motivated offenses, defensive
bias attacks were committed, from the offender’s prejudiced point of view, in order
to protect his neighborhood from those he considered to be outsiders or intruders.
In interviews with police investigators and in several police reports, offenders
expressed their belief that members of another group, whether Black, Latino, or
Asian, had undeservedly moved into a home on their previously all-White block.
According to these reports, the objective of these crimes was to convince the
outsider to relocate elsewhere and also to send a message to other members of
the victim’s group that they too were not welcome in the neighborhood. Previous
research has suggested that hate crimes are associated with demographic shifts at
the neighborhood level. More specifically, Greene (Greene, Glaser, & Rich, 1998)
has indicated that hate crimes tend to increase in what he refers to as “defended
neighborhoods,” those previously all-White areas that have begun to transition,
with a growing population of Black residents. Similarly, research conducted by the
Chicago Reporter (Gordon, 1997) has similarly found that Chicago-area suburbs
with growing minority population have recently experienced increasing numbers
of hate offenses directed against Blacks and Latinos.

Reviewing the occurrences of hate crimes in America, it has been noted that
a single hate offense is often followed by a large number of follow-up attacks. For
example, the month with the most hate crimes in New York City’s history was the
period following the deadly attack on a young Black man, Yusuf Hawkins, in the
White working-class community known as Bensonhurst (Levin, 1999). Many of
the attacks in the subsequent month were retaliatory in nature. Many offenders felt
that someone should pay for the death of Hawkins. Once this cycle of action and
reaction takes hold, it is difficult to end, especially when the media get involved
and young offenders see themselves as avenging their honor.
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In retaliatory hate crimes, whether the original incident actually occurred is
often irrelevant. Sometimes a rumor of an incident may cause a group of offenders
to take vengeance, only to learn later that their original information was merely
unfounded hearsay. According to interviews with investigators from the CDU,
some retaliatory hate crimes are committed after rumors circulate about a crime
and before anyone has had a chance to verify the accuracy of the original rumor.

In discussing retaliatory offenses, we refer specifically to incidents in which
offenders act in response to a hate crime, whether real or perceived. We do not
include those actions in which offenders see themselves as reacting against the
presence of a group or individual. Attacks based on revenge tend to have the
greatest potential for fueling and refueling additional hate offenses . For example,
a recent hate-related killing spree committed by a Black resident of suburban
Pittsburgh most likely triggered a retaliatory rampage perpetrated by a White
resident of the same area just weeks later. In March 1999, shortly after Ronald
Taylor attacked several Whites in what can be described as a classic mission-killing
spree, Richard Baumhammers decided to get even with immigrants and minorities
by targeting them in a retaliatory mass murder. Although it is only speculated that
Baumhammers sought revenge for the actions of Taylor, the likelihood of such
extreme and similar events occurring in such proximity in time and space seem
to be more than coincidental. In the present study, approximately 8% of all hate
crimes were concluded to be retaliatory in their motivation.

In an earlier study, J. Levin and McDevitt (1993) suggested a fourth category
of hate offenses in which a perpetrator becomes totally committed to bigotry,
making it the primary focus of his life. In so-called mission hate crimes, the
perpetrator seeks to rid the world of evil rather than to respond to any specific
event that threatens him. He may join an organized hate group, such as the Ku
Klux Klan or the National Alliance, or he may operate alone, as did Timothy
McVeigh, the convicted murderer of 168 Americans in the bombing of the Murrow
Federal Building in Oklahoma City. He makes hate a career rather than a hobby.
In the present study, we determined that only 1 out of 169 hate offenses could be
categorized as a mission hate crime.

Implications for Policy

One reason why the original typology has been so widely adopted by law
enforcement is that, early on, it offered a way to categorize hate crime offenders and
suggested some clues as to methods of investigating hate offenses. If a department
determines that a hate crime is defensive (this can sometimes be determined by
certain crime elements, such as a series of prior threats and/or a victim who recently
moved into a neighborhood), then the investigation can focus on those who would
be considered at risk. If, for example, a Black family that moves into an all-White
neighborhood receives a couple of threats on the answering machine and then finds
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that its windows are broken, it is highly unlikely that some person from another
city or state is responsible. More likely, it is a neighbor whose house is in proximity
to that of the victim.

It is sometimes difficult to determine which crimes are bias motivated. For
this reason, the FBI has developed a set of indicators that it encourages officers to
employ when they identify bias-motivated offenses. The Uniform Crime Reports
present 13 indicators, some of which should be evident in a particular crime in order
for a determination of bias to be made (U.S. Department of Justice, 1990). These
include information such as similar previous incidents committed by the offender,
previous hate crimes that have occurred in the same neighborhood as the incident
in question, and the relevance of the date of the incident (e.g., Martin Luther King
Day). Additionally, the Uniform Crime Reports guidelines caution investigators to
weigh facts on a case-by-case basis, to attend to misleading and feigned facts, to
be aware that offenders may have been mistaken in their perception of the victim’s
characteristics, and to change bias designations when bias intent is established
after the fact or withdrawn after original reporting. With growing understanding
of what indicators to look for, the investigation process can be greatly enhanced.

The most crucial piece of information currently collected to establish bias mo-
tive is the offender’s use of language. Hate crime data collected by the
Los Angeles Human Rights Commission (1997) indicates that 90% of the incidents
documented were determined to be bias related because of hate speech or symbols
used in the commission of the crime. Although some critics claim that punishing
this behavior is a legal infringement of a person’s freedom of speech (Jacobs &
Potter, 1998), it must be kept in mind that hate speech alone does not qualify as a
crime. The criminal act that accompanies hate speech is the deplorable action, and
hate speech is merely one piece of information that is used to assess bias motiva-
tion. The Uniform Crime Reports’ data collection guidelines warn that, before an
incident can be reported as a hate crime, sufficient objective facts must be present
to lead a reasonable and prudent person to conclude that the offender’s actions
were motivated, in whole or in part, by bias.

Based on previous work by Nolan and Akiyama (1999), McDevitt, Balboni,
and Bennett (2000) recently conducted a national survey of police officials to
examine perceptions of hate crimes held by law enforcement agencies across
the country. The study found that the majority of police chiefs and hate crime
investigators believe that hate-motivated offenses are more serious than those not
motivated by hatred and that victims often fail to report hate crime incidents
because they either fear the police or believe the police will not take the incident
seriously. This mindset of the victim also reveals the lack of confidence officers
apparently harbor and display when dealing with hate crime incidents.

Yet hate crime training for the majority of police officers is minimal (U.S.
Department of Justice, 2000). This is an area in which training and clear guide-
lines could greatly increase positive interactions and encourage reporting by hate
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Table 2. Characteristics of Hate Crimes by Motivation of the Offender

Attack

Characteristics Thrill Defensive Retaliatory Mission

Number of offenders  Group Group Single offender Group

Age of offender(s) Teens—young Teens—young Teens—young Young adults—adults
adults adults adults

Location Victim’s turf ~ Offender’s turf ~ Victim’s turf Victim’s or

offender’s turf

Weapon Hands, feet, Hands, feet, Hands, feet, rocks, Bats, guns
rocks rocks sticks, guns

Victim offender None Previous acts of  Often no history None

history intimidation
Commitment to bias  Little Moderate Moderate Full
Deterrence Likely Unlikely Unlikely Most unlikely

crime victims. Currently, officers lack appropriate knowledge regarding the most
effective and appropriate ways to inquire about potential bias intent. It is believed
that typical hate crime victims are also among the groups that have traditionally
had strained relations with law enforcement (McDevitt et al., 2000). A clumsy ap-
proach by the police toward inquiring about possible bias motivation may further
damage relations between victims’ groups and law enforcement.

In addition to clear guidelines necessary for hate crime investigators, and
for that matter, all law enforcement officers who may be the first on the scene
of a potential hate attack, appropriate standards should be established for other
criminal justice actors who must deal with more complex issues of establishing
and prosecuting hate motivation in the commission of an offense.

Table 2 provides a descriptive summary of the various types of hate crime
offenders and specific characteristics often associated with a particular type of
attack. If the full range of motivations and related outcomes are understood, more
confident and accurate bias determinations can hopefully be made by all criminal
justice actors.

The model can be useful in identifying different types of bias motivation. For
instance, in distinguishing retaliatory from defensive attacks, the presence and/or
absence of certain factors should be apparent. In the case of defensive bias crimes,
there is not a particular hate incident that has spurred the attack. The attack stems
from an overall defensive posture maintained by an individual against a particular
group (or groups) of people who are considered a growing threat to resources and
a cause of problems occurring in the life of the offender. The precipitant for a
defensive attack consists of an intrusion of outgroup members into the offender’s
neighborhood, workplace, or campus. Consequently, these crimes often occur in
or near the offender’s turf (i.e., home, work, school) and involve groups of young
offenders who have a history of previous acts of intimidation. By contrast, in
retaliatory hate crimes, in which the offender is getting even for a specific (real
or perceived) hate attack, we would observe that the offender is more likely to act
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alone, to perpetrate the attack outside of his own turf, and possibly to use more
extreme violence.

Retaliation crimes also differ from defensive crimes in that in retaliation
crimes, the threat of an attack is not constant. Offenders will attack a victim
only after they perceive that an incident has occurred in which the members of a
particular group have somehow attacked someone from their own group. The loca-
tion of an attack, in the case of retaliatory incidents, is comparable to that of thrill
episodes, in that the attack is less likely (albeit not unheard of) to occur in the neigh-
borhood of the offender. The offender actively seeks a target from the group con-
sidered responsible for the wrongdoing, and this is generally in the neighborhood
of the victim or in an opportune area some distance from the residence of the
offender. In avoiding targets close to their own turf, perpetrators make themselves
less vulnerable to a counterattack.

In addition to offering a new dimension to the hate crime offender typology,
the revised model suggests a continuum of culpability that will hopefully assist
criminal justice decision makers in assessing the role of each individual hate crime
offender in an incident (see Table 2). A common complaint from those who are
empowered to arrest, charge, prosecute, and sentence hate crime offenders is that
there are often multiple offenders, each with a different level of involvement in the
crime. These levels of culpability affect many decisions made within the criminal
justice system. For example, was one of the offenders not involved in the beating?
Or did that offender attempt to stop the attack but get rebuffed by his friends?
We are suggesting that in hate crimes, offenders often play different roles in a
single incident and that these roles reflect differing levels of culpability. We base
these dimensions on the review of hate crime case files from the Boston Police
Department cited above and a set of interviews from police officers who have
investigated hate crime incidents.

Levels of Culpability

The additional dimension that we suggest as necessary to appropriately
address, prosecute, and sentence hate crimes is the degree of culpability of the
offenders. This element is particularly useful in discussing levels of responsibil-
ity associated with group attacks. Such discussion does not address the issue of
hate crimes as generally more harmful than identical crimes not motivated by
hate. It is used only to discuss the usefulness of identifying levels of culpability
for increased understanding of multiple-offender involvement in a hate-motivated
attack.

Based on the cases we reviewed and the interviews with police investigators
we conducted, those cases in which the offender was not a full participant in the
crime offer particular challenges for law enforcement. In the cases we reviewed,
if a young person was with a group that committed a hate crime but did not fully
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participate in it, that individual was not usually charged in the incident. In some
cases the young person actually disagreed with the sentiment of the group but
did not know how to get out of the situation and save face with his/her peers. It
1s important to note that most hate crime offenders are young males for whom
respect from their peers is incredibly important. Sometimes, simply to prevent
being rejected, these young people will go along with their friends, even if they
disagree.

It is also important to acknowledge that in some cases young people have
made heroic efforts at great personal cost to prevent hate crimes from occurring.
The dimensions of culpability we suggest here are intended to acknowledge and
assist in the identification of the full range of culpability in most hate crimes. We
suggest that there are three levels of culpability, as depicted in Table 3: the leader
in an incident, the fellow traveler, and the unwilling participant. Also to distinguish
those who are culpable from those who are not, we offer the category of hero to
acknowledge those individuals who actively try to intervene to protect the victim
of bias-motivated violence.

Table 3. Culpability of Individuals Involved in Hate Crimes by Motivation of the Offender

Level of
Culpability Thrill Defensive Retaliatory Mission
Leader Encourages others
Fellow Actively or hesitantly | Actively Actively or hesitantly | Actively
traveler participates in crime participates in participates in crime participates
planning or crime in hate
group and
crime
Unwilling Does not actively Does not actively Does not actively Does not
participant participate in participate in participate in actively
crime but does not crime but does crime but does participate
attempt to stop not attempt to not attempt to in crime
crime or help stop crime or stop crime or but cannot
victim warn victim warn victim withdraw
from the
group
Hero Attempts to stop Warns victim Attempts to stop Reports
crime crime and warns group
victim behavior
to police
Color Key

= Highly Amenable to Change

= Moderately Amenable to Change

= Change Highly Unlikely
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Most hate crimes could not occur at all if someone didn’t suggest that the
group engage in this kind of violence. The leader performs this role; he (in the vast
majority of cases in our data, the leader was a male) might suggest that the group
go out and look for someone to terrorize or beat; he might be the one who, for the
sake of a thrill, begins an altercation with someone who is crossing his turf.

Fellow travelers (a concept originally developed by political scientist Meredith
Watts) may not have initiated the crime but—once a leader makes a suggestion to
the group—are happy to go along (Watts & Zinnecker, 1998). These individuals
are almost as culpable as the leaders, since they are willing to act on their hatred,
so long as someone else initiates the crime.

By contrast, unwilling participants find themselves in a situation of which they
do not approve, yet they also do not actively attempt to stop the attack. Such an
unwilling participant may be the young man who is with a group of friends when an
attack begins (e.g., when a Black man is seen walking through their neighborhood).
Although he may not agree with the notion of attacking an innocent victim, he also
does not know how to get out of the situation while saving face with his friends.
For young teenage males, this is particularly difficult.

A number of police officers have told us about situations involving unwilling
participants, because they are among the most difficult to decide to prosecute.
Unwilling participants are clearly less at fault, since in many cases they do not
join in the beating, but they also lacked the courage to resist and seldom report
an attack to the police after the fact. Our typology suggests that these individuals
have less culpability for the crime but are still culpable to some extent.

We have included a final category, heroes, to distinguish those individuals who
actively attempt to stop the attack from the unwilling participants who acquiesce.
Heroes may intervene to stop the beating and/or report the attack to the police.
Their actions require a certain immunity to social influence and a strong sense of
conscience. In most cases, heroes are asked to turn in their close friends in an effort
to protect someone they have never met. We include this category as an example
of behavior we should strive for and reward because it is an example of doing the
right thing at a very difficult time.

Sentencing Options Based on Culpability

Determining culpability is also useful in assessing the kind of sanction to be
imposed on the offender. Once the level of culpability is determined, the offender
can be more effectively matched with a sentencing option that would be of optimal
benefit to the offender and the victim. For instance, individuals determined to be
unwilling participants may benefit most by community sanctions designed to pro-
mote understanding of the victim’s group. Fellow travelers might also gain from
such an option but would be considered a more reluctant group and might there-
fore require more intensive programming. It is particularly unlikely that leaders
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representing defensive, retaliatory, or mission groups would be amenable to alter-
native sanctions involving integration of or education about the victim’s group. On
the other hand, leaders associated with thrill hate crimes may benefit from such an
option. It is believed that thrill leaders may not possess the level of distrust or per-
ceive the victim’s group to be as threatening or despicable as leaders of defensive,
retaliatory, or mission groups.

Conclusion

The description provided to us by some retaliatory hate crime offenders was
that the perpetrators needed to realize that they couldn’t get away with attacking
someone like them. Although the motivation was somewhat defensive in nature,
the attack was based on more than the need to protect a neighborhood, a workplace,
or a school.

As with any single study, the present work is limited in a number of ways.
The typology we propose is based on research in a single urban jurisdiction and
represents investigations conducted by only one police agency. Future research
should attempt to replicate these findings in other settings, for example, in suburban
and rural jurisdictions and in other parts of the country. In addition, it would
be interesting to see if similar results were obtained from non-criminal-justice
samples—for example, in school settings. Similarly, research should be done to
assess the predictive capability of the revised typology.

Understanding different types of hate motivation and specific indicators as-
sociated with these have been shown to be useful in identifying and prosecuting
hate crimes and providing appropriate services to hate crime victims. If police
departments are not encouraged and trained to properly investigate bias intent, to
record hate incidents, and to respond appropriately to the victims of such incidents,
then we, as a society, are essentially making a statement that hate crimes are not
important enough to receive our serious attention. This mindset only serves to
isolate hate crime victims and their communities from the rest of humanity.

Historically, the criminal justice system has been charged with relieving the
burden of retribution from crime victims. In the case of hate crimes, this ser-
vice is especially important, because the magnitude of the victimization often
extends throughout a community. By ignoring hate crimes, the system is re-
fusing to acknowledge the suffering of these victims, making the burden for
closure rest entirely on the victim or the victim’s group. Tools that assist gov-
ernment agencies in understanding and effectively dealing with hate crime inci-
dents may be our best effort toward curtailing this brand of violence. In J. Levin
and McDevitt’s original typology, this category was referred to as “reactive”;
however, after careful consideration the category has been renamed “defensive.”
We feel that this term more accurately depicts the set of behavioral and psy-
chological influences that affect this type of hate crime offender. Renaming the
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category serves to reduce any confusion in understanding new elements of the
typology.
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