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            Prologue: Living with Hate

         

         I’ve never talked about my attack. But now feels like the right time. It was a summer holiday weekend in the late nineties. One of those weekends you look forward to for months. I was in London visiting friends on a blisteringly hot day. It was my last chance to see them before I started my postgrad degree in journalism, so I made the most of it. The morning was spent basking in Regent’s Park and we headed for lunch around midday. Many of us had just finished our final undergraduate exams so we went somewhere that served cool beer to celebrate. We ate like kings and imbibed enough to fuel a gush of reminiscing over good times at university. After one too many for a lunchtime, we convinced ourselves to carry on the party. The destination of choice was a bar on Tottenham Court Road well known for the diversity of its clientele.

         A few hours into the sprawling celebration I stepped out of the bar to take five in the heavy London air. I was struck by the bright azure sky and took a moment for my eyes to adjust. A guy standing in the distance on the shimmering asphalt gradually came into focus. He sauntered over and asked for a light. Before I could flick the flint on my Zippo two other guys jumped me. All three had been waiting patiently for their target. This was something planned, considered, not something that came about through circumstance; not a crime of opportunity.

         In an instant, without having to think, I knew what had happened. I was a victim of a hate crime. I remember the metallic tang xiiof the blood pouring from my split lip. The din resonating in my head from the precision-placed punch. I got a glimpse of the three of them, laughing, enjoying their victory. I turned away, afraid of appearing resilient – giving them their prize in the hope they would move on. Some may call me a coward for not retaliating – I certainly felt like one. But all I could think of in those first few seconds was minimising the violence, and protecting those coming out behind me. Then one of them spat it out:

         ‘Fucking batty-boy.’

         That was all the confirmation I needed. I recognised the ‘game’ I was part of. They called it ‘queer-bashing’, a ‘sport’ played up and down the country, where the players on one team wait outside well-known gay bars for the players on the opposing team to emerge inebriated, less able to defend themselves when the game starts and the attack comes. The gamification of hate crime.

         This felt different to one of those random acts of violence fuelled by alcohol on a Saturday night. This wasn’t senseless violence. The attack was a message. What that was I couldn’t fathom in that moment. But in the days and weeks following I would return to the attack again and again – it filled my thoughts until there was no space for anything else. An attack on your identity will do that. You don’t ask ‘Why me?’ like most victims of violent crime. You know why me, and that is much more insidious. It gets right under your skin.

         I couldn’t stop the deluge of questions flooding my head. Did my attackers actually hate what I was? Is hate too strong a word for it? Did the attack affirm the heterosexuality of the guy who punched me? Or was it simply to do with protecting their turf? A signal to me and others that ‘my sort’ was not welcome in ‘their’ city. Whatever the motive (or mix of motives), the violence made me question who I was, my place in society, and my relationship.xiii

         I’ve not held my partner’s hand in public since that day. I look back and feel like I was cheated of intimacy. The attack on my identity made me feel so unsafe that it reshaped me. The feeling of vulnerability was constant. It became tied up with my person. I lost something that day, and it still feels like I will never get it back.

         The actions of those three men not only changed my personal life, but my professional life too. Soon after the attack I decided to abandon my desire to become a journalist and I signed up for a master’s degree in criminology. The questions I had about my attack preoccupied me and the science was the place to find the answers.

         My postgraduate studies were illuminating in ways I both did and did not expect. Most of the year was spent pacing up and down dimly lit library stacks, blowing dust off mildew-ridden books and losing myself in them. This I anticipated. In between the scholarly activity I took a part-time job in an internet cafe that provided a less formal and more unexpected learning experience. As the cafe rarely had customers I had a lot of time on my hands. To pass away the hours I took advantage of the high-speed internet access. It didn’t take long before I witnessed my first incident of virtual hate. A small group of chatroom users went on a rampage, abusing others with racial epithets. Then they turned on me. Homophobic slurs flooded my screen.

         In the same year I had experienced hate both on the streets and online. These experiences were formative and created in me a drive that wouldn’t let up. To fuel it I signed over four years of my life to embark on a PhD. This was the start of my journey to make sense of the motivations of my attackers and others like them. That journey, on which I continue to travel, has involved looking into some of the darkest parts of the human mind to work out what makes a prejudiced thought turn into hateful and sometimes lethal action.xiv
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            Introduction

         

         Is hate hard-wired? I asked myself a similar question early in my journey: ‘Is there something in the biology of my attackers that is somehow responsible for their act of hate against me?’ The possibility was both comforting and disturbing. It would allow for a clear separation of myself from my attackers but it would mean hate is an even more intractable problem. The question serves as a good place to introduce this book. The nature versus nurture debate is as fundamental to understanding hate as it is to understanding every other part of what makes us who we are.

         The majority of hate criminals are rather mundane and share similar characteristics to the general population. To me and you. They are not all pathological, not all monsters as portrayed in the mass media. The same foundations for prejudice and hate are present in everyone.

         We all have a deep-rooted preference for people that we think are like us. This trait is common not just to humans, but to other species too. Far back in human history our ancestors developed this trait to ensure their groups flourished; forging tight bonds that fostered trust and cooperation was essential to survival. While less important to survival today, there is no getting away from the fact, however uncomfortable it might make us feel, that humans are predisposed to favour people from their own group over people from outside groups.

         Scientists are now able to show how a possible consequence of 2this human trait can be observed in our brains. Long gone are the days when doctors had to crack skulls to take a look under the hood. Scanning technology such as functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI), the type of scan a patient may have to identify the presence of a tumour, is now being used to produce three-dimensional images of the brain that show real-time reactions to external stimuli such as photographs. Under certain conditions, a predisposed preference for ‘us’ can turn into a learned aversion towards ‘them’, and the brain signals involved in this process have been found using this scanning technology.

         People who say they don’t hold prejudiced views of black people can be betrayed by their brain signals. Participants in neuroscience studies have been shown to exhibit differences in brain activity when they look at pictures of white and black faces. What is startling about this finding is that the area of the brain that shows the highest correlation with unconscious prejudice, the amygdala, is associated with fear and aggression (see first brain image in plate section). The amygdala is where ‘prepared’ fears (fears we learn more quickly) and learned fears are formed. Think of spiders and snakes versus exams and the dentist. The science shows the amygdala can generate a fear reaction when it processes images of people with darker skin tones (and this applies to both white and black study participants – more on this in Chapter 3). But it would be a mistake to assume we are born with parts of our brains pre-coded to react in this way.

         To study brains in the wild, psychologists have looked at how young children interact. In our early years, when we have had little socialisation, adult ideas about other groups play a minimal, if not non-existent, role in our interactions with peers. Watching kids play shows evolution at work. From the age of about three, we begin to recognise the existence of groups, and develop a preference for being in one group over another. 3

         Girls or boys, members of team Red or team Blue, fans of SpongeBob or Peppa Pig – what defines these groups doesn’t matter (in fact, for our distant human ancestors, difference was unlikely to manifest in skin colour given the limits of migration). But kids become anxious about being excluded from the group they perceive they belong to. At this stage the consequences of a preference for the ingroup over the outgroup are minimal. Children at this phase of development don’t actually turn this ingroup preference into harmful behaviours aimed at the outgroup. They don’t steal toys or start tribal wars in the playground based on what group they belong to. But they may only share toys with members of their ingroup unless encouraged to share more widely.

         Interactions between older children occur in a more complex social context than the preschool playground. From the age of about ten, the ability of children to reason means they begin to understand how society is organised into hierarchies. Opportunities for competition seem to emerge at every turn and begin to dominate play and more general behaviours. Kids still place importance on ingroup identity, such as who belongs, but more importantly, they start to keenly identify those who do not belong. Preference for the ingroup can begin to turn into seeds of prejudice against the outgroup, even when the groups are made up of very similar individuals.

         Classic psychology studies show that when ‘average’ white middle-class adolescent boys are put into groups that have had no prior contact, they can rapidly form biases against each other based on group membership. This even occurs when the identities of those in both groups is similar (e.g. all-white middle class boys).* 4When the groups come into contact for the first time, competition can result, especially when resources, like food, are scarce. While conflict is not inevitable, it can erupt if a share of resources becomes unequal. But group divisions are not ingrained, and they can be easily crossed. Give both groups a common problem to overcome and they can forget their differences and come together to get a job done for the benefit of all. 

         It is usually during adolescence when negative thoughts about other groups can turn into deeply harmful acts. Prejudice and hate targeting members of the outgroup can start to embed. This galvanising of prejudice, where acting on it in harmful ways can become normalised, is not inevitable. Within us we all have the internal precursors of prejudice, but it takes a specific set of external conditions to cultivate it. Contributing factors for this could include a failing economy or divisive politics; things that kids are largely protected from, which come to bear on most of us in early adulthood. When combined with other influences like negative norm and value transmission from peers, a lack of daily face-to-face contact with the outgroup, and gradual exposure to subversive subcultures and fringe online media, the seeds of prejudice can rapidly germinate into hate. But still, not everyone in this tinderbox will embark on a spree of hate crimes. 5

         The good news is the majority of us have learnt to suppress prejudice. Some researchers point to the ‘civilising process’ to explain why most of us now feel shame when we think in prejudiced ways.1,2 Over hundreds of years of social change, and aided by the civil rights, women’s liberation and gay rights movements, it has become unacceptable to think and behave in ways that disadvantage certain groups in society, and in particular, groups that are known to already be structurally disadvantaged.

         But suppressing prejudice takes mental energy. Granted, there are those who would argue they don’t have to suppress anything, because they are prejudice-free (a suppression in itself?), but many of us are careful to correct our thoughts when, in that split second, we associate a person from a group with a negative trait. A few might have to remind themselves that gay men are not sexual predators, disabled people are not welfare scroungers, Jews are not profiteers, and so on. But this suppression mechanism, if present, can fail under certain conditions, accelerating some towards hate.

         The approach taken in this book

         My journey has been to figure out what set of ingredients is necessary for someone to tip into hate offending and how this can rapidly spread to others – why at some points in time and in some places we can live together harmoniously, and why in others things get so divisive they reach genocidal proportions.

         Understanding the gap between thinking something and doing something is the holy grail of the behavioural sciences. A vast amount is known about prejudice and how it is formed, and an equally vast amount is known about what happens when it becomes so extreme that it has violent consequences. It is agreed that while not everyone who has been exposed to prejudiced thoughts will become a hate 6criminal, all hate criminals will have been exposed to prejudiced thoughts at some point. But get a group of experts in a room and ask them to pinpoint that precise moment when prejudice tips into violent hate and you’ll be met with multiple conflicting answers.

         As a professor of criminology, I am fortunate to have studied a field that was formed long after many of the classic scientific disciplines, allowing it to borrow ideas unashamedly from all of them. Unlike some disciplines that often work in silo, criminology can come at the problem from many angles and from the extremes. This is absolutely crucial when tackling the question, ‘Why do people commit hate crimes?’ You cannot begin to understand hateful behaviour without looking at the whole picture, from how biology and early socialisation predispose humans to favour the ingroup, right through to how financial meltdowns, global pandemics and artificial intelligence (AI) can create the ideal conditions for hate to flourish.

         Taking this wide-angle picture is key to understanding hate crime now. The current rate of the breakdown in social relations across the world is arresting. It is no coincidence that soaring hate crime figures are found in countries where the extreme right is rising. This trend is fuelled by the internet revolution and its corruption by masked individuals, the far right and state actors. Societal divisions are being prised wide open with the use of the internet in an attempt to garner support for populist leaders and ideologies.

         Donald Trump’s 2016 presidential campaign hired Cambridge Analytica and the Leave.EU Brexit campaign hired Aggregate IQ to use artificial intelligence to ‘micro-target’ those who would be most vulnerable to messages designed to stir up fears of the ‘other’.3 During the COVID-19 pandemic, social media was flooded with far-right conspiracy theories and hate targeting Jewish, Muslim, Chinese and LGBTQ+ people for supposedly creating and/or 7spreading the disease (more on this in Chapter 10).4 Beyond organised campaigns, the everyday internet user also took to social media to post hateful messages, triggered by disinformation and careless phrases, like ‘Chinese virus’ and ‘kung flu’, coming out of the White House (see Figure 1).5 What is most worrying about this trend is that the research shows divisive messages from public figures are directly linked to tipping some people into hateful violence on the streets. In January 2021 the world witnessed an unparalleled example of this when the US Capitol Building was stormed by Trump supporters who had been whipped up by his polarising rhetoric. Many were photographed wearing T-shirts and holding flags emblazoned with far-right, neo-fascist and white supremacist symbols. The riot resulted in five deaths, including one police officer, and hundreds of injuries. Within minutes of the siege, Twitter, Facebook and YouTube removed Trump’s content that praised his supporters, conceding that the posts incited violence. Later the three tech giants went a step further and suspended the president’s accounts in an effort to prevent further unrest.

         
            
[image: ]Fig. 1: Frequency of online hate speech on Twitter targeting East and South East Asians in the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic

            

         

         8New technology has transformed hate, amplifying its power to inflict harm. Left unchallenged, the expression of hate in our modern connected society has the potential to become more widespread than at any other point in history. If we do not seek to fully understand this new context, using all the science at our disposal, we risk hate radiating beyond individual communities to whole nations.

         
             

         

         This book is divided into two parts. Part One begins by examining individual hate crime cases to understand what it means to hate, before turning to the numbers to ask what qualifies as hate and how much of it is out there. It then delves into how our ability to hate is shaped by characteristics that are common to all humans – our evolved biological and psychological wiring and the influence of our rapid early learning.

         Part Two explores how hate is shaped by ingredients that can layer on top of these human traits – accelerants that reduce our capacity to suppress our prejudices and edge us closer to hate. Hate comes about from a combination of the core traits we all share and these accelerating forces. While we all have the ability to hate, only some of us are exposed to enough accelerants to make it erupt. As this exposure (and safeguarding from it) is not equally distributed across society or time, hate appears more often in some groups and in some periods of human existence.

         In unmasking the tipping point from prejudice to hate crime, I take you on my journey across the globe and from our ancestors in prehistory to artificial intelligence in the twenty-first century. I delve into hate crime cases to tell the stories of victims and offenders, speak to the experts and make use of the most cutting-edge scientific tools. By looking through multiple lenses, I present counter-intuitive and shocking explanations that defy commonly held perceptions about human behaviour, and at each stage, edge closer to explaining why some people act upon their prejudices, while others don’t.
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            * ‘Average’ white middle-class boys, or more generally people from Western, Educated, Industrialised, Rich and Democratic (WEIRD) societies, make up the bulk of subjects in scientific studies on human behaviour. This has led to the claim that most of what we know about human behaviour is not generalisable to the whole population of the world, but instead only represents people from WEIRD societies (J. Henrich et al., ‘The Weirdest People in the World?’, Behavioral and Brain Sciences 33 (2010), 61–83). What we currently know from the science about IQ, moral reasoning, fairness and cooperation, among other things, may only apply to a subset of the world’s population. If you are from a WEIRD society, then the findings from these studies probably apply to you. If you are not, then we need more science in societies like yours to confirm if what we know applies more broadly.
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            1

            What It Means to Hate

         

         Srinivas and Alok

         In 2017, on an unusually warm February night in Olathe, Kansas, Srinivas Kuchibhotla and his friend Alok Madasani decided to cut short their day’s toil at the GPS company Garmin and go for a cool beer. They had moved their families from India to the Sunflower State in the mid 2000s to start new lives. The 135,000-strong Olathe community had been warm and welcoming to both, and Austins Sports Bar and Grill on the strip mall, a typical American establishment serving good burgers and beer, had become their local.

         At Austins, large TV screens blared out the University of Kansas versus Texas Christian University basketball game to a throng of patrons. Srinivas and Alok sat at a table on the outside patio, relishing the unseasonable 79 degrees. Over a pair of frosty Miller Lites they caught up on their day at work before segueing into conversation about Bollywood movies and Alok’s impending fatherhood.

         Mid-conversation, Alok noticed a white man wearing a T-shirt with military-style badges and a bandana stand up from his table and walk over. By the look on the guy’s face, Alok immediately suspected something was wrong. With a pointed finger Adam Purinton asked, ‘Which country are you from? Are you here illegally?’

         Alok was silent, concerned the threatening tone of the aggressor’s questions might be the preliminary to violence. Srinivas 12quietly responded, ‘We are here legally. We are on H-1B. We are from India.’

         Purinton fired back at him, ‘We pay for your visas to be here. You need to get out of here! You don’t belong here! … Sand niggers!’ He then proceeded to poke Srinivas in the chest, shouting, ‘Terrorist!’

         Alok darted inside to fetch the manager, but upon his return found two patrons, one of whom was a local man named Ian Grillot, standing up for him and Srinivas and insisting that Purinton leave.

         A short while later Purinton returned, this time in a different T-shirt and with his face covered with a scarf. Yelling, ‘Get out of my country,’ he pulled out a semi-automatic pistol and opened fire on his two targets. Srinivas took the brunt of the attack; four bullets to his chest. Alok was shot in the leg and fell to the ground. All he could think about was his unborn child, and how he had to live.1

         Ian, the patron who had earlier defended them, counted the shots from beneath the table he was cowering under. At what he thought was the ninth he got up from the floor and gave chase as the terrorist fled the scene. But he had miscounted; one bullet remained in the magazine. Purinton turned and unloaded his remaining ammo, piercing Ian through his hand and chest.

         As patrons at Austins frantically performed first aid on the two Indian men, Srinivas’s wife, Sunayana, was trying to call him from home. She wanted to know what time he would be returning, hopeful that they could share a pot of tea in the garden and watch the sun go down. When he didn’t pick up she started to scroll through Facebook and found a news post with the headline ‘Shooting at Austins Bar and Grill’. She feared the worst.

         Alok and Ian survived the attack. Srinivas died from his multiple gunshot wounds. 13

         The police informed Sunayana that the shooting was premeditated – her husband was killed because of who he was, the colour of his skin. Sunayana had hoped the attack was random, like so many of the other shootings in the US which she had heard about on the news. Knowing her husband and his friend were targeted because of their nationality and race deepened the pain she felt. She struggled to comprehend Purinton’s reason for killing her husband. What had hurt him so much to lead to this unthinkable action? What was he afraid of? Where did his anger come from? Did killing Srinivas take away his pain?

         While Alok and Ian were still recovering from their injuries, both were approached by reporters from all over the world to give their take on what had happened. In one interview Alok said, ‘I’m scared, for sure. One thing I really want people to know is that this is just hate.’

         Eyes filled like pools, Ian said from his hospital bed, ‘I was doing what anyone should have done for another human being. It’s not about where he’s from, or his ethnicity. We’re all humans.’2

         Days later Sunayana said in a press conference, ‘I was always concerned. Were we doing the right thing by staying in the United States of America? … What will the government do to stop this hate crime? My husband would want justice to be done. We need an answer.’ She had read about other hate crimes all over the country since the election of Donald Trump in 2016. She said to a reporter shortly after the attack, ‘When the recent elections happened, we were watching it so closely. I was so worried; I just couldn’t sleep.’3 She recalled asking her husband, ‘Srinivas, will we be safe in this country? I’m so worried.’4

         After fleeing the scene Purinton drove 112 km to Clinton, Missouri, where he confessed to an employee at an Applebee’s restaurant. Following apprehension by police he was charged with 14murder and manslaughter by the state, but specific hate crime charges could not be brought as they do not exist in Kansas law.* 5 Only at the federal level would Purinton be charged with a hate crime. He admitted that his attack was motivated by the race of his victims. Two weeks before the shooting he had noticed Srinivas and Alok sitting at their usual table and said to the bartender, ‘Did you see those terrorists on the patio?’ Purinton pleaded guilty to all charges and was sentenced to three consecutive life sentences without the possibility of parole.6

         Amid mounting pressure for a statement from both the American and Indian press, in front of Congress President Trump condemned ‘hate and evil in all of its very ugly forms’ six days after the murder.7 Srinivas’s funeral, in Hyderabad, was broadcast on Indian news and online. Mourners could be heard shouting, ‘Trump, down, down! … Down with racism! Down with hatred!’8

         A year after Srinivas’s murder, Sunayana set up Forever Welcome, a not-for-profit organisation to support immigrants and to combat hate crime in the US.

         
            *

         

         What drove Purinton to murder that day? It is the job of a criminologist to provide answers to such questions. To take the stories 15of victims and perpetrators of hate and to make sense of them using the best available science. Criminology emerged as a field of study in response to the problem of crime. It is therefore focused on informing government policy, and is driven by one big question: Why do they do it? Beneath this is a range of sub-questions that shape the research of criminologists who study hate: What is hate and is it useful in establishing motive? How much hate crime is actually out there? What are the consequences of crimes that target our identity? How do we stop the hate? Through the individual names and stories of victims and perpetrators, this chapter deals with the first of these sub-questions. 

         What does it mean to ‘hate’?

         As a younger man, Adam Purinton held a pilot’s licence while in the navy, was an air traffic controller for some time and also worked in a skilled role in the IT industry. Then he suffered a series of losses that reshaped his life. His father died from cancer only eighteen months before he killed Srinivas. This contributed to excessive drinking and unemployment. He managed to get a few manual jobs, including as a dishwasher at a fast food restaurant. This toxic mix of personal loss, failure and frustration may have played a role in Purinton’s decision to kill that day, but it can’t fully explain it. It is possible that Trump’s xenophobic rhetoric and his banning of Muslims from entering the US that same month played its part – did Purinton believe what he was being told, that his failings were not his own but could be blamed on immigrants? Maybe, but we don’t know this. Even if he did, there are pieces of the puzzle still missing. Not everyone in the US who has suffered deep personal losses and believes divisive political messages turns to violence. So was it hate that made Purinton murder that day? 16

         Much of our criminological understanding of hate stems from the study of prejudice. Prejudices feed off stereotypes, characteristics given to a person or whole group of people, based on crude generalisations and categories. Prejudices are formed when our attitude and feeling towards someone are shaped by our perceptions of a group we think they belong to. They therefore focus on what psychologists call the outgroup (‘them’) and the ingroup (‘us’).

         When focused on the ingroup, prejudices are often associated with positive stereotypes, categories and feelings – a person who is one of ‘us’ is associated with competence and trustworthiness and generates warmth and compassion. On its own, our built-in, often unconscious preference for people like ‘us’ can result in discrimination against ‘them’ if we do not work to counteract it. Positive attitudes and feelings make it more likely that we will be nicer to ‘us’ than to ‘them’, and this is reflected in who we give our time, affection, money and resources to.

         When prejudices are focused on the outgroup, they tend to be associated with negative stereotypes and feelings. Purinton thought Srinivas and Alok were a drain on America’s resources (‘Are you here illegally?’) and a potential threat to life (‘Did you see those terrorists on the patio?’) – prejudiced attitudes and thoughts based on unsubstantiated stereotypes that generate negative emotions.

         But it would be unfair to state that Purinton was just prejudiced against the outgroup of his victims. We all hold prejudices, but we don’t all take to the streets to commit hate crimes. When a person harms or kills another because they belong to a particular group, they have moved beyond prejudice to something else. ‘Hate’ has become the normal word for this state of being, but what does it really mean, and is it a useful term in fully understanding motive?

         Hate means different things to different people in different contexts, and is overly used, even misused, to political ends. If 17we begin with the simple use of the word in conversation, ‘hate’ is thrown around every day. A dinner-time tussle with my young nephew has often resulted in the exclamation ‘I hate vegetables!’ and a casual chat with my neighbour has ended with the utterance ‘I just hate that president!’ To both, there is something so inherently wrong with vegetables and that president that they can never see a day when they could accept them. Both are pushed away.

         But hate is probably too strong a word to convey how they actually feel. My nephew dislikes the taste of vegetables, and maybe even experiences disgust when eating them. My neighbour holds the president in contempt, and may be greatly angered by his behaviour. All strong negative emotions, but short of actual hatred. The emotions will likely decrease in intensity over time, as my nephew gets older and his tastes change, and when my neighbour sees the president leave office.

         Experiencing hatred is beyond the realm of the ordinary and commonplace, despite its use in everyday language. When we hear people say they truly hate an individual (called interpersonal hate), the situation leading to the state of mind likely involves a behaviour that impacted them directly. The abusive father is hated by his children, the unfaithful spouse is hated by her husband, the captor is hated by his prisoner. But even in such deeply personal circumstances, this state of mind can change over time, and may be better described as intense dislike, contempt or disgust.

         In the scientific study of hate, the term is often reserved for the desire to remove a whole group because of an actual or perceived clash of worldview (called intergroup hate). An individual can still be the target of hate, but only because of their association with the outgroup. Srinivas and Alok were not targeted because of something they did to Purinton, but because of their association with a 18larger group that he believed was responsible for what was wrong with his country and possibly his own life.

         Hate of this nature goes beyond the negative emotions of anger, contempt, disgust and so on (although these may be felt alongside it – see later in this chapter).9 Emotions are felt when we are stimulated by information flowing in through the senses, memories, thought processes and chemicals coursing through our brain. For most of us they are ephemeral, sometimes so fleeting that we can wake up on the wrong side of the bed in a foul mood, but by lunchtime be full of enthusiasm for the day, fuelled by a few cups of coffee and a cinnamon swirl. Hate, on the other hand, especially its intergroup form, is more enduring, stable and consuming. It is this form of hate I focus on in this book.

         The Pyramid of Hate

         In the 1940s, a decade that saw the largest modern genocide in German-occupied Europe and the Moore’s Ford mass lynching in Georgia, Harvard psychologist Gordon Allport could think of little else but prejudice and hate. These horrors and others like them that took place in the first half of the twentieth century spurred Allport on to reveal the underpinnings of human prejudice and the hateful conflict that could result.10 His 1954 book The Nature of Prejudice went on to shape half a century of research on the topic.

         Allport considered prejudice as antipathy towards a whole group of people. The examples he used in his work often related to negativity expressed towards religious and ethnic groups, namely Jews and black people. In his view, to be prejudiced you had to think of the whole group in a negative way, not just select individuals from that group. In adopting this view, he excluded other forms of prejudice, such as sexism (where generally positive attitudes can 19be held towards women, though this still results in discrimination – now recognised in contemporary prejudice research and termed ‘benevolent paternalism’).

         Based on his early definition of prejudice – negativity towards a whole group – Allport proposed a scale to demonstrate that not all prejudices are equal (see Figure 2). In the first stage, termed Antilocution, hate speech is used increasingly by sections of the ingroup, ranging from jokes to outright slurs targeting the outgroup. In this stage, hate speech ebbs and flows depending on the state of social relations and the occurrence of divisive events, as is so clearly visible on social media platforms today.

         
            
[image: ]Fig. 2: The Pyramid of Hate (adapted from G. W. Allport, The Nature of Prejudice, 1954).

            

         

         20In the second stage, Avoidance, we see the separation of the ingroup and the outgroup. This ranges from the ingroup ‘organically’ avoiding certain establishments or parts of a city or town because they are known to be frequented by the outgroup, to the state forcing segregation in its institutions, such as schools, public transport and housing.

         In stage three, Discrimination, we see the outgroup denied access to opportunities, goods and services, stifling their ability to advance in society. The outgroup is prevented from gaining a certain level of education, achieving employment in certain areas, receiving the best healthcare, and being afforded equal protection under the law.11

         The Jim Crow era in the American South, from the late nineteenth century through to the 1960s, is a good example of this third stage. Many of those in power, including influential religious figures, politicians, business leaders and scholars, ensured the belief that African Americans were inferior in every way to white people was ingrained within the fabric of society, creating a racial caste system that saw the subjugation and abuse of black people.† Today many governments continue to discriminate 21against parts of their populations, including at least sixty-eight countries (at the time of writing) that make it criminal to engage in same-sex relations, with the death penalty still in place in some for those caught doing so.12 

         The discrimination stage is also accompanied by subtle forms of aggression. In using their privilege to exercise power over the outgroup, the dominant group frequently commit verbal and behavioural micro-aggressions.‡ These include micro-assaults that are explicit and target the identity of the outgroup.

         The fourth stage, Physical Attack, is the conscious extension of the behaviours found in the previous stages to full-blown aggression. The physical violence may not be tolerated under the law of the country or state in question, but authority figures are likely to turn a blind eye. In some situations, authority figures such as the police may actually perpetrate the violence illegally.

         Physical attacks against black and LGBTQ+ citizens perpetrated by members of the public and the police were prevalent in the US in 22the middle of the last century and still continue to this day (Purinton’s attack would fall into this stage, and see also the case of Frank Jude Jr later in this chapter). Similar behaviours continue around the world today, including horrific physical attacks on gay men and women in Russia by members of the public and law enforcement.13 

         The fifth and final stage, Extermination, sees deadly violence towards the outgroup become desirable and in some cases legal.14 The Holocaust is the prime example of this stage, but genocides are not consigned to the past. Since 2016, an estimated 24,800 Rohingya Muslims have been wiped out by the Buddhist majority in Myanmar, and as many as 700,000 have been forced out of the country.15 This, and the recent genocides in Bosnia and Herzegovina (1992–5), Rwanda (1994) and Darfur (2003–) serve as continuing reminders of what is possible when a society allows hate to flourish.

         The push/pull factor

         Any scale of hate is imperfect. Distilling this darker side of human nature to account for all circumstances is a tough task. What Allport’s attempt does show us is that weak to moderate prejudice (up to stage 2) can see the ingroup avoid the outgroup, while more extreme forms of prejudice that might tip into hatred (stage 4 and up) can see the ingroup pursue the outgroup, in order to attack and exterminate. A key difference between prejudice and hate may therefore be this push/pull factor. The push factor can result from negative thoughts experienced when in the presence of the outgroup: unease, uncertainty and anxiety generated by a lack of knowledge about ‘them’, or the fear of causing offence or looking prejudiced.16 The pull factor can result from a desire or a need to act against the outgroup, to take out frustrations, to eliminate a perceived threat or to ‘correct’ behaviour. 23

         Purinton falls into the physical attack stage, and hence the pull category. He had seen both Indian men at Austins on previous occasions and had labelled them as a threat, calling them ‘terrorists’. While his encounter with them was likely happenstance, their presence was not a surprise to him. Instead of ignoring them or moving tables to get out of earshot of their talk of Bollywood movies, he pursued them. He invaded their space and questioned their right to be in the US. After being thrown out of the bar, he went home, armed himself and returned to kill.

         At the extreme end of the spectrum, extermination requires the allocation of a great deal of resources to hunt down and eradicate the outgroup. People go out of their way to locate the outgroup, instead of avoiding them. In Nazi Germany during the Second World War, the cost of exterminating the Jews and others could have instead been used on the war effort. This kind of illogical behaviour has more in common with extreme passions or obsessions than with a dislike of a group and negative emotions. In line with passions and obsessions, people who hate often believe they are embarking on a moral cause of some kind. There is a belief that their hate and the actions that stem from it are virtuous. The hated outgroup is perceived as doing something that undermines the very morals the haters are trying to uphold. The ends can then justify the means, even if the means involve the extermination of whole ethnic or religious groups.17

         Feeling hate together

         Alexei

         In 2014, twenty-year-old Alexei was working as a drag queen in Moscow, Russia. Ahead of each show he would transform in front of 24the mirror in his local gay club, freeing himself from the heterosexual persona that he had to wear every day when in public. Since the passing of the anti-gay ‘propaganda’ law in Russia in 2013 that claims to protect minors from knowledge of ‘non-traditional relationships’, attacks on LGBTQ+ people have increased at a staggering rate.

         Human liberties groups say the law is an attack on LGBTQ+ rights and a way of banning all forms of public expression that deviate from a heterosexual way of life. The reported widespread support for the law amongst the public means hiding in plain sight has become the only way to survive for people like Alexei in modern Russia. Simply holding hands while walking down a busy street in central Moscow invites homophobic taunts and even physical violence from passers-by.18

         The club where Alexei worked provided a surrogate family; his real one was lost when he came out as gay. Away from the hostile streets it offered a sanctuary that helped him maintain hope that things might change one day. For a few hours a night, Alexei’s true identity sparkled in the limelight, captivating crowds of other outcasts who accepted him for who he really was. But following the passing of the anti-gay propaganda law this safe haven had turned into a war zone.

         Within months the once discreet club was targeted. A large neon sign was erected above the entrance, beaming the letters ‘Gay Club Here ↓ ↓’ to all who happened to pass by. The building’s owners, reported to be a Kremlin-controlled railway company, were behind it.19 The dangerous stunt placed a target on the back of every patron who dared visit. A ‘Morality Patrol’ van took up its position outside, surveilling all those who entered the club.

         Soon after the violence came. First, two men harassed patrons as they queued outside the club, and when refused entry they fired off gunshots into the crowd, leaving bullet holes in the entrance door. 25Then came the gassing. Hydrogen sulphide, a potentially lethal chemical known to cause brain damage, was pumped through the ventilation system. Some of the five hundred club-goers suffered headaches and vomiting, but luckily no one was permanently harmed. Finally, the club was besieged by a fifty-strong mob of men who eventually stormed the building, ransacked it and set the roof ablaze.

         Organised hate groups were behind the attacks. Dmitry ‘Enteo’ Tsorionov, the leader of ‘God’s Will’, an extremist Christian group, continues to spearhead campaigns against homosexuality in Russia. ‘Homosexuality is no different than paedophilia … It’s a real plague, a real virus that needs to be destroyed. We need to stop this tumor so it doesn’t metastasize,’ he said in an interview.20 The group campaigned to get the anti-gay propaganda law passed, with the hope it would pave the way to outlaw homosexuality in Russia with a maximum penalty of death. God’s Will have reported connections with the neo-Nazi group Occupy Paedophilia, who entrap gay men and film them being abused and beaten, then upload the footage to YouTube. Both groups have significant followings on VKontakte, Russia’s version of Facebook.21

         The gunfire, toxic gas attack and harassment eventually proved too much and the club Alexei called home shut its doors in March 2014. With his surrogate family gone, like so many other LGBTQ+ people in Russia, Alexei made plans to leave his country to escape persecution by the likes of God’s Will and Occupy Paedophilia.22

         
            *

         

         Such groups provide the lifeblood of hate. They accelerate the negative attitudes towards the outgroup by using like-minded others to validate them. God’s Will provided a space where prejudice against homosexuals could turn into hateful violence, fuelled by a group of people who share the same attitude, sentiment and moral code. 26The act of coming together to express shared hatred has the effect of minimising the individual within the group. Psychologists call this deindividuation. Hate groups react as one where the sense of individual responsibility necessary to put the brakes on bad behaviour gets lost in the mob mentality.23 The individual and the group become ‘fused’ (more on this in Chapter 8). Instead of the outgroup being seen as threatening or challenging the morals of the individual, now they are perceived as challenging the entire group.

         While hate of this kind is not considered by most scientists as an emotion in itself, it is accompanied by a range of negative feelings that are amplified in group settings. These group-based emotions, which Allport referred to as ‘hot emotions’, play a fundamental role in how conscious prejudice is nursed into full-blown hate.

         Anger is a common feature of hate and it can be felt towards whole groups, as well as individuals. When anger is felt with hatred the source is often unresolved or displaced frustration. Frustration stems from various situations including unemployment, insecurity, poverty, ill-health, loneliness and lack of fulfilment. Individuals who are angry about one of these things often take it out on an outgroup that are misperceived to be the cause – ‘I am unemployed because THEY take all the jobs’; ‘I am less safe because THEY are all terrorists’; ‘I am poor because THEY are clogging up the welfare system.’ The hate group is a place where these frustrations can be shared. You are told your failings in life are not your own, but the fault of others who also act as a group in direct opposition to your own – ‘WE are sick because THEY are overburdening the health service’; ‘WE are isolated because THEY have taken over our neighbourhood’; ‘WE have fewer opportunities because THEY are the priority.’

         A bedfellow of hateful anger is fear. Often the targets of hate elicit fear in the hater, and this is frequently threat-based, resulting 27in a sense of powerlessness.24 We are all familiar with the usual negative stereotypes: immigrants will take our jobs, school places and hospital beds. Gays will want to have sexual relations with our children, and will undermine our masculinity, family values and the institution of marriage. Jews only want to control the media and industry to shape society in a way that favours them, and hence discriminate against us. Muslims will gang-rape our children, plot terror attacks and replace our values with sharia law. All misperceived threats that the hater feels they have little power to overcome. Fearful, angry and powerless is how most of us imagine a hateful person to be, and it is certainly how I imagine Adam Purinton.

         The intense emotions of humiliation and shame can also inspire hateful actions. These deeply affecting emotions can arise from one-on-one negative interactions, but in the case of intergroup hate they often arise from the projection of individual humiliation onto an outgroup. When felt in isolation, humiliation and shame often result in avoidance of the outgroup. This may have been how Purinton felt following his cascade of life losses that turned a productive lifestyle into a dysfunctional one. In isolation he possibly used alcohol to numb these intense feelings.

         Shared in a group, humiliation and shame can inspire reactions that see the outgroup pursued for revenge. The knowledge that your pain is not just your own, but shared with others around you, generates feelings of collective injustice and unfairness that beg for closure. Collective humiliation and shame, accompanied by hate for the outgroup, can thus lead to extremist behaviour, including terrorism (more on this in Chapter 8).25 Might Purinton’s individual humiliation have turned into the collective form when he was told the misfortunes of many unemployed Americans were not of their own making but instead the fault of illegal immigrants 28taking their jobs? If so, was this collective humiliation then projected onto his eventual victims?

         Failure to empathise is also an ingredient of hate that can thrive in groups. A lack of emotional empathy – resistance to sharing the feelings of another – stems from unwillingness to engage in cognitive empathy – refusal to see the situation from the perspective of ‘them’. Psychologists have technical terms for similar phenomena. The process of mentalising involves imagining what it is like to be ‘them’, emotionally. Having theory of mind means being able to comprehend another’s beliefs, intentions and persuasions.

         Both of these types of empathy are less likely to emerge when the ingroup rarely has contact with the outgroup. Conversely, positive contact can inspire empathy, and in turn reduce hate.26 But in the absence of one or both of these forms of empathy, compassion is unlikely to arise, allowing negative stereotypes to intensify to a point where entire groups are depersonalised. If you cannot bring yourself to imagine what it is like to be a member of the outgroup, you can only conceptualise ‘them’ as a collective, meaning the individual is lost. With no sight of individuals in the throng, it only takes a few additional steps to dehumanise all of ‘them’.

         ‘Gut-deep’ hate

         Kazuya

         In the dead of night on 26 July 2016, Kazuya Ono slept silently in his care home in a leafy suburb of the city of Sagamihara in Japan. The care home housed hundreds of people with disabilities aged between eighteen and seventy, including forty-three-year-old Kazuya, who is autistic and has the mental capacity of a toddler. 29

         Around 2 a.m., ex-employee Satoshi Uematsu smashed a window and entered the care home. He knew that most of the two hundred staff would be off duty, leaving around a dozen to patrol the wards. He walked through the home confidently, knowing the layout well and where the night staff would likely congregate. Turning a corner he encountered a member of staff, who challenged him. Uematsu quickly grabbed one of five knives he was carrying in his rucksack. Waving it at the now quivering member of staff he instructed them to put on handcuffs. With the coast clear, Uematsu pressed on towards the wards.

         On the first ward he found Kazuya sleeping in his room. Knife still drawn, he slashed at Kazuya’s throat. In sheer terror, Kazuya threw up his arms to protect himself, deflecting the knife downwards where it sliced his torso. Thinking he was done, Uematsu moved on. Ward by ward, room by room he calmly slit the throats of his sleeping victims. The attack became the largest mass murder in Japan since the Second World War, with Uematsu claiming nineteen lives.§

         Along with twenty-six other residents who were badly injured, Kazuya survived. But the emotional scars run deep. His family described in a later interview how when agitated he claws at his face and arms shouting, ‘Blood, blood, blood!’27

         Following a guilty verdict Uematsu was sentenced to death. However, as Japan does not recognise that crimes against people with disabilities can be motivated by hostility towards their identity, he could not be found guilty of a hate crime.28 Uematsu was not 30diagnosed with a mental illness and was deemed fit to stand trial. He was trained as a teacher, had a good work record at the care home before he left, and was regarded as personable and good with children. He did not act on a whim or explode in a moment of rage. He meticulously planned his attack, articulated his motive, carried out his murders with cold precision and accepted his punishment. 

         Months before the atrocity he wrote a letter intended for Japan’s Parliament, stating he had ‘the ability to kill 470 disabled people’ and was ‘aware that this is an outrageous thing to say’. The letter never got to its destination, but instead fell into the hands of the police, who had Uematsu undergo a psychiatric evaluation. He passed and was deemed not to be a threat. After the attack he told reporters he imagined ‘a world where disabled people … are allowed to be peacefully euthanised’ as they had ‘no point in living’ and that he had acted ‘for the sake of Japan and the world’. Before his hate crime he posted on Twitter, ‘Are people who from birth to death make those around them miserable really human beings?’ He later admitted his actions were inspired by Hitler’s directive to eradicate disabled people in Nazi Germany.29

         I recall thinking when I read about this case that Uematsu’s actions could not be explained by anything other than hate and the deeply negative emotions that often accompany it. He was fuelled by a visceral or ‘gut-deep’ form of hate. The feeling of disgust it generated led Uematsu to perceive disabled people as less than human, allowing for their cold and calculated extermination.

         When visceral emotions like disgust enter the mix, dehumanisation is the likely outcome. Members of the outgroup are no longer people, but instead vermin, cockroaches, parasites. Not only are they from an alien moral universe, they are imagined as a different species. To these subhumans, no obligations are owed, no rules apply, and their victimisation is tolerated.30 Dehumanisation 31therefore allows for the outgroup to be treated with indifference and contempt. As objects at the disposal of the ingroup, their lives and deaths become inconsequential.

         ‘Gut-deep’ hate is not reserved for particular outgroups. It can fuel violence towards any target who is thought of as physically or morally less than human. The words of Dmitry Tsorionov, the leader of God’s Will, make it clear members of his group find homosexuality disgusting and consider those who practise it to be from a different moral universe. When commenting on the Russian anti-gay propaganda law he invoked the terms ‘plague’ and ‘virus’, accompanied with the need to ‘destroy’. Like Uematsu, these individuals and groups make it their mission in life to eradicate their target.

         Profiling the hater

         Hateful killers like Satoshi Uematsu are thankfully rare. Through the myriad factors explored in this book, this small group of offenders have been accelerated towards a position of all-consuming hatred that can only be serviced by embarking on a mission to subjugate and exterminate the outgroup of choice. To distinguish between these and the more common hate offenders, criminologists have created a typology.31 Based on the examination of around 170 Boston Police Department hate crime cases, Professors Jack McDevitt and Jack Levin of Northeastern University came up with four types of hate criminal. These profiles provided the first hint at psychological motivation – what drives the hater – and environmental factors – what triggers the hater.

         The mission hater occupies the top spot for seriousness and dangerousness. These are the recidivists who make a career out of hunting down the outgroup. They tend to specialise in hateful 32activity and avoid other forms of petty crime, such as theft. Their drive is a moral one, and they see themselves as tasked with a ‘mission’ to ‘send a message’ to the wider community and to teach a lesson to the outgroup, to subjugate them and, if that fails, to eradicate them. They fall firmly into the ‘pull’ category described earlier. The modus operandi is extreme physical violence and murder. These are the serial killers of the hate criminal fraternity and include David Copeland who committed the 1999 nail bombing in London, Satoshi Uematsu in Japan, Anders Breivik in Norway, Brenton Tarrant in New Zealand, and Dylann Roof, Robert Gregory Bowers, Patrick Crusius and the 1970s white supremacist Joseph Paul Franklin in the US (I delve deep into the pasts of Copeland and Franklin in Chapter 6).

         Retaliatory haters take second place, and also form part of the ‘pull’ category, but only for short periods of time. The retaliatory profile describes those who engage in vengeful violence. More often than not, the revenge is exacted on innocent members of a group associated with a wrongdoer. This kind of hate crime has become common recently in reaction to extremist Islamic terror attacks. In the US in the year following 9/11, the Federal Bureau of Investigation recorded 481 hate crimes with a specific anti-Islamic motive, with a staggering 58 per cent of these occurring within two weeks of the attack.32 Similarly, in the month of the 7/7 attack in London hate crimes against Muslims rose by 22 per cent in the UK.33 Retaliation comes in many forms, but the most likely is street-based harassment and violence. The majority of perpetrators are part-time haters who are emboldened and/or threatened by actual or perceived wrongdoing, and seek to take out their frustration for a limited period on those who share similar characteristics to the wrongdoer, before returning to their usual law-abiding behaviour or petty crime. 33

         Defensive haters take third position. Unlike the mission and retaliatory haters, this profile forms part of the ‘push’ category. Their attitude towards the outgroup falls somewhere between high prejudice and hate, and it is only acted upon when they feel that their territory is being invaded or their resources threatened. Defensive hate crimes tend to occur when the outgroup moves into a majority ingroup area, and the ‘invasion’ is perceived to devalue property, corrupt children and attract crime. This is the one type of hate crime where women are more likely to play a role, either in perpetration or by encouraging men to act.

         Thrill-seeking offenders take the final spot. Unlike the other categories, these offenders may not hold hateful attitudes towards their targets, and instead may be motivated by their peer group and a desire to be one of the gang. A degree of prejudice likely plays a role in who they decide to target, but this only plays a limited role in the activity. Gang socialisation and proving one’s masculinity are also key components.34 These perpetrators are most likely to be young men who regularly take part in petty criminal activity, and hence do not specialise in hate crime.

         Profiles are never 100 per cent accurate, and there are some haters who fall outside of this typology or move between categories. A hater can go from a defensive hate crime pattern to a retaliatory one, depending on the circumstances. Hater profiles can also be counter-intuitive. Although hate crimes against Muslims and LGBTQ+ people are more likely to involve groups of young strangers, hate crimes against disabled people are more likely to involve older individuals known to the victim. Hate crimes against mixed-race victims are sometimes perpetrated by members of their own racial groups, while bisexual and transgender people can find themselves being victimised by gay perpetrators. Those from ethnic minority backgrounds who are 34also LGBTQ+ can suffer hate crimes perpetrated by their close family and friends.

         There is no one hater profile, meaning it is difficult to accurately assess how many of the different types are on the streets and online. Next I delve into the attempts across the world to quantify the rising tide of hate and I reveal why not everyone who suffers at the hands of violent bigots gets counted.
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            * At the time of writing, no dedicated hate crimes exist in Kansas law. However, provision does exist for a judge to impose a harsher sentence if a crime is known to be motivated entirely or in part by the race, colour, religion, ethnicity, national origin or sexual orientation of the victim. However, Purinton was charged with a hate crime at the federal level. The Matthew Shepard and James Byrd Jr Hate Crimes Prevention Act, signed in 2009 by President Barack Obama, makes it a federal crime to wilfully cause bodily injury, or attempt to do so using a dangerous weapon, because of the victim’s actual or perceived race, colour, religion, national origin, gender, sexual orientation, gender identity or disability. It extended the 1969 US federal hate crime law beyond just race, colour, religion and national origin.

            † The notion that race is biological and hierarchical has been debunked by science. Race and ethnicity are social constructs used to classify humans into groups. Race generally refers to physical characteristics, such as skin colour, while ethnicity generally refers to cultural characteristics, such as language and religion. The terms are sometimes used interchangeably, but their meanings and uses are often confused and contested. For example, most scholars argue that talking of race in terms of genetic differences is inappropriate given that the ancestry of every person on the planet is made up of a core group of common ancestors. This has ensured the average genetic differences between socially constructed racial types are typically very small. Human variation is real, but it does not map neatly onto the conventional and everyday descriptions of race. Most of the academic research and policy literature uses the term ‘race’ to refer to groups within populations that exhibit physical differences in skin colour. While this is a widely accepted practice it is not scientific and is a remnant of European colonial expansion and empire building. However, this does not mean race as a social category is unimportant, as it has become imbued with meaning through the interaction of humans classified into races. In this book I borrow the use of the term race from the research and policy work that I include, but I do not support its use in a scientific way that attempts to ascribe inherent differences between populations.

            ‡ The term micro-aggression describes words and/or behaviours that result in unintentional discrimination against an outgroup. In addition to micro-assaults, micro-aggressions can include micro-insults: words, conversations or actions (often unconscious) that are rude and insensitive, but are not explicit (e.g. asking a disabled person how they got a job over an able-bodied person); and micro-invalidation: words, conversations or actions that exclude based on identity (e.g. a white person asking a UK-born Asian person where they are ‘really’ from, or a white person saying to a black person ‘I don’t see colour’, negating the importance of their identity and heritage). These are more common to stage 1: Antilocution. D. W. Sue, ‘Racial Microaggressions in Everyday Life: Implications for Clinical Practice’, American Psychologist 62 (2007), 271–86.

            § The names of the other victims were kept off the public record by police, who claimed they were sparing the families any shame from being associated with a disabled relative. I feel that not publicly acknowledging the victims only serves to support the murderer’s hateful aim and further entrenches the ‘otherness’ of disabled people in Japan.
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            Hate Counts

         

         Eudy

         On 27 April 2008, thirty-one-year-old Eudy Simelane was celebrating with friends in the Noge Tavern in KwaThema township, South Africa. Her new job as a merchandiser for a prestigious pharmaceutical company in Pretoria was big news. None of her friends had ever imagined an out lesbian being considered for such a position, and the regular monthly salary meant she could support both of her retired parents.

         Eudy was used to success, despite the disadvantage black lesbians face in South Africa. At the age of four she started to play football with her brother, and by the time she reached her teenage years it was clear she had talent. Starting out as a midfielder for the local Spring Home Sweepers, she went all the way to play for the national women’s team, Banyana Banyana, and eventually qualified as an international referee. Eudy was all set to serve as a line official in the 2010 men’s World Cup. This success, and her brave move of coming out at a young age, meant she had attained local celebrity status. She used it not to serve herself, but to support HIV and LGBTQ+ charities in the area.

         On the same night Eudy was celebrating, Thato Mphiti was sitting across the tavern drinking bottles of Carling Black Label. Around his fourth bottle at 10 p.m. he was joined by his friend Themba Mvubu and two other men. Upon leaving the tavern at around 1 a.m. the four men noticed Eudy walking home ahead 36of them. Collectively they decided to rob her.

         Mphiti held Eudy at knifepoint as the three other men searched her for cash. Frustrated with finding nothing of value, he instructed her to remove and hand over her trainers. At this point Mvubu recognised Eudy as the famous lesbian midfielder, and the men decided to take her to a nearby field, a site notorious among locals as a dumping ground for bodies. As her arms were held down against the coarse grass, one of the men proceeded to rape her. Mphiti then stabbed Eudy repeatedly, before her limp corpse was discarded in a stream at the end of the field, just two hundred metres from her home.

         The next day her body was discovered by locals. Eudy’s brother was called to identify her. His sister had been stabbed twenty-five times, in her chest, legs, face and the soles of her feet.

         The attack on Eudy became one of the first high-profile cases of ‘corrective rape’ in South Africa, a growing trend that involves young men raping lesbians because they believe these women need to be ‘cured’. At the time of writing there is no law in place to recognise the homophobic element of these hate-fuelled rapes.

         In the first sentencing of the men found guilty of Eudy’s rape and murder, the judge said her sexual orientation had ‘no significance’ in her killing. A second hearing brought about by months of campaigning by gay rights groups found the practice of ‘corrective rape’ likely played a role, and the first ruling was overturned. Mphiti and Mvubu received lengthy prison sentences, but the other men were acquitted on a lack of evidence. This was the first time a hate element had been considered in such a case in a South African court.1

         
            *

         

         The murder of Eudy and the subsequent trials demonstrate how some countries still have trouble putting a number on hate crime. The context in which Eudy’s rape and murder took place gives us 37confidence that her sexual orientation was central to the perpetrators’ motivations. There are a reported five hundred cases of ‘corrective rape’ a year in South Africa, and even after the second hearing which saw it recognised for the first time, there are still cases where it goes unacknowledged. Almost three years to the day after Eudy’s murder, and in the same township, twenty-four-year-old Noxolo Nogwaza, a prominent lesbian activist and mother of two, was raped, stabbed with shards of glass and bludgeoned to death with blocks of concrete. The case was not recorded as a hate crime by the police or courts. In a statement a spokesperson for the South African Police Ministry said that ‘Murder is murder’ and that they did not look at sexual orientation when carrying out their investigations.2

         This chapter deals with the second sub-question that preoccupies scientists who study hate: how much hate crime is actually out there? The official statistics on hate crimes in any country are more a reflection of the process of reporting, recording and prosecution rather than the actual number of hate crimes being committed. Much of hate crime goes under the official radar in all countries. The US and UK feature heavily in this book. This is an artefact of the volume of scientific research conducted in these countries, which in turn has shaped the way governments have attempted to deal with the problem. Governments who have a good record on dealing with hate crimes have developed mechanisms for counting instances of hate, including laws guiding the actions of enforcement agencies, and statistics departments analysing large national victim surveys. For these mechanisms to come into being, there needs to be a general recognition that a problem actually exists in the country.

         Once accepted, hate crime statistics have been used by governments and others to monitor trends upwards and downwards. These trends are shaped by three factors.38

         How and when they count

         First, laws are inherently place-specific, and therefore they vary by state and country. In some cases, police forces and lawyers have to work out which jurisdiction a crime may have been committed in, for example if a perpetrator has crossed state lines, and therefore which law should apply. What is certain is that there are no universal laws against hate crime, and this means not every member of the public (nor law enforcement for that matter) can be expected to know what a hate crime is.

         Increasing knowledge of the law amongst the general public can ingrain the acceptance that certain behaviours count as hate crimes. Thought of the other way around, introducing new laws that criminalise the behaviours of minorities, such as gay men, can motivate perpetrators to increase their activity and tip otherwise law-abiding citizens to become hate crime offenders. We have seen this happen in Russia with the introduction of the anti-gay propaganda law. Law acts as a mode of communication from the state conveying to citizens the standards to which they should aspire. When I was attacked in the late nineties, there was no law protecting LGBTQ+ people specifically from hate crime. If there had been, and my attackers had known such a crime would carry a harsher punishment, maybe they would have thought twice before jumping me.

         Second, the willingness of victims and witnesses to make a police report can also impact hate crime trends. LGBTQ+ communities all over the globe have at some point been over-regulated and persecuted by the police, and only recently has the relationship improved in some larger cities in the western world. Relations between black communities and the police the world over are also hampered by the over-policing of ethnic minority 39neighbourhoods, unwarranted stop-and-search and the killing of unarmed black men, women and children. Where trust has been eroded between minority groups and law enforcement it is unlikely that members of these communities would expect a police officer to take their report of a hate crime seriously, and in the extreme they might fear being victimised a second time by the police. In one case a gay man in the UK in the mid-1990s reported having been raped by another man only to be arrested himself for the act of ‘buggery’. He was left in a cell overnight without medical or psychological care.3

         Third, hate crime trends are also affected by levels of acceptance among police officers that such crimes have taken place. This is the end of the statistics-generating process that is often neglected in research.* From my interviews with police officers, it is clear that recording an incident as a hate crime begins a process that is more time-consuming for the officer and the force compared to a non-hate crime. In the UK the definition of hate crime is perspective-based – if a victim or a witness thinks an identity has been targeted with hostility, then they have a legal right to have it recorded as a hate crime, regardless of the evidence. But when it comes to prosecuting the alleged perpetrator, evidence on their motivation is needed, and a victim statement is not enough to secure a conviction. Supporting evidence is required: perhaps a prior prosecution for hate crime, membership of a far-right group, or the use of hateful slurs during the attack that were heard by others. The police know this (and often the victims don’t), and therefore they can often enter a negotiation of sorts with the victim 40to discover ‘what really happened’. At times this can result in the ‘hate’ element of a crime being dismissed due to a lack of evidence that would prove essential in securing a conviction.† 

         A warped world of hate

         All three factors, criminalisation, victim and witness willingness to report and police training, combine to produce a pattern of hate crime statistics across the world. Map 1 (a choropleth) in the plate section shows the number of hate crimes in total in 2019 across countries that report into the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR).‡ This map colours countries by the frequency of hate crimes recorded by the police in each nation, with colder shades of green and blue indicating low levels, and hotter shades of orange and red indicating high levels.

         The UK, one of the smaller countries on the map, is shaded a deep red, indicating the highest count of hate crimes (some 105,000 in England and Wales).§ This is much higher than the number recorded in the US and Russia, which both have much larger populations. In the US, there were a recorded 7,314 hate 41incidents (8,559 offences – there can be more than one hate crime offence in an incident, such as vandalism and assault) in 2019, significantly lower than the UK’s tally. Based on such comparisons, the UK seems to be an incredibly intolerant and hateful nation. This assumption is made even more stark when we look at Map 2 (a cartogram) in the plate section. In a cartogram, the size of each country represents the volume of what is being measured, in our case hate crimes reported to police. Through the lens of hate crime statistics the world looks like an unfamiliar place, with the UK dominating the planet, and most of Europe, Asia and Russia squeezed into a fraction of their actual size. But this is a warped lens that says more about how hate crimes are reported, recorded and prosecuted in different countries than about the actual prevalence of victimisation. Put differently, the UK is likely to be the best country at reporting, recording and prosecuting hate crimes in the world, while most others are quite poor. 

         Maybe most surprising is the low number of hate crimes reported to the FBI by law enforcement agencies. Map 3 in the plate section shows the ‘dark figure’ of police-recorded hate crime in the US. Each dot represents a police department serving over ten thousand people that reported zero hate crimes in its jurisdiction in 2019.¶ The map shows some surprising dark spots where you might expect to see some volume of hate crime reported. Texas and Florida, each home to over sixty organised hate groups, including the KKK, are peppered with dark spots that call out for a deeper analysis.

         A useful alternative to these official police numbers is found in the statistics produced by national crime victimisation surveys. 42If you are one of the lucky ones to have been sampled, you will have opened your door to a government-appointed interviewer who was desperately hoping you wouldn’t slam it on them when they asked you to respond to a series of questions. If you were polite, like me, you would have sat patiently while the stranger took about an hour to ask you all about your life in the last year, including your experience of crime. Because these interviewers are not police officers, and tend to be mild-mannered, interested people who have all the time in the world to learn about your life, they get good information out of you. This includes experiences of hate crimes you may have suffered that you did not bother reporting to the police for one reason or another. In criminology we use these victim surveys to provide a more accurate reflection of reality. 

         Taking the UK and US for a comparison, data from the Crime Survey for England and Wales shows 190,000 hate crimes a year on average (2017–20),|| while the US National Crime Victimisation Survey shows around 305,390 hate crimes a year on average (2018–19).** Both surveys define and measure hate crime in 43roughly the same way, though the UK survey includes gender motivation while the US survey does not. 

         This does narrow the gap between the countries considerably, but there is still something unconvincing about the US data given their population is near five times the size of the UK’s. The US is also more ethnically diverse (around 60 per cent white compared to the UK’s 87 per cent), meaning there are more ethnic minorities to victimise (race hate crimes are often the most prevalent).†† So what specifically could be going on to discourage individuals from reporting hate crime to the police or government interviewers in the country with both the largest immigrant population and the largest number of organised hate groups on the planet?‡‡

         Criminalising hate

         To find out we must return to the various factors that shape hate crime statistics. While at the federal level hate crimes are clearly defined in the US, at the state level there is significant variation. Some states have comprehensive hate crime laws, while others have none, not even enhanced sentencing for crimes motivated by hate (three at the time of writing: Arkansas, South Carolina and Wyoming, covering a total of around 9 million Americans).§§ Georgia was on this list until it introduced hate crime laws in July 2020.

         44Arkansas is the reported headquarters of the Ku Klux Klan and home to its leader, Thomas Robb. South Carolina is where Dylann Roof callously murdered nine members of the Emanuel African Methodist Church in Charleston in 2015. His crimes could not be regarded as hate-motivated by the state, and he had to be charged with hate crimes at the federal level. Wyoming was the home and is now the resting place of Matthew Shepard, the student who was tortured and murdered for being gay by Aaron McKinney and Russell Henderson in 1998. The murder provoked national outrage and eventually resulted in the federal hate crime legislation of 2009 that extended the groups protected to include LGBTQ+ individuals.¶¶ Georgia is where unarmed Ahmaud Arbery was hunted down and shot dead while jogging on 23 February 2020. The two white assailants, Travis McMichael and his father Gregory, were charged with the murder over ten weeks later, but with no official recognition of its racial motivation.

         The ability to rely on federal hate crime law is sometimes used to justify a lack of state legislation in the US, but this is a false argument. If the hate crime in question is deemed as less serious (e.g. racial or homophobic harassment) then the federal law is less likely to be used. In these states, being anything but a white heterosexual Christian makes you less safe.

         The absence of comprehensive hate crime laws at the state level also communicates to citizens that the local government and the police care less about the victimisation of minorities than they do about conflicting principles, such as freedom of speech. In such contexts, the notion of a ‘hate crime’ is less likely to exist at the forefront of the consciousness of a victim, and much less so a witness of a crime that includes an element of bias against an aspect 45of identity. Can we therefore expect minority groups in US states with limited or no hate crime laws to even recognise themselves as hate crime victims, let alone report to the police? 

         Sophie

         In the early hours of Saturday 11 August 2007, twenty-year-old Sophie Lancaster and her boyfriend, twenty-one-year-old Robert Maltby, were heading home from an evening at a friend’s house in the small town of Bacup, Lancashire. On the way they stopped off at the Total petrol station on Market Street to buy cigarettes.

         They had been dating for about two years, and both planned to start university that October. They were a solitary couple, mostly keeping themselves to themselves, but they occasionally joined in with the local ‘goth’ scene. Their look was distinctive – brightly coloured braided hair, and nose and lip piercings – and it had attracted the wrong kind of attention in the past. Defiant and free-spirited, Sophie and Robert never changed their appearance and they looked perfect together. Just a month before they had talked about marriage.

         At the petrol station they encountered a group of teenage boys on the forecourt. They got into a friendly conversation and shared the cigarettes they had bought. Instead of continuing home, Sophie and Robert decided to continue hanging out with the boys at the local skate park.

         Upon arriving they were introduced to other members of the gang, including sixteen-year-old Ryan Herbert and fifteen-year-old Brendan Harris. Both boys were nonplussed by the arrival of two goths, or ‘moshers’ as they disparagingly referred to them. Herbert and Harris showed their disapproval by moving to the other side of the skate park.46

         Sophie and Robert continued to exchange friendly banter with their new friends, their piercings attracting much of the attention. Meanwhile Herbert and Harris were joined by several other boys. All of them eavesdropped on the conversation and leered over. One of the boys called out to his friend who was talking to Robert, ‘Why the fuck did you bring them here? Weirdos. Let’s bang him!’

         The mood quickly turned. Harris launched himself at Robert, landing a punch to his head. ‘Get off him!’ Sophie screamed. A mob descended on Robert and kicked him to the ground. They booted him from every angle until he lost consciousness.

         Sophie begged them to stop and put herself between Robert and his attackers. She cradled his head and cried. The mob told her to move, but she wouldn’t leave her boyfriend’s side.

         Herbert kicked Sophie so hard that she flew backwards and hit the ground. Harris then joined the attack. Sophie was simultaneously kicked in the head by the two boys from opposing sides. Herbert delivered one final stomp to her skull. The force of the impact was so great that Sophie’s face was left with an imprint of his trainer.

         Sophie and Robert’s facial injuries were so dreadful that the paramedics could not identify either’s sex when they arrived at the scene. As both were rushed to hospital, the boys boasted about their attack to other locals: ‘There’s two moshers nearly dead up Bacup park … You want to see them, they are a right mess,’ said Herbert.

         Robert eventually regained consciousness in the hospital but lost all memory of the night. Sophie was in a coma for thirteen days and died in her mother’s arms after her family agreed to turn off life support.

         Five boys were arrested following the attack. During questioning, police said, Harris was ‘laughing and joking’ about the attack 47with his mother. Harris and Herbert were found guilty of murder and the remaining boys were found guilty of grievous bodily harm with intent.

         At the sentencing the judge stated, ‘I am satisfied that the only reason for this wholly unprovoked attack was that Robert Maltby and Sophie Lancaster were singled out for their appearance alone because they looked and dressed differently from you and your friends … This was a terrible case which has shocked and outraged all who have heard about it. At least wild animals, when they hunt in packs, have a legitimate reason for so doing, to obtain food. You have none and your behaviour on that night degrades humanity itself.’

         Life sentences were handed down to Harris and Herbert, and the other boys received between four and six years.4 An account of the brutal attack and murder is well captured in the 2017 BBC film Murdered for Being Different.

         
            *

         

         The attack on Sophie and Robert was not included in 2007’s official police hate crime statistics in the UK. Despite the country having some of the most inclusive laws in the world, they are still limited to certain individual characteristics: race, religion, disability, sexual orientation and transgender identity. Of these characteristics, only race and religion have specific hate crime offences attached to them in law. Hate directed against the remaining characteristics is only dealt with at the sentencing stage of a case, where a judge can increase a sentence if there is evidence that the crime was aggravated by hostility towards the victim’s identity.

         Differences in law have consequences. The judge in Sophie’s case decided that the perpetrators had attacked her and Robert for who they were. The attackers’ crimes were aggravated by hostility towards their ‘goth’ identity, and their sentences reflected this 48aggravating factor. But as there is no specific law for hate crimes against alternative subcultures, they were not counted. Treating groups of people differently in law sends out a message that one group is less worthy of protection than another.

         Because there was no anti-gay hate crime offence in law at the time of my attack, the police would have recorded my experience as a crime against my body but not my identity, had I reported it. This made me feel as if I mattered just a little bit less than others in the eyes of the establishment.

         Lack of recognition, even persecution, continues around the globe. Who a country or state sees as a ‘legitimate’ victim therefore greatly influences the official number of hate crimes. Even with some of the most advanced and inclusive laws, gaps still remain that make it difficult to get a true picture of all crimes motivated by hate.

         Beyond the countries that recognise hate crime in law, the complete absence of statistics from some countries, such as Japan, can be explained by their governments’ repeated refusals to acknowledge that hateful motive in crimes should be criminalised or carry a harsher penalty. The mass murder in the care home in Sagamihara was not recognised by the police or other officials as a hate crime against disabled people, despite the clear admission by the killer in writing and in a spoken confession that he felt ‘It is better that the disabled disappear.’ While some discrimination laws exist that protect certain minority groups against unfair treatment by government agencies and in workplaces, there are no laws in Japan that criminalise offences motivated by hate. The closest the government has come to passing such a law was in 2016 when it introduced an anti-hate speech act, following international condemnation for allowing widespread demonstrations and online abuse directed against Japan’s ethnic Korean (Zainichi) minority 49by ultra-right-wing organisations. However, the Japanese Constitution protects freedom of speech, which is taken to include hate speech. Therefore the new act contains provisions to prevent such demonstrations, but not to take action against protesters if they do go ahead.
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