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INTRODUCTION:
 HATE CRIMES RECONSIDERED


Ten years have passed since the publication of Hate Crimes: The  Rising Tide of Bigotry and Bloodshed. In conducting research for our 1993 book, we were struck by the large number of brutal and grisly T cases of hate-motivated murder and assault that occurred during the 1980s and early 1990s. Of course, the level of hate violence paled by comparison with the hideous acts associated with institutionalized slavery of the antebellum South, the Ku Klux Klan (KKK) during the 1920s, or the Holocaust of the 1940s.Yet the hate crimes we examined in our first book were, at the same time, surprisingly prevalent and vicious, especially given the fact that they had occurred after the elimination of Jim Crow, the massive civil rights struggle of the 1960s, and the effective activism of the women's movement.


In fact, at the very time we might have expected a decline in bias crimes, they seemed to be sharply on the rise. Apparently, many Americans felt personally threatened by the rapid–in some cases, unprecedented– growth of interfaith and interracial marriages; immigration from Latin America, Asia, and eastern Europe; and movement of people of color into previously all-White neighborhoods, schools, and workplaces. In response to increasing competition for scarce resources– jobs, housing, money, and education–bigoted behavior apparently represented a sort of violent backlash perpetrated by anxious individuals who resented the substantial progress made by traditionally oppressed groups and were willing to go outside the law to prevent any more of it.


Since the early 1990s and into the new millennium, hate crimes have become increasingly complex. Some ten years ago, it appeared that hate attacks based on religion and race were finally on the decline, perhaps reflecting a more general drop in violent and property crimes– particularly those committed by young people. Thanks to a combination of targeted law enforcement and community-based preventive measures that worked to reduce serious crime, fewer young people resorted to gang warfare and other forms of criminal behavior in order to solve their personal problems. Indeed, these youngsters turned away from all forms of violence, including hate violence. In addition, many Americans who initially felt challenged by the promise of equality may have resigned themselves to the new reality of cultural and racial diversity becoming part of their everyday lives. Recognizing that we were experiencing the longest period of uninterrupted economic growth in this country's history, they may have concluded that their economic future was bright regardless of the increasing diversity. In the long run, they may have reasoned,“If we can't beat them, can't get rid of them, we’ll just ignore them.”


But then, essentially without warning, everything changed. By 1998, as the crime rate began to level off and, in some cases, to reverse direction, advocacy groups once again reported growing numbers of hate incidents around the country. After an unparalleled period of prosperity, the national economy took an unexpected nosedive, causing income inequality to continue its long-term ascent and individual economic anxiety to reemerge. In addition to the more commonplace incidents of vandalism and assault, individual hatemongers seemed to be committing more serious and dangerous criminal acts, resulting in multiple injuries and deaths. Moreover, after an extended period of decline, White supremacist groups grew not only in numbers but– thanks to clever manipulation of the Internet–in their ability to reach alienated young people around the world.


At the same time, bullied, harassed, and hate-filled students in public schools across the country decided to get even with their classmates, teachers, and parents–sometimes with an AK–47. In April 1999, two young men at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado, who identified with the Nazi movement, selected Hitler's birthday to shoot to death twelve of their schoolmates and a teacher. Reflecting their an- tipathy for those who are different, the two shooters sought out a Black student who was a popular athlete, but some victims were killed simply because they happened to be in the line of fire. The shooters’ plan included much more than a killing spree at school. As indicated in a suicide note, they had also planned to hijack a plane and crash it into the New York City skyline!


On September 11, 2001, Americans witnessed the most violent single incident of hate-motivated violence in this country's history. The attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade Center were inspired by an intense hatred of Americans and a desire to eliminate as many American citizens as possible. This horrendous incident demonstrated the power and devastation that hate is capable of generating. Of course, we have seen similar incidents perpetrated in other countries; but until September 11, Americans felt immune from the tragedies that occurred elsewhere. One of the lessons learned from the attack on America was that to ignore hate is to risk the potential for unimaginable tragedy.We will be forever changed by that realization.


If we were ever unsure, the September 11 attack on America provided indisputable evidence that a single situation can precipitate major changes in the ways that we behave toward the groups in our midst. In the aftermath of the devastation created by Middle Eastern terrorists, Americans of Arab descent or Islamic religious beliefs who had previously lived in relative peace and tranquility abruptly found themselves at great personal risk. Prejudiced feelings and beliefs about Arabs and Muslims, long hidden from view, suddenly were expressed in a generalized suspicion of anyone of Middle Eastern heritage. This suspicion was played out in violent acts across the country ranging from simple assault to murder.


At the same time, in response to an interdisciplinary campaign of research concluding that racial profiling by the police had been ineffective in waging the war against drugs, many Americans by the year 2001 were just beginning to recognize the futility of profiling individuals based only on the fact that they were Latinos or Blacks. In polls of citizens around the nation, a majority of Americans reported believing that racial profiling was wrong. The same Americans, however, in the aftermath of 9/11, were also eager to protect themselves from terrorism and were furious about the thousands of innocent lives lost at the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. In response to what might be considered the largest hate crime in American history, they were now willing to profile millions of innocent people–most of them American citizens–based only on the fact that they had a “Middle Eastern look.” At the more benign end of the continuum, anyone in an airport who had a dark complexion and spoke with a foreign accent was likely to be detained and searched. In some cases, travelers refused to fly because one of their fellow passengers appeared to be from a Middle Eastern country. More destructively, hundreds of hate crimes were perpetrated against immigrants who had absolutely no connection with terrorism but were mistakenly perceived to be “the enemy.”Some were victims of arson, vandalism, or assault. Others were murdered simply because they wore a turban or spoke with an accent.


In addition, rumors were circulated by White supremacist organizations that thousands of Jews who reportedly worked at the World Trade Center in New York City had received a mysterious phone call in the early morning hours of September 11, urging them not to report for work. When published lists of victims of 9/11 included many Jewish names, organized hate groups (e.g., the National Alliance) and anti-Semitic figures in the hate movement (e.g., David Duke) changed their story so that it named Israelis rather than Jews as having received a warning call. Only a few Israelis died at the World Trade Center, they proclaimed. Could White supremacists have thought that the terrorists bombed Tel Aviv rather than New York City?


Scapegoating Arabs, Muslims, and Jews for the attack on America is just the most recent example of a long-term phenomenon. During World War II, thousands of innocent immigrants of Italian, German, and Japanese descent were rounded up, arrested, detained, and interrogated. Thousands more loyal American citizens of Japanese origin, many of whom were able to trace their American ancestry back several generations, were sent to internment camps for the duration of the war.


The college campus has never been immune from hate violence. During the Iranian hostage crisis in the late 1970s, international students on campuses around the nation were victimized by American students who were looking for someone to blame. In the early 1990s, during the Persian Gulf war, international students on campuses around the country were attacked by American students who were looking for someone to blame. And in the aftermath of the September 11 attack on America, international students on campuses around the nation were shunned, harassed, and in some cases beaten by American students who were looking for someone to blame.


After 9/11, what made it especially tempting to target college students who spoke with an accent and had a dark complexion was the ambiguity in identifying the real enemy. President Bush blamed Osama bin Laden, a shadowy figure who resided in a far-off land and had been seen only a few times on videotape. For most Americans, bin Laden, even if he was completely responsible for the terrorist attack–was an abstraction, little more than a caricature of a terrorist. It was therefore far more satisfying psychologically to target flesh-and-blood human beings in proximity–international students on campus. Hundreds of them decided to withdraw from classes and return to their homelands, rather than risk being assaulted by anxious and angry Americans.


Many early cases of hate crimes continue to provide valuable lessons for those who seek to reduce bigotry, and we have included such examples in this volume. Thus we review the murder of a Black young man whose only crime was to walk through a White working-class suburb of New York City, the beating death of a gay man in Jackson Heights, New York, an episode of “wilding”(the mob behavior in youth gangs) in Central Park that resulted in the brutal assault of a female jogger, and the videotaped beating of a Black motorist by police officers in Los Angeles.


At the same time, we have sought to update our illustrations to take account of the changing face of hate attacks during the last several years. In Jasper, Texas, James Byrd was viciously dragged behind a pickup truck to his death, simply because he was Black; outside Laramie, Wyoming, gay college student Matthew Shepard was beaten and then tied to a fence in the desert and left to die; in suburban Pittsburgh, out-of-work lawyer Richard Baumhammers, who despised immigrants from Third World countries, drove from location to location, shooting at people based only on their skin color or religion; on the campus of Indiana University, Benjamin Smith killed a Korean graduate student and then drove to Northwestern University, where he shot to death a Black basketball coach; at a Jewish Community Center in Los Angeles, Buford Furrow injured five people and then murdered an Asian-American postal worker who just happened to be in the wrong place at the wrong time; in New York City, a Black immigrant from Haiti was sodomized with a broomstick by a police officer.


Every year, hundreds of thousands of serious crimes are motivated not by hate but by profit, protection, uncontrolled anger, or revenge. In fact, there are relatively few hate offenses–by most estimates, somewhere between eight thousand and twenty-five thousand–committed on an annual basis.Yet it takes only a small number of hate attacks to make life miserable for the large number of decent citizens. As we saw after September 11, a single incident of hate violence can spark a series of retaliatory attacks that can easily escalate into even more violence. A police officer shot to death on the streets of Derry inspires another round of violence between Protestants and Catholics in Northern Ireland; one suicide bomber in Jerusalem causes a retaliatory attack against Palestinians and a new cycle of bloodshed. Under the appropriate conditions, hate crimes can easily escalate into large-scale intergroup conflict, even warfare.


We believe that hate crimes are offenses against society. They target not only a primary victim but everyone in the victim's group–in fact, everyone perceived as different. They impact not only the victim's group but society as a whole, eroding the bond that holds its members together. A growing body of research conducted since we wrote Hate  Crimes in 1993 has accumulated to suggest that hate offenses are more likely than comparable crimes to leave their victims in psychological and physical distress and to motivate them to retaliate against someone (in most cases, anyone) from the other side.


In another development since the early 1990s, hate crime laws have been challenged by legal scholars, social scientists, politicians, and journalists. Some have questioned the constitutionality of hate crime legislation, suggesting that it violates the First Amendment by punishing speech. Yet hate crime laws do not punish constitutionally protected hate speech. Most of them increase the penalty for behaviors that are already illegal, such as vandalism or harassment. Moreover, using the words of a perpetrator to establish motivation is nothing new or irregular in criminal law. Indeed, the difference between killing someone in self-defense versus committing first-degree murder may rest largely on what a defendant has said. The criminal law has always taken into account the motivation of the offender.


Another argument against hate crime laws suggests that they apply only to“special groups.”In truth, however, according to every state hate crime statute, each and every American potentially receives protection. Such statutes criminalize acts that are motivated by the fact that victims are targeted because they are perceived to be different from the perpetrator. Thus Christians who are attacked are as likely as Jews and Muslims to be protected by the law. Whites are as likely to be protected as Blacks, Asians, and Latinos. Straights are as likely as gays and lesbians. Of all the racially motivated incidents reported to the FBI in a year, some 20 percent involve White victims targeted by members of another racial group. In Todd Mitchell v. the State of Wisconsin, the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of hate crime statutes in a case involving an attack on a White victim by a group of African-American youngsters.


We emphasize that hate crime laws send messages to both victims and perpetrators. They tell the victims that we encourage and support them in their efforts to exercise their constitutional rights. Hate crime legislation signals victims that law enforcement authorities will aggressively attempt to catch the perpetrators who have tormented them. To the offenders, moreover, hate crime laws say loud and clear that Americans reject hatemongering in all of its forms and that they will no longer tolerate bigotry. In today's world, this is a message of mutual respect and unity that we simply cannot afford to ignore.
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REIGN OF TERROR:
 THE ROOT OF ALL EVIL


It was after midnight on June 7, 1998. Bill King, Russell Brewer, and Shawn Berry rode in their gray pickup truck up and down Martin Luther King Drive in Jasper, Texas, drinking beer, hunting for women, and singing along with tunes on the radio. Just as the three White supremacist buddies were beginning to feel no pain, they spotted a man staggering along the road. At the wheel, Shawn Berry pulled the truck to the side and offered the hitchhiker a ride.


For James Byrd, it was a relief to get off his tired feet and climb into the cab of the truck, even in the company of three drunken White guys. The forty-nine-year-old Black resident of this east Texas timber community was on his way home from a family party, where he had stayed too long and had belted down a few too many. The long walk home would have been difficult enough even for someone in good health, but Byrd had little choice. Predisposed to seizures and other physical ailments, he didn't own a car, lived alone in a small apartment, and had no friends to drive him around. To Byrd, the appearance of three White guys in a pickup seemed like a lifesaver.


Even if he hadn't been drinking, Byrd couldn't have known at the time that he was more a prisoner than a passenger. His three kidnappers were small-time criminals and high school dropouts who loudly proclaimed the superiority of the White race and their contempt for Blacks and Jews. King and Brewer had met behind bars where they shared a cell, membership in a prison gang, and a tattoo artist. Both men's arms were heavily tattooed to their wrists. King also had drawings on his chest and scalp and under one arm–his favorite was a Black man being lynched. One of Brewer's tattoos spelled out “Aryan Pride”; another formed the name of the “Confederate Knights of America,”the KKK hate group that he and King had joined together in prison.


Earlier in the week, King had talked with Brewer about starting a local chapter of the Confederate Knights.To this end, King had already drafted a constitution, bylaws, and membership applications. He had decided to name his group the Texas Rebel Soldiers. All that was missing now, King thought, was to instigate some sensational and dramatic incident that would get lots of publicity and attract new members to the cause.


The appearance of James Byrd presented just such an opportunity. Rather than drop their hitchhiker at his home along the way, the White supremacists continued for a few miles into a pine forest east of the town of Jasper. It was now 3:00 A.M. Berry stopped his pickup on a lonely country road in a secluded area, where the three buddies joked and laughed as they attempted to pull their reluctant victim from the truck. For a few moments, Byrd clung desperately to the truck door and then fell to the ground. Exhorting his companions,“Let's scare the hell out of him; let's kick his ass,”King stomped his victim with the bottom of his shoe and spray-painted his face Black. Then the White supremacists forced Byrd behind the truck, placed a heavy logging chain around his ankles, and connected his chained body to the back of their pickup.


For more than two miles, Byrd was alive and conscious as he was unmercifully dragged on his back behind the truck and down the middle of the road, at first in the dirt, and then on a stretch of solid pavement. Moving his elbows and body from side to side, Byrd attempted frantically to keep his head and shoulders from hitting the paved surface. But he couldn't avoid the fatal blow that occurred when his body hit the edge of a concrete culvert, ripping off his head, right shoulder, and right arm. The next day, when the police discovered what was left of his headless and bloody body, they found that Byrd's heels, elbows, and buttocks had been ground to the bone. His shredded White cotton briefs were bunched around the lower part of his legs.


The three White supremacists never got a chance to establish a local chapter of their hate group in Jasper. Bill King and Russell Brewer were convicted of capital murder and sentenced to death. Shawn Berry, who testified against his friends, also was convicted but received a life sentence.


Unlike Byrd's murder, most hate crimes do not involve organized hate groups, whose members are dedicated to the goal of achieving racial purity. Perpetrators usually are not card-carrying members of racist organizations; they do not wear racist tattoos, and most have never even heard of the Confederate Knights of America.


Hate crimes are more often committed under ordinary circumstances by otherwise unremarkable types–neighbors, a coworker at the next desk, or groups of youngsters looking for “bragging rights” with their friends. In the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist attack, numerous Muslim- and Arab-Americans were attacked, harassed, threatened, or vandalized simply because they were Muslim- or Arab-Americans. Virtually none of these hate crimes involved a conspiracy on the part of White supremacist organizations such as the White Aryan Resistance, National Alliance,World Church of the Creator, or the Klan. More typically, the perpetrators turned out to be angry and frustrated individuals who had decided on their own, absent a shred of evidence, that anybody with a dark complexion and a foreign accent was unpatriotic enough to be in league with the terrorists who blew up the Twin Towers.


In order to put recent hate attacks into perspective, it is instructive to examine a classic example such as the Howard Beach case, an incident from 1986 that raised the consciousness of Americans, White and Black alike, on how hate crimes develop. Long before terrorists flew jetliners into the Twin Towers, the Howard Beach case showed that brutal attacks can take place spontaneously without the help of organized groups.


It was December 19.“There's Niggers on the Boulevard. Let's kill them,” shouted an enraged Jon Lester as he raced through a birthday party of White teenagers in Howard Beach, New York. It was six days before Christmas, shortly after midnight on a cold winter's night; Lester was ready to attack. Earlier that evening, he had exchanged racial insults with three young Black men whose 1976 Buick had broken down on Cross Bay Boulevard and who were searching without luck for a train to carry them back to Brooklyn. Making the best of a bad situation, the hungry trio agreed to stop at the New Park pizzeria at 157th Avenue, one of many Howard Beach pizza shops. That turned out to be a fatal decision.


A largely Italian-American working-class community, Howard Beach is set apart from the rest of New York City by Kennedy Airport and Spring Creek Park. Its unpretentious row houses are distinguished from one another by tidy gardens but little more. The residents of Howard Beach are fiercely loyal to the area that they call home.


The slender and gentle-looking Jon Lester, a junior at John Adams High School, had a more pernicious side to him than would appear at first glance. The only one among his friends in Howard Beach to have a criminal record, Lester had been previously arrested for possessing a loaded .32-caliber handgun.


When he found out that night that the Black men hadn't left his  neighborhood, Lester was livid. His immediate response was to organize his friends at the party into a posse and run these strangers out of town. Armed with baseball bats, a tire iron, and a tree stump, the twelve teenagers jumped into three automobiles and sped in the direction of the pizza shop.


It was now 12:40 A.M. Spotting their assailants moving toward them, the three Blacks attempted to escape. One managed to elude the hunting party by brandishing a small knife and then, in the confusion of the moment, ran into the darkness northward on Cross Bay Boulevard.


But twenty-three-year old Michael Griffith wasn't so lucky. After being chased through the deserted streets of Howard Beach by his White pursuers, he was beaten severely. Then, in a desperate effort to escape, Griffith scrambled over a concrete barricade bordering the Belt Parkway and darted across its three eastbound lanes, where he was immediately struck head-on by a car in a westbound lane. Griffith's mangled body shot fifteen feet into the air before hitting the cold asphalt of the Belt Parkway. He died instantly.


The Howard Beach teenagers then spotted the third Black, Michael Griffith's stepfather, Cedric Sandiford, as he ran up 156th Avenue. Surrounding their prey, the angry mob assaulted him again and again, beating him unmercifully with the bats, the tire iron, the tree stump, and their fists, until his battered body slumped to the ground. The tall Black man survived by pretending to fall unconscious but sustained serious injuries.1


On December 21, 1987, one day after a memorial service for Michael Griffith on the first anniversary of his death, a jury consisting of one Black, two Asian-Americans, six Whites, and three Latinos, after deliberating for twelve days, arrived at a verdict in the Howard Beach incident.In a decision that left many New Yorkers astonished by its leniency, Jon Lester and Scott Kern, both eighteen, and Jason Ladone, seventeen, avoided a murder conviction and instead were found guilty of having “recklessly caused the death of another,”a lesser offense. A fourth defendant was cleared of all charges. In a plea bargain with one of the teenagers who admitted his participation in the Howard Beach attack, Robert D. Riley was permitted to plead guilty to assault rather than murder in exchange for his testimony against his fellow defendants. Seven other White teenagers accused of having participating in the Howard Beach attack have been indicted and await trial.


It is often easy enough to determine whether or not a particular criminal act is a hate crime. In the brutal murder of James Byrd, the motivation was obvious and clear-cut, the bigotry blatant. In the Howard Beach attack, the hate-inspired violence was so intense that it was impossible to overlook.


In some cases, the hatred may be spelled out, literally, for everyone in a community to view. During the Persian Gulf war, for example, a Los Angeles delicatessen owned by an Arab-American was set ablaze. Before igniting the fire, the arsonists scribbled a message on the wall: “You Fuckin’ Arab, go home.”2 Similarly, in the aftermath of the September 11, 2001, attack on America, a Missouri University medical student of Arab descent received an e-mail message threatening to kill him and “all the Arab pigs of the world.”3


In assaultive hate crimes, the attack is often excessively violent. In Bangor, Maine, for example, three teenage boys beat senseless a twenty-three-year-old man whom they believed to be gay. Then they threw him off a bridge to his death on the rocks below. The three youths later boasted to their friends that they had “jumped a fag and kicked the shit out of him and threw him in the stream.”4


In October 1998, two young men similarly murdered Matthew Shepard, a gay twenty-one-year-old freshman at the University of Wyoming. The two perpetrators, Russell Henderson and Aaron McKinney, both in their early twenties, lured Shepard from the Fireside Lounge in Laramie by pretending to be friendly and gay. They drove their victim to a secluded area in the desert east of Laramie, tied him to a fence, beat him repeatedly with the butt of a .357 Magnum, and then left him for dead. Henderson pled guilty in order to avoid the death penalty and got a life sentence. McKinney's attorney argued at trial a version of the so-called gay panic defense, according to which the murder was triggered by a combination of the defendant's drug and alcohol history, his latent homosexual tendencies, and unwanted sexual advances by the victim. As a result, according to defendant's attorney, McKinney was caused to have an uncontrollable and violent response when he was propositioned by Matthew Shepard. The “gay panic” defense was disallowed by the judge. Like his partner in murder, McKinney received a life sentence from the jury.


Some hatemongers make a career of attacking people who are different. On the night of August 20, 1980, Joseph Paul Franklin, a thirty-nine-year-old former member of the KKK and American Nazi Party, gunned down two young Black men as they jogged alongside two White women in a Salt Lake City park. Ten years later, when asked from his prison cell to explain why he had committed the murders, Franklin replied, “I’ll say that it was just because they were race mixing.”Franklin was later connected to thirteen killings across the United States. In 1984 he was convicted of bombing a synagogue in Chattanooga, Tennessee,5 and in 1986 was sentenced to two more life terms for killing an interracial couple in Madison,Wisconsin.6


James Byrd was slain by members of an organized group whose raison d’être was to eliminate Blacks and other “subhumans.”In Michael Griffith's death, teenagers translated their racism into brutal violence. The incident would in all likelihood never have happened had the three “intruders”been Whites. But hate crimes aren't always easily labeled as such. When violence is perpetrated by youngsters in the neighborhood, motivation can be difficult to determine. Was it a bias crime–an act of hate-inspired violence? Or was it an indiscriminate attack that could have been directed against anyone, regardless of race, religion, or gender? The Central Park jogger assault is a case in point. Although the crime happened more than a decade ago, the sad reality is that sexual assaults against women committed by strangers are just as prevalent today.


It was an unseasonably warm, moonlit April evening; New Yorkers took advantage of the weather by remaining outside after dark. Some made small talk with neighbors while passing time on their front stoops. Others strolled the streets of the city, window-shopping for luxurious items beyond their means or simply mingling with the wide range of humanity. Still others jogged.


A young blond woman of slight build was taking her nightly exercise. At 10:00 P.M., she ran at a brisk pace along a secluded extension of 102nd Street, in the direction of the brightly lit and busy pathways surrounding the central park reservoir in the heart of Manhattan. The lush greenery and winding paths attracted joggers throughout the city, and she would soon have plenty of company–but not the kind the young woman expected.


Without warning, she found herself completely surrounded by a pack of snarling, angry young men, apparently in their teens, who dragged her two hundred feet down the side of a muddy ravine and flung her to the ground on the edge of an isolated pond. She screamed and struggled in vain as her attackers unmercifully ripped off her clothes, bound her hands, and gagged her with her own sweatshirt. For almost thirty minutes, some of the teenagers held her down while others savagely raped her. They silenced her muffled screams by smashing her face and head, first with their fists and then with rocks, a brick, and a metal pipe. They slashed both of her legs with knives and wrapped her shirt around her neck like a rope. Then they left her for dead.


Brutally disfigured and bleeding profusely, the young woman lay unconscious for three hours on a pathway by the side of the pond. When passersby finally discovered her, it was 1:30 A.M. She was close to death, having lost three-quarters of her blood. Her body temperature had plummeted to eighty degrees.
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The police initially suspected that the Central Park jogger assault was a crime motivated by racial hatred. All of the attackers were of minority status–Black or Latino youths from surrounding neighborhoods– and the victim was a White, relatively well-to-do Wall Street executive. Yet the Central Park jogger was not the only person victimized in the park on the evening of April 19. One hour before they encountered her, the pack of teenagers had joined forces with dozens of other youthful delinquents to engage in a reign of terror. They had pelted rocks and bottles at cars and cyclists and had assaulted joggers and homeless people.


The only explicitly racial incident occurred when the gang taunted a couple on a tandem bicycle with racial slurs: “Whitey” and “fucking White people.” But several dark-skinned Latinos were also harassed. Indeed, one Latino victim, after being robbed, was punched and kicked into unconsciousness. Then the pack of teens decided to “get a woman jogger.” As more was learned about the case, it became increasingly clear that the basis of the hate crime against the Central Park jogger was the fact that she was a woman. Her female gender, even more than her race, had been a reason for choosing her as a victim. The perpetrators were looking for someone they could sexually assault.


If there was doubt as to why the Central Park jogger had been attacked, there was no disputing the basis for a thirty-five-minute episode of mob “wilding” directed against women in New York City's Central Park on Sunday evening, June 13, 2000. The first assault occurred at 6:14 P.M. Walking into the park, two unsuspecting teenage girls from Long Island were immediately surrounded and charged by a pack of some twenty laughing and shouting men, who sprayed their victims with water bottles and squirt guns and groped them over their clothing. One of the girls was pushed to the ground, her pocketbook ripped from her hands.


Within a few minutes, the group moved on to attack a couple from France who had been honeymooning in the United States. Shouting “Soak her! Soak her!”members of the mob doused their twenty-eight-year-old female victim with water. Then they pulled off her skirt and underpants and jerked two gold necklaces from her neck. The victim's husband tried to protect his bride, but the crowd backed off only when they were confronted by officers from New York's Traffic Control Division.


At approximately the same time as the attack on the French honeymooners was taking place, a young woman on roller blades wearing a backpack turned into Central Park and immediately encountered a mob that threw her to the grass and attempted in vain to pull down her shorts. In frustration, the men finally decided to leave, but only after stealing the cell phone from their victim's backpack.


The last assault occurred moments later, when three tourists from England were confronted by a large group of men. Attempting to get away, the women ran in different directions. One of them was unable to escape. Groping her breasts and genitals, the mob ripped off her blouse and pulled down her shorts. Then they grabbed her purse and ran.


Overall, twenty-two women testified in court that they had been dragged, beaten, groped, or penetrated by their attackers’ fingers. Thirty-three men were arrested after the mass assault, which was videotaped by several passersby who turned the tapes over to the police. Out of the men arrested, thirty were indicted, sixteen pleaded guilty, three were tried, and two were convicted. One defendant was acquitted. The charges against eleven of those arrested were ultimately dismissed.


Recent research strongly suggests that hate crimes reported to the police have certain characteristics that distinguish them from other types of offenses, whether committed at the turn of the twentieth century, in the early 1990s, or at the turn of the millennium.


First, hate crimes tend to be excessively brutal. In a study of 452 hate crimes reported to the Boston police,7 fully half were assaults. The others were acts of vandalism or destruction of property (for example, painting a swastika on a synagogue or throwing a rock through a window). Thus one of every two hate crimes reported to the Boston police was a personal attack, whereas nationally, only 7 percent of all crimes reported to the police are assaults.8 Hate offenses are much more likely to entail personal violence.


The hatred in such crimes gets expressed when force is exercised beyond what may be necessary to subdue victims, make them comply, disarm them, or take their worldly goods. Almost three-quarters of all assaultive hate crimes–unlawful personal attacks against an individual– result in at least some physical injury to the victim. The relative viciousness of such attacks can be seen by comparing them to the national figures for all crimes, in which only 29 percent of assault victims generally receive some physical injury. By contrast, many victims of hate crime assaults–fully 30 percent–because of the severity of their injuries wind up requiring treatment at a hospital. For assaults of all kinds, this figure is only 7 percent. Once again, it appears that hate crimes are particularly violent.


The brutality of the attack against the Central Park jogger alerts us to the possibility that extreme hatred was being channeled into vicious behavior. For thirteen days, the twenty-eight-year-old woman lay in Metropolitan Hospital in a comatose state, precariously clinging to life, so disfigured that even close friends were unable to identify her. She suffered from brain damage, multiple skull fractures, and countless cuts and bruises over most of her body, including her face. According to one physician who observed her at the time,“She received a blow so severe that . . . her eyeball had exploded back through the rear of its socket.”9


In the case of James Byrd, the degree of viciousness displayed by his attackers similarly suggests that hate played a major role. Rather than kill Byrd in a timely manner, his tormentors apparently sought to maximize his pain and suffering. They chained him to the back of their pickup and dragged him for almost three miles, while he struggled in vain to keep his head from hitting the concrete road. They enjoyed the sight of Byrd's body being buffeted from side to side as their truck continued down the road. They laughed as their victim was decapitated.


It should be noted, in addition, that even where the level of brutality does not vary between hate crimes and similar offenses committed for other reasons, the victims of hate attacks are more likely to suffer psychological distress and for longer periods of time. In a recent study comparing assaults, for example, it was determined that the victims of hate-motivated assaults were significantly more likely to feel unsafe, nervous, and depressed than their counterparts who were attacked for other reasons.


A second characteristic of hate crimes reported to the police is that they are often apparently senseless or irrational crimes perpetrated at  random on total strangers. As a society, we fear random violence against strangers even more than violence that has a logical basis. For example, if it is reported on the evening news that a drug deal “went bad” and one of the participants killed the other, we react with little fear or even concern. After all, criminals are killing criminals over territorial disputes. And because we are not criminals, and therefore not competing with them in business, we feel perfectly safe and secure.


In sharp contrast, a story about random violence such as unexplained attacks against innocent bystanders in a public place (e.g., a public park or a post office) engenders widespread fear and anxiety. The reason for this is complex, but one element is that the violence is committed by a stranger against someone he has never met before. This makes all of us feel vulnerable as potential victims.Any one of us could be next.


The September 11 attack on America makes this point more painfully than perhaps any hate crime in our history. The terrorists who targeted the Twin Towers were not interested in distinguishing one American from another. Their purpose was apparently to gain the eyes and the ears of the world. In order to do so, they sought only to maximize the body count, eliminating as many Americans as possible. From their perspective, one American was as good (or bad) as any other. Knowing this made American citizens feel very uneasy. They might be able to avoid high-crime areas of a city in order to reduce their risk of being targeted by car thieves and muggers. But where do they run to stave off terrorists? Should they avoid professional football games? The Olympics? High-rise buildings? Airports and airplanes? Federal buildings? Power plants? Wall Street? Congested highways? And would it make a difference if they did?


In the Boston study, approximately 85 percent of all hate crimes involved offenders whose identity was unknown to their victims. In a few cases, the offenders remained unidentified and so might have been an acquaintance, but the vast majority attacked total strangers. A comparative statistic reported by the Department of Justice's 2000 National  Crime Survey is that 47 percent of all crimes of violence were committed by strangers.


When it comes to hate crimes, a potential victim cannot rationalize his or her future safety by saying, for example,“I don't use drugs, so I won't ever be hurt in a situation like that.”Rather, for all members of a group under attack, the mere decision to leave home automatically puts them at risk of being victimized. This threat infuses all daily activities, both inside and outside of an individual's home, and is extremely difficult to eliminate. Even the arrest and conviction of an offender may not necessarily relieve this fear. Because the victims never did anything personally to precipitate the previous incident and never knew why they were chosen as victims, how can they feel sure that the same thing won't happen again? Wherever they go, they carry the reason for their victimization with them. They might be attacked again, whether in the office, at a restaurant, or on a bus stop. Even home is not a safe haven. At any moment, a rock might come smashing through the window, flung by an irate neighbor who despises gays, Blacks, Asians, or Jews and simply cannot tolerate their presence on his block.


Where a crime occurs because a victim's behavior–for example, moving into a neighborhood or attending a particular school–offends the perpetrator, then the victim has recourse. He or she might be able to retreat, conceding defeat in the face of harassment and persecution. However, the cost in both psychological and economic terms may well be prohibitive. In a larger sense, we all lose when victims are frightened away by the acts of hatemongers. To assure our own rights, we must also be able and willing to protect the constitutional rights of all citizens, including even groups that we as individuals may dislike.


Psychologists suggest that rape is a crime of violence; men who feel belittled and powerless use it to express their need for control and dominance. Given the brutality of the assault, this interpretation seems clearly to fit the rape of the Central Park jogger. In one sense, it might be argued that all rapes are hate offenses because they are invariably linked with the gender of the victim. Yet not all rapes are directed against women in general. In date or acquaintance rape, where two people know each other at least on a casual basis, for example, a particular victim may be chosen because of her particular characteristics, which the perpetrator finds repulsive or appealing, or both. He might not have chosen just any woman for his sexual offense.


In stranger rape, however, the victims are often interchangeable, their individual characteristics being irrelevant or at best secondary in determining why they were chosen for victimization. Being female is frequently primary, even if the rapist targets only prostitutes, teenage girls, socialites, brunettes, or the like. Under such conditions, then, rape may indeed qualify as a hate crime.


James Byrd was probably chosen as a murder victim not because in the past he had caused his White supremacist perpetrators some problem or difficulty; not because he had offended his killers in any way. Indeed, until he got into their pickup for a ride home, Byrd had been invisible to the three men who ended up taking his life. They treated every Black as they would any other Black–as totally expendable.


Similarly, the Central Park jogger was probably selected not because she liked to exercise, not because she was five foot five in height, not because she was an investment banker on Wall Street, and not because she had graduated from Wellesley College. The anger of her assailants could not have resulted from anything that she said to them because no per- sonal conversation took place before the attack. Their anger could not have been a result of their prior relationship because they had none.


It is possible, of course, that the Central Park jogger's race and presumed economic status were also factors in her selection as a victim. Joggers are often upper middle class and White; the perpetrators were neither. Consequently, a poor Black woman may not have been attacked. Still, the Central Park jogger was an interchangeable victim, one who just happened to be at the wrong place at the wrong time. Almost any other female jogger–and especially any other White female jogger–would probably have been similarly at risk. The interchangeability of victims became blatantly obvious in the subsequent episodes of mob wilding directed indiscriminately against women in New York City's Central Park on Sunday evening, June 13, 2000.


Many states are presently in the process of deciding whether or not to include gender as a basis for determining hate motivation. Indeed, twenty-five states now consider as hate crimes any attack against a woman that is motivated primarily by her gender. The controversy revolves around exactly which crimes against women qualify. Should, for example, all sexual assaults be counted as hate offenses?


The fact that hate crime victims are interchangeable may help focus the debate.With respect to race, any Black family that moves into certain neighborhoods will likely be attacked. With respect to sexual orientation, any man thought to be gay who happens to walk down a particular street will in all likelihood be assaulted. Similarly, gender-motivated hate crimes should include those attacks in which the offender is looking for any woman. By this criterion, acquaintance rape and acts of domestic violence, no matter how despicable, would be excluded from consideration as hate offenses. Only random attacks against women would be counted.


In the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the attorney general has instituted a policy whereby gender-based hate crimes require at least two previous restraining orders issued to protect two different domestic partners. Over the past ten years of its existence, there have been fewer than ten cases in which the criteria for a gender-based hate offense have been met.


The state of California has attempted to apply the interchangeability criterion by specifying that to be considered a hate offense, any crime against women must include an articulated threat by the offender against women in general. Therefore, the offender must say something to the effect that “I am beating you because you are just like all other women and I hate all other women.”


Though well-intentioned, the California criterion for establishing interchangeability in crimes against women places too restrictive a burden on the police, who during the course of their investigation must uncover a threat against women in general. Just like other criminals, hatemongers don't always state the motivation for their crimes in the presence of their victims. In place of this rigid standard, victim interchangeability should probably be determined by offender statements not only to the victim, but also in the presence of friends, relatives, or even the police while being interrogated.


Another characteristic of hate crimes is that they are usually perpetrated  by multiple offenders. This is a group crime frequently carried out by youthful perpetrators operating together for the purpose of attacking the members of another group.


In most situations, violent crimes are perpetrated by individuals acting alone. According to the 2000 National Crime Survey published by the Department of Justice, only about 20 percent of all crimes of violence are committed by more than one offender. By contrast, 64 percent of hate crimes reported to the police involve two or more perpetrators. Indeed, most are carried out by a group of four or more offenders who attack their victims in a gang or pack. In contrast to gang warfare, in which teenagers fight teenagers, however, the targets of hate crimes are not necessarily in their teens or early twenties. Many victims are over thirty, and some are young children.


James Byrd was forty-nine years old when he was murdered in Jasper, Texas. Two of his killers were dedicated racists with a history of criminal behavior and jail time. Shawn Berry, who testified against his friends, also was convicted but received a life sentence. But many residents of Jasper, including some who were Black, simply couldn't believe that Berry had committed a hate crime based on race. He had Black friends; he interacted with Black residents; he was not known around town as a racist.


Like so many other young men and women, however, Berry craved acceptance from his friends. He might have prevented a murder if he had been able to pull himself from the prevailing groupthink. It would have meant rejecting his friends, being rejected by his friends, acting as a deviant in the presence of social pressure and conformity. If only Berry had had the courage!


In the Central Park jogger episode, dozens of teenage boys had congregated on the evening of April 19 to go “wilding,”that is, they got together strictly for the “hell of it”to harass and attack strangers for sport because they had nothing better to do. Early in the evening, the entire pack of youths roamed the park taunting and harassing victims at random. Then, while most of the boys left the park, at least six of them, ranging in age from fourteen to seventeen, splintered off from the others and continued to look for victims. These are the boys who assaulted the twenty-eight-year-old Central Park jogger.


Lieutenant William Johnston, who for years investigated hate crimes for the Boston police, suggests that most hatemongers act in groups because “they are basically cowards.”He believes that the experience of being in a group offers the encouragement that may be necessary for offenders to attack a wholly innocent victim.10


Johnston is correct when he emphasizes the importance of groups in perpetrating hate offenses. Clearly, there is safety in numbers. In a group, the hatemongers who instigate an altercation believe that they are less likely to be hurt because they have their friends to protect them. The group also grants a certain degree of anonymity. If everyone participated, then no one person can easily be singled out as bearing primary responsibility for the attack. Because they share the blame, it is diluted or weakened. Finally, the group gives its members a dose of psychological support for their blatant bigotry. Feeding initially on the hatred of one or a few peers, escalation becomes a game in which members of the group incite one another toward ever increasing levels of violence. To do his part and “prove himself,”therefore, each offender feels that he must surpass the previous atrocity.


Few would dispute that the murder of James Byrd in Jasper,Texas, was a hate crime. In contrast, for over a decade the case of the Central Park jogger has been an important object lesson for those who investigate hate crimes. It epitomizes the difficulty of determining whether or not an attack is in fact a hate offense. At one end of the continuum, there are numerous crimes that are unequivocally crimes of hate directed against individuals strictly because of their belonging to a group or category. At the other end of the continuum, however, there are some offenses for which it is difficult, if not impossible, to determine the extent to which hate was a motivating factor.


The attack on the Central Park jogger has many of the elements that we designate hate crimes. It was a crime committed by multiple offenders who employed excessive brutality against a total stranger. The ambiguity concerns the basis for the attack, whether it was really motivated by gender, race, both, or neither.


In many hate offenses, there is a “spillover”effect that can easily give the appearance of indiscriminate violence, at least at a superficial level. The offenders’ anger may be so intense that it generalizes onto in-group members as well. It is conceivable, for example, that the wilding youths who assaulted the Central Park jogger set out exclusively to molest and harass Whites or women but were so caught up in the frenzy of the group experience that almost anyone present would have been selected.


It is also possible that the youngsters involved in that attack actually set out to get even, in some abstract sense, with “society at large” or “humanity”–and especially with that segment of society that has “made it.”Thus they lashed out against privileged Whites who have the leisure to jog at whim. In their minds, race becomes an indicator of class; White means wealthy.


An offense against property in two upscale Massachusetts communities, where a spillover effect apparently occurred, clearly qualifies as a hate crime. At twenty-seven different locations in the affluent towns of Wellesley and Dover, two young men left ethnic and racial slurs– swastikas,“Adolph Lives,”“White Only,”“Final Solution,”and the like– on homes, cars, roadways, and retail stores. At the home of a Greek-American family in Dover, they painted a row of swastikas and the words “Fuck Greeks”on the driveway. The pair also vandalized the car of a racist skinhead they had known who probably would have agreed with their views on Jews, Blacks, and Greeks.


Was this a mistake? Were the perpetrators simply attempting to be offensive? Or was their hatred so extreme and out of control that any target was better than none?


Many who commit hate crimes are at the margin of their community. They may have dropped out of school either spiritually or physically and see little likelihood of ever making it in terms of the American success ethic. But if they can't succeed in a middle-class sense, they can at least garner the respect and approval of their friends. Peer influence therefore becomes crucial to their sense of belonging and self-esteem.


The 1999 massacre at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado, would probably never have occurred in the absence of social influence. Many teenagers are notoriously other-directed, relying on their peers for their self-esteem and a sense of belonging. Being ignored or even bullied by the popular students at school has at least two important consequences for vulnerable youngsters. First, the victims of bullying come to see themselves as outsiders who resent their rejecting schoolmates and may decide to seek revenge against them. Second, the rejection by mainstream members of the student population serves to enhance the value of bullied students bonding with other bullied students who share the same sense of being marginalized and alienated. The Trenchcoat Mafia represented for the Columbine shooters an alternative source of status and belonging. For youngsters who were regarded by the popular students as geeks, nerds, or outcasts, the image of evil forces–Nazism, organized crime, gothic incivility–reinforced that they were actually important, even powerful, members of a secret fellowship.


In the following pages, we raise and answer many questions about the causes, conditions, and consequences of hate crimes. What are the origins of hate crimes in society and within the individual? Are all perpetrators “sick”deviant types, or do they actually reflect aspects of the dominant, mainstream culture in which they live? What can the criminal justice system do to combat these offenses? Can the police be convinced that the victimization of groups whose members have been historically antipolice deserves their serious attention? Can prosecutors and judges be persuaded to treat hate crimes as serious violations of law rather than childish pranks? Will administrators in prisons and jails be willing to deal with the racism and homophobia that presently run rampant in their institutions? And, finally, what can we do as individuals to ensure that hate crimes do not destroy us or our way of life?


In 1993, when we wrote Hate Crimes: The Rising Tide of Bigotry and  Bloodshed, we felt a pressing need to address the issue of bigotry in America. Ten years later, we are no less concerned about the divisive and damaging impact of hate crimes on members of our society. The times have certainly changed and, to some extent, so have the victims of hate.Yet in the aftermath of September 11, it has become painfully evident that we are dealing with a problem that may change its form but refuses to go away.
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