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Program 

MONDAY, 11 July 
 
07:30-09:00: Continental Breakfast and Registration (ITE 336) 
 
09:15, #01: Donald P. Green (Columbia University), Research Designs in Hate Crime Research 

 
The credibility revolution in the social sciences has placed new emphasis on research designs that provide strong 
evidence of cause and effect. The next generation of hate crime research must move in this design-based direction. 
My presentation reviews recent examples of experiments and quasi-experiments in criminology, political science, 
and economics that provide useful design templates for hate crime researchers. However, advances in design must 
also be accompanied by advances in measurement if researchers are to gauge the long-term effects of 
interventions designed to reduce the risk of hate crime. 
 
09:55, #02: Anna Stefaniak & Mikołaj Winiewski (University of Warsaw), Hate Crime in Poland: An Analysis of the 
“Brown Book” 

 
This paper presents an analysis of contextual variables’ influence on different forms of hate crime in Poland. It was 
performed on a database of hate crimes, which catalogues most of such incidents that happened between 1987 and 
2014. We categorized the crimes with regard to the characteristics of perpetrators, victims, and type of violence. 
Next, we computed a series of hierarchical linear models whereby we analyzed the influence of the characteristics 
of perpetrators (Level 1 predictors: political and organizational affiliation) and victims (Level 1 predictors: belonging 
to minority groups commonly perceived as realistically or symbolically threatening), and of objective economic 
factors (Level 2 predictors: GDP and the rate of unemployment) on the forms of collective violence. The results show 
that symbolic violence (e.g. hate speech) is directed primarily at ethnic minority groups and perpetrated by non-
extremist individuals and that during times of economic hardship realistic violence (e.g. physical violence) prevails 
over the symbolic one. To our best knowledge, this research constitutes the first of its kind in Poland. 
 
10:25 Coffee (15 minutes) 
 
10:40, #03: Barbara Perry (University of Ontario Institute of Technology), Seeing Hate Everywhere: A Global 
Continuum of Ethnoviolence 
 
Hate crime scholarship has been somewhat myopic in its focus on patterns of violence in Western nations. We have 
not looked much beyond the borders of North America, Western Europe, and Australasia. This paper is part of an 
emerging trend toward exploring other-directed violence as it occurs in other parts of the world. The task I set myself 
in this paper, then, is to follow Akbar Ahmed’s (1995: 4) advice and attempt to “draw universal principles and locate 
global explanations” for hate crime across the world. In so doing, I am calling for a widening of our geographical lens. 
I approach this task through three levels of explanatory factors: identity; the state; and globalization. The 
analysis situates targeted violence not only at the level of civil society and its attendant socio-cultural norms, but also 
within the much debated notion of nation states, and within processes of globalization. 
 
11:15, #04: Sabine Preuß (Universität Koblenz-Landau, Landau), Make Change Happen: Paradoxical Interventions 
to Improve Strong Negative Attitudes toward Lesbians and Gay Men 

 
In recent years, more and more countries have legalized same-sex marriage; however, hostility, verbal abuse, and 
violence against lesbians and gay men still occur regularly. Discrimination of lesbians and gay men is often based on 
anti-gay attitudes. According to the attitude-behavior-relationship, especially people with strong negative attitudes 
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are likely to show harassment; therefore, this group is a target group for attitude-change interventions. I will present 
the theoretical background as well as experiments testing the impact of paradoxical interventions on attitudes 
toward lesbians and gay men. Paradoxical interventions aim to provoke behaviour inconsistent with people’s strong 
negative attitudes; this leads to cognitive dissonance. Since people think they chose to show the inconsistent 
behavior freely, they try to reduce the aversive state of cognitive dissonance by changing their attitude. A more 
positive attitude toward lesbians and gay men can reduce hate crimes against sexual minorities. 
 
11:50 Lunch (1 hour) 
12:50  FREE (1 hour, 10 minutes) 
 
14:00-14:35, #05: Mark L. Hatzenbuehler (Columbia University), LGBT Assault Hate Crimes and Adverse Health 
Outcomes among Sexual Minority Youth: A Cross-Sectional, Geospatial Analysis 

 
In this study, we examined whether adverse health outcomes among sexual minority adolescents were more 
common in neighborhoods with a higher prevalence of hate crimes targeting lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgendered (LGBT) individuals. Participants’ data came from a population-based sample of 9-12th grade public 
school students in Boston, Massachusetts (n=1,292; 108 reported a minority sexual orientation). Data on LGBT hate 
crimes involving assaults or assaults with battery were obtained from the Boston Police Department and linked to 
the adolescent’s residential address. Sexual minority youth residing in neighborhoods with higher rates of LGBT 
assault hate crimes were significantly more likely to report suicidal ideation (p=.01), suicide attempts (p=.01), 
relational bullying (p=.01), and illicit drug use (p=.04) than were those in neighborhoods with lower LGBT assault hate 
crimes. We conducted two specificity analyses. First, no relationships were observed between LGBT assault hate 
crimes and any of the outcomes among heterosexual adolescents. Second, overall neighborhood-level violent and 
property crimes were not related to the outcomes among sexual minority adolescents. This research suggests that 
neighborhood-level LGBT assault hate crimes represent an ecologic risk factor for adverse health outcomes among 
sexual minority youth. Additional research is needed to identify the mechanisms underlying these relationships. 
 
14:35-15:10, #06: Megan O. Iacocca and Blair T. Johnson (University of Connecticut), Severe Crime, Severe 
Environment? Evaluating Community Characteristics of Hate Crime Incidents 

 
Hate crimes are a growing social and legal problem. They continue to occur in even the most liberal and welcoming 
communities, and it is estimated that only a fraction are reported to and followed-up by law enforcement (often due 
to departmental inconsistencies and failure to adhere to national bias crime guidelines). Each incident’s severity—
both real and perceived—of hate crimes contributes to how genuinely they are investigated by authorities (if at all), 
which in turn may perpetuate a climate of hostility and impede progress in changing the social climate and addressing 
the issue of hate crime through legal means. The current study aims to model what measures of social inequality and 
attitudinal predictors of prejudice are most associated with hate crime, and whether these predictors have varying 
significance when accounting for and incident’s reported severity. Data from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report, 
American National Election Studies, and American Community Survey are combined to examine this question. 
Comparisons of social metrics across counties are made to distinguish potential underlying structural contributors to 
hate crime. Further research into effective evaluation and reporting practices is needed.   
 

 
15:10 Tea (15 minutes) 
  
15:25-16:00, #07: Lina Saud (Princeton University), Breaking Down Stereotypes: Understanding the Nuances of 
Group Perceptions with a Case Study on Americans’ Stereotypes of Muslims 
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We find evidence for strong negative stereotyping in instances of violent discrimination that amount to hate crimes. 
However, the process of subtyping adds a level of nuance to our understanding of stereotyping. This study examines 
whether individuals demonstrate different stereotypes, emotions, and behaviors toward different subtypes of a 
given group. We examined Americans’ reported stereotypes, emotions, and behaviors toward different subtypes of 
Muslims. Samples of Americans taken from two populations (Amazon Mechanical Turk worker population; private 
university student population) were surveyed to collect the subtypes that Americans report for Muslims. Separate 
samples from the same two populations were then surveyed to see the stereotypes, emotions and behaviors 
participants saw Americans in general directing toward each subtype of Muslims. Americans reported differing 
stereotypes, emotions, and behaviors toward different subtypes of Muslims. Furthermore, our Amazon Mechanical 
Turk sample data resembled data evident in populations in conflict—a pattern not seen in our student sample data. 
In other words, our non-student adult population reported stereotypes, emotions, and behaviors toward Muslims 
which suggest that Americans see themselves as in conflict with Muslims. Implications for research on stereotyping, 
discrimination, and hate crimes will be discussed. 
 
16:00-16:35, #08: Chris S. Crandall (University of Kansas), A Justification-Suppression Model of the Expression and 
Experience of Prejudice: “Free Speech” as a Justification for Hate Speech  

 
There are many ways that people manage to express stereotypes, prejudice, discrimination, and participate in hate 
speech, without feeling that they are doing something wrong or bad. How do people explain themselves to 
themselves? Sometimes, people simply do not “notice” or acknowledge their participation in discrimination and 
oppression (e.g., status quo biases, when behavior is normatively appropriate). At other times, people have 
justifications that re-characterize or explain discrimination in a way that minimizes shame and guilt. These include 
setting standards of appropriate behavior that normalize behavior (e.g., constructing downward social comparisons), 
ideological beliefs or values that make differential treatment a necessity (e.g., beliefs, just world hypothesis), have 
values that offer innocent attributions (e.g., Protestant Ethic, meritocratic belief), constructing “audiences of 
approval,” or denigration of targets that require differential treatment (e.g., infra-humanization, religious beliefs). I 
will review this idea, and review recent work on the justification of hate speech using the idea of “free speech.” 
 
16:35-18:30 FREE 
19:00 DINNER (at Blair’s house; arrive as early as 18:30, that’s 6:30pm! Carpooling from the hotel starting at 
6:15pm) 
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TUESDAY, 12 July 
 
07:30-09:00: Continental Breakfast (ITE 336) 
 
09:00, #09: Richard A. Wilson (University of Connecticut), Criminalizing Hate: Social Science Research and the Law 
of International Speech Crimes 

 
This chapter in my forthcoming book Propaganda on Trial (Cambridge UP, 2017) reviews the current state of the 
social science of propaganda and persuasion, gleaning its most relevant insights for understanding political 
communication during armed conflict and genocide. It also presents new and original research on the topic using 
actual material evidence based upon evidence from one of the key incitement trials at an international criminal 
tribunal. Social science research cannot determine with utter exactitude the concrete effects of a particular speech 
act uttered in the context of widespread and systematic violations. However social science can identify what Austin 
called the felicity conditions, that is, the variables most likely to result in the uptake of a speech act. Here, we are 
dealing with probabilities and aggregate societal and psychological patterns, rather that specific identifiable 
outcomes. This can inform a criminal court’s understanding of material causation in “causal speech crimes” such as 
instigating crimes against humanity. Knowing more about the felicity conditions also has implications for prevention 
and the category inchoate crimes. Understanding what kind of speech acts in a particular context are most persuasive 
could potentially inform prosecutors about what kind of speech acts are the most dangerous and therefore which 
inciters are most deserving of an indictment. This knowledge could also assist in a deeper understanding of material 
and legal causation and an international court’s assessment of the probability that a speech act contributed to the 
commission of an offense in international law. 
 
09:40, #10: Richard L. Wiener (University of Nebraska, Lincoln), Equal Protection versus Free Speech Rights: When 
Gains Loom Larger than Losses 

 
This paper examines the tension between equal protection and free speech rights in the hate speech context through 
a prospect theory lens. Participants read a First Amendment free speech or Fourteenth Amendment equal protection 
argument framed to endorse the protections gained by each respective right, the losses avoided by each respective 
right, or the security provided by each right. Our findings found gain-framing to be slightly more persuasive than loss-
framing. Participant race and constitutional principle influenced punishment invoked for cross burning but not 
destruction of property or trespassing and participants who received a positive framed equal protection argument 
believed the target would experience stronger negative emotions, particularly under low perceived intimidation. 
Furthermore, participants receiving a positive frame speech argument believed the target would be less willing to 
support suppression. Unlike previous research, which suggests a potential equal protection principle default, this 
study demonstrated an impact of framed statements on decisions. 
 
10:20, #11: Viera Pejchal (University of Geneva), Migrant Crises in The World: The Rise of Political Hate Speech 

 
Recently, political debate in Europe and in the United States has been dominated by the migrant influx and refugee 
crisis. Politicians have used racist and xenophobic discourse to raise concerns regarding the migrant challenges. While 
the exercise of free speech and debate surrounding public affairs is a vital aspect of democracy, freedom of 
expression is not absolute. International Human Rights treaties offer guidance on permissible limits on freedom of 
exercise which has been interpreted differently in the United States with a strong protection of the free speech and 
European countries which tend to protect also other values in democratic societies. This paper has a twofold 
objectives: first, it uses a comparative perspective to analyse on the one hand jurisprudence from the UN Human 
Rights treaty bodies and on the other jurisprudence from the Supreme Court and the European Court on Human 
Rights. Secondly, it proposes contextual approach to tackle hate speech in different multicultural societies. 

11:00 Coffee (15 minutes) 
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11:15, #12: Edward Dunbar (University of California, Los Angeles), A Forensic Psychology Approach to Assessing 
Offender Bias Motivation 
 
Hate crimes are infractions in which the victim is selected due to his or her actual or perceived membership in a 
particular demographic group. The study of hate crimes is hampered the feasibility of measuring an internal state 
such as bias motivation, first amendment problems with commonly used indicators of bias (such as hate speech), 
and inconsistencies between police departments’ criteria used to classify a crime as a hate crime. As a result, there 
are significant gaps in our knowledge about hate crimes. For example, we don’t know how best to determine bias 
intent or which types of evidence have the most utility in correctly identifying hate crimes; we don’t know if different 
types of perpetrators have different types of hate motivation (race based, based on religion, sexual orientation, etc.). 
I will present research concerning the measurement of the bias motivation of the offender(s) in the commission of a 
hate crime. Based upon crime scene evidence, the severity of the offenders bias motivation will be examined in 
relationship to the targeted victim, the degree of violence of the crime, premeditation and the subsequent 
independent classification of the index offense by law enforcement as a hate crime, a hate incident, or a non-hate 
infraction. 

 
11:55, #13: Desirée Crèvecoeur-MacPhail (University of California, Los Angeles), Socio-Demographic Profiles of Hate 
Crime Offenders 
 
This submission would present results from two separate studies that examined specific hate crimes, individual 
demographic, developmental, and historical characteristics of the perpetrators as well as victim characteristics.  The 
studies examined almost 1800 hate crime cases to determine what variables led to more violent hate crimes.  Results 
indicated that several “typical” characteristics were associated with more violent perpetration including perpetrator 
gender (e.g., male) and violent criminal histories. Evidence of high emotional arousal, when the victim was a stranger 
and if the perpetrator was described as mildly intoxicated, also resulted in more violent crimes.  There were some 
surprising findings including that the most violent crimes were primarily instrumental in nature as opposed to 
reactive.  Hate crimes impact more than just the individual, they impact the group the individual represents and may 
have significant implications for the community at large and as such must be addressed appropriately to increase 
community safety. 
 
12:35 Lunch (1 hour) 
 
13:35, #14: Rupert Brown & Mark Walters (Sussex University), Feeling Others’ Pain: Hate Crime’s Indirect Effects 
on Two Victim Communities 

 
Hate crimes are of concern, not only because of their deleterious effects on those directly victimised, but also 
because these crimes may have harmful indirect impacts on other members of the victim’s identity group.  In our 
ongoing research project we study these indirect impacts on LGBT and Muslim communities in the UK. Here, we 
report results from both survey and experimental studies which document some of those impacts. Frequency of 
indirect victimisation of hate crime was associated with behavioural intentions (increased personal security, 
avoidance, pro-action, retaliation), mediated by intergroup threat and specific emotions (anxiety, anger, shame). 
Indirect victimisation was also correlated with attitudes towards the criminal justice system (e.g., lack of confidence 
in the courts, beliefs that authorities should do more). Experimentally we also show the indirect effects of two types 
of hate crime (against persons and against property) and reveal the important role that empathy for the victim can 
play in governing people’s reactions to hate crimes against their group. The practical and policy implications of the 
findings will be discussed. 
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14:15, #15: Michael Fingerle, PhD (Goethe University Frankfurt), Hate Crimes in a Germany – Results from an Online 
Survey 

 
The term “hate crime” as such does not exist in German law. Mostly for historical reasons, German law enforcement 
is focused on biased crimes motivated by political extremism. If such a political background cannot be identified, 
biased crimes are treated as “normal” crimes. As a consequence, most German studies on hate crimes are also 
focused on right-wing extremism. As part of a multi-national research project, we conducted an online survey in 
order to get information from victims of hate crimes who belonged to a spectrum of target groups (e.g., youth 
subcultures, disabled people, people with non-heterosexual orientation) who often slip through the grid of other 
German studies on biased crimes. We asked them for their experiences with hate crimes, who and what had helped 
them to recover from the traumatization, and for their opinion on a hate crime law in Germany. In my presentation, 
results from this study will be presented. 

 
14:55 Tea (15 minutes) 
 
15:10, #16: Jane Gauthier (California State University, Los Angeles), Experiences of Bias Crime in a Transgender 
Community: A Community-Based Participatory Research Study 

 
Transgender people face an enormous amount of violence in multiple contexts and their experience of violence tends 
to start at a young age and continues throughout their lives (Stotzer, 2009). One particularly disturbing experience 
is that of hate crime. Unfortunately, many transgender people who experience hate crimes may not report it to law 
enforcement for a variety of reasons (Woods et al., 2013). While prior research has examined the challenges faced 
by this community, it is important to further explore how transgender individuals experience and cope with hate 
crime and how previous interactions with law enforcement may make it more or less likely that they will report being 
a victim of a hate crime. The current research examines these issues through focus groups conducted with members 
of the transgender community in Los Angeles. Results and implications will be discussed. 
 
15:50, #17: Amanda Davies-Rubio (Universidad Autónoma de Madrid), Group Processes in Colombian Self-Defense 
and Guerrilla Forces 

 
Eighteen in-depth interviews with demobilized members of the self-defense and guerrilla forces were carried out. 
Participants included imprisoned and reintegrated former members of these forces. The most common reasons for 
joining were job insecurity and economic retribution, however, vengeance and deceit were also found. Delving into 
group processes was a main focus of the study. Obedience was found to be a direct consequence of fear towards 
being sanctioned, especially towards capital punishment. Group cohesion was rarely found; by contrast, fear and 
isolation were the glue that kept members obedient to their commanders. Bandura’s mechanisms of moral 
disengagement were present in almost all testimonies; moral justification, euphemistic labeling and dehumanization 
were the most common ones. Violence intensity increased progressively: the first acts of violence were accompanied 
by acute stress disorder symptoms that quickly disappeared as more killings were perpetrated. The proposed 
presentation will cover these phenomena as well as many more group processes found in the study.  
 
16.30 – 18.00 FREE (1.5 hours) 
18.00 Caravan (in cars) to dinner to Abbotts in the Rough, 117 Pearl Street, Noank, CT 06340, 

41.320999, -71.988516 
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WEDNESDAY, 13 July 
 
07:30-09:00: Continental Breakfast (ITE 336) 
 
09:00, #18: S. Megan Berthold (University of Connecticut), & Adeyinka M. Akinsulure-Smith (The City College of 
New York), When Asylum Fails to Protect from Hate: Research with Torture Survivors who Remain at Risk of 
Persecution in Exile 

 
Survivors of state-sponsored torture have fled to the United States to seek asylum. The basis of the torture is often 
hatred grounded in bias by state actors against the person’s political opinions/actions, religious beliefs or practices, 
nationality, ethnicity, or sexual orientation or gender identity. Some survivors have been assaulted or threatened 
following 9/11. During the Ebola epidemic, West Africans were targeted in the US even though many had not been 
back to their countries in years. The backlash against Muslims and refugees following recent violent incidents in Paris 
and San Bernardino and the heated political rhetoric in the context of the current US Presidential campaign have 
triggered traumatic memories and instilled fear in some survivors. This presentation will highlight the psychosocial 
impact on torture survivors of repeated actual or perceived threats from new hate crimes in their country of asylum, 
drawing on de-identified case examples. Research ideas will be discussed. 
 
09:40, #19: Ella Ben Hagai & Eileen L. Zurbriggen (University of California, Santa Cruz), Using a Feminist Lens to 
Understand Fantasies of Violence against Sexual Minorities 

 
In this study we examine predictors for fantasies of violence and hatred towards sexual minorities. Using a post-
structural feminist lens, we examine the role of narratives of sexuality (as being innate or fluid), traditional gender 
roles, religiosity, parental attitudes and sexual development stages. Results suggest that fluid narrative on sexuality 
and endorsement of traditional gender roles significantly predicted fantasies of violence towards gay and lesbian 
people. Using an experiment we test the effects of innate and fluid framing of sexuality on support for hate crimes 
among undergraduate students. We find an interaction between gender and narratives on sexuality, where fluid 
framing of sexuality increase men's support for hate crimes compared to women's. We discuss this finding in 
relationship to post-structural feminist theory and social identity theory. 
 
10:20, #20: Victoria Thomas (University of Washington), #BlackTransLivesMatter: The Intersection of Media 
(In)visibility and Anti-Trans* Violence 

 
Language is the starting place for cultural understanding or cultural oppression; as such, language is the gatekeeper 
that constructs the unique experience of being black and transgender within the context of 21st century U.S. culture. 
This current project explores the language choices utilized in media reports of hate crimes involving Black trans* 
women. I analyzed articles published between January 2015 and December 2015; during this period of time, there 
were 21 reported murders of trans* individuals; of that number, 15 were Black trans* women. Drawing upon black 
feminist theory and queer theory, this interdisciplinary project builds a theoretical framework for critiquing black 
queer identities at the intersection of race, gender transition, sexuality, and class. This project ultimately indicates a 
direct link between mediated discourses on Black trans* women and the devaluation of their lives, which in turn 
contributes to disproportionate rates of violence against this population.  
 

11.00 – 11.15 Coffee (15 minutes) 

11.20 – 12.30 #21: Policy roundtable: Paul Giannesi and Mike Osgood 

12.30 – 13.30 Lunch (1 hour) 

13.30 DEPART 
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University of Ontario Institute of 
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Blair T. Johnson (06) University of Connecticut blair.t.johnson@uconn.edu 

Caner Hazar University of Connecticut caner.hazar@uconn.edu 

Chris S. Crandall (08) University of Kansas crandall@ku.edu 

Desirée Crèvecoeur-MacPhail (13) 
University of California, Los 
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dcrevecoeurmacphail@mednet.ucla.edu 

 

Donald P. Green (01) Columbia University dpg2110@columbia.edu 
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University of California, Los 

Angeles 
edunbar@ucla.edu 
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University of California, Santa 

Cruz 
ebenhaga@ucsc.edu 

Jane Gauthier (16) 
California State University, Los 

Angeles 
jane.gauthier2@calstatela.edu 

John F. Dovidio Yale University john.dovidio@yale.edu 

Jordan Kiper University of Connecticut jordan.kiper@uconn.edu 

Kathryn R. Libal University of Connecticut kathryn.libal@uconn.edu 

Lina Saud (07) Princeton University lsaud@princeton.edu 

Mark L. Hatzenbuehler (05) Columbia University mlh2101@cumc.columbia.edu 

Mark Walters (14) University of Sussex mark.walters@sussex.ac.uk 

S. Megan Berthold (18) University of Connecticut megan.berthold@uconn.edu 

Megan O. Iacocca (06) University of Connecticut megan.iacocca@uconn.edu 

Michael Fingerle (15) Goethe University Frankfurt m.fingerle@em.uni-frankfurt.de 

Michael Osgood (21) New York Police Department michael.osgood@nypd.org 

Paul Giannasi (21) UK Ministry of Justice pgiannasi@me.com 

Richard L. Wiener (10) University of Nebraska, Lincoln rwiener2@unl.edu 

Richard A. Wilson (09) University of Connecticut richard.wilson@uconn.edu 

Rupert Brown (14) Sussex University r.brown@sussex.ac.uk 

Sabine Preuß (04) 
Universität Koblenz-Landau, 

Landau 
preuss-sabine@uni-landau.de 
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Viera Pejchal (11) University of Geneva viera.pejchal@gmail.com 
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