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Abstract
Inspired by individual-level research on direct and indirect as well as reactive and proactive aggression, this article proposes to 
differentiate direct and indirect types of hate crime. We use the largest hate crime database in Poland (N = 3,153 incidents) to analyze: 
(1) temporal trends in the relative prevalence of two types of hate crime; (2) the involvement of hate group-affiliated and non-hate 
group-affiliated perpetrators; and (3) the targeting of victims that are perceived to pose more of a symbolic (vs. more of a realistic 
threat) to the majority group. Results indicate that direct hate crime was more likely than indirect hate crime to be perpetrated by 
members and affiliates of hate groups, was more likely to target outgroups seen as posing symbolic rather than realistic threat to the 
majority group, and was also positively related to societal levels of negative intergroup attitudes and negatively related to 
unemployment. The findings also show that the two types of hate crime are differently predicted by factors indicative of the social 
and political climate of the country (e.g., unemployment, political preferences, xenophobia). Although the results were only obtained 
in one cultural context and will benefit from further validation, they provide very promising initial evidence for the predictive utility 
of distinguishing direct and indirect hate-crime.
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Bias-motivated intergroup violence has a long history (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 1997; Perry, 2003; Petrosino, 1999), 
yet hate crime (or bias-motivated crime1) constitutes a relatively new legal term. Hate crime legislation in the United 
States dates back to the 1980s (Gerstenfeld, 2017) but in several states and numerous countries around the world there 
is still no legal framework for addressing it (Bleich, 2011; eMORE, 2017). The topic gained interest in the social sciences 
following a wave of racist violence in Northern Europe in the 1990s (for more details see: Green et al., 2001) and 
remains relevant today, as we witness growing numbers of hate-motivated violence (Gerstenfeld, 2017). This interest 
is strengthened by the fact that hate crime leads to more severe physical (Levin & McDevitt, 1993) and psychological 
consequences for the victims, when compared to the effects of similar crimes committed without bias-motivation (Herek 
et al., 1997; Iganski & Lagou, 2015; McDevitt et al., 2001). The negative consequences of hate crime impact not only 
the immediate victim(s), but threaten their whole social group and may lead to indirect victimization (i.e., negative 

1) Throughout the article we use the terms “hate crime” and “bias-motivated crime” interchangeably as they are synonyms (i.e., the “hate” in “hate crime” 
pertains to intergroup bias that motivates the perpetrator to select their victim, see FBI, 2018).
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emotional and behavioral consequences for non-victimized members of a group that stem from the knowledge that 
ingroup members had been targeted by hate crime; Craig, 2002; Walters et al., 2020).

To better understand the causes and consequences of hate crime, most research to date has focused on three areas 
of inquiry (Craig, 2002; Green et al., 2001). The first grapples with the legal understanding of the term, the analysis 
of which is beyond the scope of this work. The second area focuses on the characteristics of hate crime perpetrators 
and factors that contribute to the occurrence of hate crime. Perpetrators have been categorized into four broad groups: 
thrill seekers, defenders of “territory”, retaliators, and those who perceive it as a “mission” to rid their community of 
unwanted people (Levin & McDevitt, 1993; McDevitt et al., 2002). It has also been established that members of hate 
groups, while generally more likely to engage in bias-motivated crime, are not responsible for all hate crime (Dunbar 
et al., 2005; Levin & McDevitt, 1993). The third area analyzes the consequences of hate crime for the victims. Extensive 
research confirms a broad range of negative consequences both for the targeted individual (Herek et al., 1999; Iganski, 
2001; Iganski & Lagou, 2015) and their social groups (Bell & Perry, 2015; Craig, 2002; McDevitt et al., 2002). However, 
despite evidence showing that aggressive behavior in humans takes on different forms (Anderson & Huesmann, 2007; 
Card & Little, 2006; Craig, 2002) and that different groups of victims tend to become targets of different kinds of hate 
crimes (Martin, 1996; Messner et al., 2004), surprisingly little attention has been given to differentiating types of hate 
crime and factors that contribute to their relative prevalence (Dancygier & Green, 2010).

The current paper aims to fill this significant knowledge gap. Specifically, drawing from social psychological 
literature on individual and collective aggression (Anderson & Huesmann, 2007; Glick, 2002; Staub, 1989), intergroup 
threat (Stephan & Stephan, 2000; Stephan et al., 2009), and perceptions of outgroups (Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et al., 
2002) we posit that at least two broad types of hate crimes, that we refer to as direct and indirect hate crime, need to 
be differentiated. By analyzing the largest hate crime database in Poland, we demonstrate that these two types of hate 
crime are perpetrated by different kinds of people, target different kinds of victims, and are differentially related to 
contextual variables (i.e., economic indicators and political climate). The practical utility of these findings lies in their 
potential to better inform hate crime prevention efforts and contribute to more tailored assistance to victims.

Hate Crime Research

Hate crimes are crimes in which the victim has been selected based on their (perceived) membership in a social group 
rather than due to their individual characteristics (Bleich, 2011; Green et al., 2001). They can be defined in a narrow 
or a broad way. Narrowly defined, hate crimes are only those acts that exhaust the legal definition of a crime in 
a given jurisdiction (i.e., they are a punishable offence in of themselves, e.g., battery) and are also characterized by 
the perpetrator’s bigoted motivation (FBI, 2018). The broader understanding does not assume that a hate crime must 
necessarily fulfill the definition of a crime, but understands hate crime as any discriminatory, hostile treatment of 
member(s) of a social group motivated by bias (Dancygier & Green, 2010; Paterson et al., 2018). As there is no specific 
hate crime legislation in Poland,2 for the purpose of this work we adopt the broader definition of hate crime.

Lack of legislation is just one of the limitations that burden investigations of hate crime. Depending on the 
country of interest, the definition of hate crime and the number and types of social categories (e.g., race, gender, 
sexual orientation) explicitly protected by the law differ, which makes cross-country comparisons difficult (Dancygier 
& Green, 2010). Even if hate crime legislation exists, people who are targeted are often unwilling to come forward 
and report it. They may believe that the police cannot or would not help them or fear reprisal from the offender(s) 
(Sandholtz, Langton, & Planty, 2013). They may fear secondary victimization or, in the case of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and 
transgender (LGBT) victims, unwillingly revealing their sexual orientation (Górska et al., 2016; Herek & Berrill, 1990). 
Victims targeted because of their immigrant status may be afraid of the language barrier or negative consequences of 

2) The Polish Criminal Code does not define “hate crime” as a separate legal category, however, there are provisions in the Polish Constitution that guarantee 
equality for all and ban discrimination on any ground (Article 32), ban the existence of organizations propagating racial and ethnic hatred (Article 13); protect 
human dignity (Article 30), and guarantee national and ethnic minorities the right to preserve their own language and culture. Additionally, the Criminal 
Code enhances penalties for some crimes (battery, murder, aggravated assault, and threats) if they occurred as a result of bias motivation due to the victim’s 
ethnicity, race, nationality, political affiliation, religious creed or worldview (Articles 118 and 119). Articles 256 and 257 of the Criminal Code also penalize 
propagating totalitarian regimes and hatred as well as insults and assaults due to the victim’s national, ethnic, racial, or religious identity.
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revealing their legal status (Pawlęga & Godzisz, 2016). The police may not qualify certain incidents as hate crime, as 
they might underappreciate the role of bias or even themselves harbor prejudice against the victims (Nolan & Akiyama, 
1999). All this leads to vast disproportions between the official and unofficial hate crime statistics (e.g., in Poland: 
Pawlęga & Godzisz, 2016; in the UK: Paterson et al., 2018; in the U.S.: Sandholtz et al., 2013). In terms of methodological 
difficulties, hate crime is a topic that does not allow direct experimental testing, necessitating a focus on archival studies 
and analyses of existing data, with all their shortcomings (though see Heng et al., 2018 for a discussion of using archival 
data). Because of these reasons, our analyses of hate crime rely on a hate crime database - the “Brown Book” - compiled 
by a non-governmental organization in Poland (Iganski, 2011; Kornak, 2009, 2011; Kornak & Tatar, 2013).

Hate Crime as Intergroup Aggression

Aggression is defined as behavior that has the intention of harming another person, who is motivated to avoid the harm 
(Anderson & Bushman, 2002, p. 28; Allen & Anderson, 2017). It can range from mild (e.g., name calling) to severe (e.g., 
stabbing someone with a knife). On the severe end of this spectrum aggression is referred to as violence, i.e., aggressive 
behavior that aims to inflict severe physical harm (J. J. Allen & Anderson, 2017). Hate crimes constitute a specific type 
of intergroup aggression (Dunbar & Blanco, 2014) because the individual(s) (or groups) who perpetrate them act as 
representatives of their social categories and select their victims based on (perceived) group membership (Bleich, 2011; 
Green et al., 2001). In line with social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), any interaction, even between just two 
people, is intergroup in nature if social rather than individual identities are activated. This makes hate crimes, even 
those committed by a single perpetrator against a single victim, inherently intergroup. Notably, intergroup contexts 
heighten group identification, making people more likely to comply with group norms (Reicher et al., 2008) but also 
more willing to aggress on behalf of their ingroups (Littman & Paluck, 2015).

Most psychological research on aggression focuses on its interpersonal aspects. This research has established that 
aggression is situation-specific, functional, and that it is not a unitary phenomenon (i.e., that different types of aggres
sion exist; Anderson et al., 2003; Dodge & Coie, 1987). A crucial distinction differentiates direct and indirect aggression 
(Archer & Coyne, 2005; Björkqvist, 1994; Lagerspetz et al., 1988). Direct aggression pertains to acts of physical, verbal 
or non-verbal aggression, as well as actively destroying another person’s property (Björkqvist et al., 1994; Card & Little, 
2006). It often entails a face-to-face interaction between the aggressor and the victim. Its primary purpose is to harm the 
victim and gain social status (Archer & Coyne, 2005). Indirect aggression aims to cause emotional and/or reputational 
harm, and its primary aim is the social exclusion of the target (Archer & Coyne, 2005; Björkqvist, 1994; Björkqvist et al., 
1994).

Aggression fulfils two main functions: hostile and instrumental (Card & Little, 2006; Fite et al., 2010). Hostile (or 
reactive) aggression is impulsive and motivated by anger. It is a response to a perceived provocation and its main goal is 
to harm the victim (Wilkowski & Robinson, 2010). Instrumental (or proactive) aggression results from a cold calculation 
and entails the existence of additional goals (beyond harming another person) as well as a degree of premeditation. 
Proactive and reactive aggression differ in their predictors, correlates, and behavioral outcomes (Card & Little, 2006; 
Hubbard et al., 2010; James et al., 2020).

Similarly to the study of hostile and instrumental aggression, researchers of intimate partner violence (e.g., Johnson, 
1995, 2006; Johnson et al., 2014; Stith et al., 2000) have argued that differentiating types of violence allows us to better 
understand the relative prevalence of male- vs. female-perpetrated violence in intimate relationships (Allen et al., 2009; 
Dobash et al., 1992; Frieze, 2005). In line with this reasoning, Johnson (1995, 2006) shows that the type of violence that 
men and women resort to differs. Men are more likely to use Intimate Terrorism, a type of violence focused on taking 
control over the partner, while both men and women are equally likely to resort to Situational Couple Violence, which 
does not entail coercive control, but frequently occurs in the context of a situational conflict between partners that 
escalates towards violence (see Straus & Gozjolko, 2014).

Unlike studies on individual-level aggression and intimate partner violence, research on intergroup aggression 
typically treats it as a unitary phenomenon (i.e., it examines predictors of its occurrence, without analyzing its forms 
or components). Most of the extant research on intergroup aggression focuses on the influence of group identification 
(Littman & Paluck, 2015; Reicher et al., 2008) and/or the role of the situation (e.g., Milgram, 1965) in shaping the 
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occurrence of aggression or people’s willingness to engage in it. For instance, studies of genocide and ethnic cleansing 
typically explore their political and social predictors (Harff, 2003; Kopstein & Wittenberg, 2018; Reicher et al., 2008; 
Staub, 1989, 2003) rather than the different forms that such intergroup aggression might take. Given that the differentia
tion of forms of aggression and its underlying motivations contribute to better understandings of this phenomenon at 
the individual level, it seems inadequate that research on intergroup aggression lacks a similar distinction (Littman & 
Paluck, 2015).

Addressing this shortcoming, we introduce a more differentiated approach to hate crime. Inspired by research on 
individual-level aggression (Archer & Coyne, 2005; Björkqvist, 1994; Card & Little, 2006), we distinguish between direct 
and indirect types of hate crime. Regardless of their commonalities (i.e., the biased motivation and the fact that hate 
crime affects both the person/persons who become its targets as well as their whole social group), the two types of 
hate crime differ significantly in terms of their goals and form. The primary goal of direct hate crime is to hurt, often 
physically, members of an outgroup. Direct hate crime is most often a result of a perceived provocation, has a tangible 
target, and resembles reactive aggression at the individual level (see Dunbar, 2003). Examples of direct hate crime 
include physical violence (e.g., battery, murder) and destroying the outgroup’s property (for instance destroying a car 
that belongs to a minority member).

In contrast, indirect hate crime does not inflict physical harm on the target and its target is less concrete (e.g., 
the outgroup as a whole or its parts). Indirect hate crime is very frequently verbal and aims to communicate that the 
targeted outgroup (or its members) is unwelcome in a given place and/or not accepted in a given community; it may 
also communicate threats to the outgroup. Overall, indirect hate crime assumes a more instrumental character (see 
Dunbar, 2003 for a similar discussion at the individual level). Examples of indirect hate crime include hostile verbal 
expressions, hateful graffiti, and vandalization of the outgroup’s religious/sacred objects. Even though religious property 
is still property and as such its vandalization could be construed as a direct hate crime, we consider it an indirect 
hate crime because of its significant symbolic meaning. Vandalization of religious objects and places of worship (e.g., 
defacing Jewish tombstones, throwing pigs’ blood or heads into mosques; see: Allen, 2017) may not bring any significant 
physical damage to them, but it constitutes an attack on what the outgroup finds most sacred and may lead to severe 
negative psychological consequences (e.g., Vincent, 2009).

Below we propose and test a set of predictors of direct and indirect hate crime. The idea that differences in types of 
hate crime and their unique predictors should be investigated for a better understanding of this phenomenon has been 
articulated in earlier work (Dunbar, 2003; Green et al., 2001; Messner et al., 2004) but to our knowledge this is the first 
study to empirically test this idea.

Predictors of Direct and Indirect Hate Crime

Given the novelty of our approach, our main goals were to provide evidence that the two hypothesized types of hate 
crime can be differentiated and that they are differentially predicted by a set of variables established in the literature 
as predictors of hate crime and intergroup hostility. To this effect we decided to focus on three sets of predictors: 
perceptions of threat from the outgroup, perpetrators’ associations with hate groups, and the political and economic 
conditions of the society.

Threat

An extensive body of research demonstrates that perceptions of outgroups shape intergroup emotions and behavior 
(Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et al., 2002). In the context of intergroup aggression, a crucial 
variable shaping intergroup behavior is the perception of threat from outgroups (Littman & Paluck, 2015; Reicher et 
al., 2008). According to the intergroup threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000; Stephan et al., 2009) outgroups may be 
seen as posing two distinct kinds of threat: realistic or symbolic. Investigation of the former has roots in the realistic 
group conflict tradition (LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Sherif et al., 1961) which sees competition over limited resources 
as the main source of intergroup hostility. Subsequent research emphasized perceptions of competition rather than 
actual competition as the key predictor (Esses et al., 2005). Consequently, realistic threat entails seeing outgroups 
as threatening the economic, political, or even physical well-being of the ingroup (Stephan et al., 2009). In contrast, 
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symbolic threat pertains to perceptions of outgroups as different in terms of values, beliefs, or worldview and, for this 
reason, dangerous to the ingroup’s morals and beliefs (Stephan & Renfro, 2002).

Difficult life conditions, e.g., political or economic turmoil, have been shown to increase competition over scarce 
resources (i.e., increase perceptions of realistic threat) and relate to increased intergroup violence (Hovland & Sears, 
1940; Staub, 1989, 2003). Additionally, perceived threats to the ingroup’s physical and economic well-being are seen as 
more severe than threats to group coordination and values (Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005). In line with these findings, we 
hypothesize (H1) that outgroups perceived as posing more of a realistic threat elicit more aggressive reactions and thus 
are primarily targeted by direct types of hate crime. Consequently, outgroups seen as posing more of a symbolic threat 
meet with “milder”, more indirect forms of hate crime.

Membership in Hate Groups

While considerable diversity exists among hate groups, all are characterized by bigoted ideology and some form of 
organization. Most (though not all) also espouse white supremacist views, right-wing ideology, and affiliate with a 
religion (Gerstenfeld, 2017, pp. 141-147). A plethora of research has focused on the role of hate groups (e.g., neo-Nazis, 
skinheads) as perpetrators of hate crime (Craig, 2002; Dunbar, 2003; Dunbar et al., 2005; Gerstenfeld, 2017; Green et 
al., 2001; Watts, 2001) which is intuitive as these groups openly declare their bigoted beliefs and willingness to aggress 
against outgroups that they deem undesirable. Acceptance of and engagement in aggression and violence, typical of hate 
groups, normalizes it in those groups (Littman & Paluck, 2015). This normalization, coupled with the dehumanization of 
outgroups (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014) and gradual desensitization to violence (Carnagey et al., 2007), creates a vicious 
circle and makes further engagement in violence among hate group members more likely. And when they do commit 
hate crimes, these tend to be more severe than crime perpetrated by non-members (Dunbar et al., 2005). While the 
presence of hate groups makes the occurrence of hate crime more likely (Adamczyk et al., 2014; Mulholland, 2013), it is 
important to note that despite hate group members’ and sympathizers’ propensities for hate crime, research shows that, 
among all hate crime offenders, members of hate groups typically constitute a minority (Craig, 2002; Levin & McDevitt, 
1993). This means that, notwithstanding bias-motivation of all hate crime offenders, the majority of them cannot be 
categorized as members of hate groups.

In light of the above, it seems important to differentiate hate crime perpetrators who belong to or sympathize with 
hate groups and those who do not. Since hate groups tend to engage in more severe forms of bias-motivated crime 
(Dunbar et al., 2005), we hypothesize (H2) that perpetrators who belong to hate groups would be more likely to commit 
direct hate crimes, while other offenders (i.e., those not belonging to hate groups) should be more likely to commit 
indirect hate crimes.

Social and Political Context

The investigation of the effects of economic and political context on the dynamics of hate-motivated intergroup 
aggression has a tradition much older than the definition of hate crime. In their seminal study, inspired by the 
frustration-aggression hypothesis (Dollard et al., 1939), Hovland and Sears (1940) established that the deterioration of 
economic conditions was associated with increased numbers of the lynching of Black Americans in the South of the 
U.S. While the original results have been challenged (Green et al., 1998; Mintz, 1946) and subsequent studies of the link 
between economic conditions and intergroup violence gave mixed results (Green & Rich, 1998; Krueger & Pischke, 1997; 
Piazza, 2017), the role of difficult life conditions is nonetheless considered a risk factor for intergroup violence (Staub, 
1989, 2003).

Besides indicators of economic prosperity, like unemployment or the GDP, socially shared attitudes towards mem
bers of various minority groups (e.g., ethnic, national, religious) might also constitute an important hate crime predictor. 
Prejudice is, after all, what puts “bias” in bias-motivated crime. Already in the 1950s, Allport (1954) argued that 
intergroup violence is simply an extreme form of prejudice. Contemporary accounts also see prejudice as a prerequisite 
for hate crime (Franklin, 2000; Green et al., 1999), but investigations of the relation between societal-level prejudice and 
hate crime remain sparse (Green et al., 1998; Sitzer & Heitmeyer, 2008).
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There is some evidence that intergroup attitudes shared by the general public relate to bias-motivated crime. In a 
study of right-wing violence in Germany, Ohlemacher (1994) demonstrated that public attitudes towards foreigners were 
significantly correlated with anti-foreigner hate crime. This is in line with a long tradition of research on normative 
social influence which demonstrates people’s general propensity to act in ways that conform to what they believe is 
normative (Asch, 1955; Crandall et al., 2002; Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). Given that it is mostly right-wing ideology that 
fuels bias-motivated crime (Gerstenfeld, 2017), it is to be expected that the more a society as a whole moves towards 
right-wing political preferences, the more hostile it should become to various outgroups. One indicator of such hostility 
may be greater prevalence of hate crime.

Although the relations between societal-level economic indicators and attitudes, and bias-motivated violence are 
not always straightforward, for exploratory purposes we included three indicators that may be potentially important 
to differentiating direct and indirect hate crime. In line with the realistic group conflict theory, we expected (H3) 
that negative economic conditions (operationalized as decreasing GDP and growing unemployment) predict greater 
prevalence of direct hate crime. We also expected that higher levels of negative intergroup attitudes (H4) and greater 
prevalence of right-wing political preferences in a society (H5) are positive predictors of direct forms of hate crime as 
both of these indicators are associated with hate crime (e.g., Chakraborti, 2015; Müller & Schwarz, 2021).

Method

Research Context

The present study was conducted in Poland, a country characterized by relatively low levels of ethnic and religious 
diversity (Gudaszewski, 2015) and high levels of intergroup prejudice, when compared to other European states (Zick et 
al., 2011). In recent years Poland has also taken a sharp anti-democratic turn (Csaky, 2021), however, the data analyzed 
herein was collected before these political changes occurred. Given Poland’s limited anti-hate crime legislation (see 
Footnote 2) and the fact that hate crime is often underreported, even in jurisdictions with more adequate legislation 
(Górska et al., 2016; Herek et al., 1999), official hate crime statistics constitute an inadequate data source. In order 
to circumvent this limitation, our investigation utilized the largest (unofficial) hate crime database in Poland, the 
“Brown Book” compiled by the Never Again Foundation (Iganski, 2011; Kornak, 2009, 2011; Kornak & Tatar, 2013; 
https://www.nigdywiecej.org/en/). The “Brown Book” catalogues instances of hate crime as defined by the broad 
definition of the term cited above. The catalogue of hate crimes was created on the basis of local and national media 
reports that are monitored by employees of the Foundation and a network of trained volunteers. Each entry is based 
on a media report and/or eyewitness testimonies and cross checked with other sources (e.g., other media sources, 
other witnesses, relevant organizations representing minority groups). Unconfirmed events are not included in the 
database and misreported cases are corrected/removed as necessary. The reliability of data collected by the Never Again 
Foundation is widely recognized. For instance, it is used as a source of data on hate crime in Poland by the Office for 
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (https://hatecrime.osce.org/), a monitoring body within the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe.

Our analyses were conducted on the database of incidents that occurred between 1991 and 20133. In total 3,153 
events were recorded (see Figure 1). Besides a written description, characteristics of each event and the involved parties 
are coded by the “Brown Book” authors using a system of categories. Specifically, hate crime events are categorized 
into 16 unique types (e.g., “Use of physical violence against members of an outgroup, battery”, see Table 1 for the full 
list). Based on their social and/or political affiliations, perpetrators are categorized into eight types (e.g., “Members of 
particular hate groups/organizations”) and victim(s) are categorized into nine types (e.g., “National or ethnic minorities” 
[Jews, Roma, Germans, Ukrainians, etc.]; see Table 2 for details). Importantly, hate crimes are complex events and their 

3) The year 1991 was chosen as the first year for our analyses, as it was the first year since the cataloguing began that had data for more than half of the 
months in the year. The catalogue for the years prior to 1991 was very sparse. The year 2013 was the last available fully reported year at the time when this 
project began.
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descriptions often contain more than one type of violent activity described above. In order to preserve this complexity, 
when more than one category of perpetrator or victim were involved or the event consisted of different actions, all of 
these elements were represented in the coding system. For example when a Jewish person was verbally assaulted and 
beaten up by a skinhead, such an event was coded as containing both verbal and physical aggression, as well as one 
category of victim (national minority) and one category of perpetrator (member of a hate group).

Figure 1

Frequency of Hate Crime Events Recorded in the Dataset Per Year

Table 1

Types of Hate Crime Divided Into Direct and Indirect Hate Crime Categories

Character of the event

Indirect hate crime Direct hate crime

• Desecration of religious/sacred objects/buildings (e.g., cemeteries, 
mosques, synagogues)

• Public statements, hateful banners at concerts or mass gatherings
• Publications and media statements (on the radio, TV etc.); internet 

publications
• Verbal aggression: name calling, threats, making “monkey sounds” 

towards Black people
• Propagation of extreme ideologies; nationalist demonstrations; displays 

of fascist/Nazi symbols and gestures
• Dissemination of materials (books, movies, etc.) that propagate extreme 

right-wing ideologies (fascism, Nazism)
• Hateful graffiti in public space; dissemination of posters and flyers with 

hateful contents
• Discrimination by the institutions of the State
• Other events that do not fit the above categories but are not direct, 

physical violence

• Destruction of property of an outgroup and/or outgroup organization
• Vandalism: destruction of public property; riots; hooligan activities
• Use of physical violence against members of an outgroup; battery
• Theft, appropriation of outgroup member(s)’ possessions
• Sexual violence: rape, attempted rape, sexual harassment
• Homicide; also death as a result of battery or other actions (e.g., arson)
• Disturbance of a demonstration, rally, public event; intrusion in the 

victim’s place of residence, workplace, or other location
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Measures

Event-Level Independent Variables

Characteristics of the perpetrators and victims4 of a given hate crime were used as predictors of the type (direct versus 
indirect) of hate crime.

Characteristics of the Victims — The “Brown Book” distinguishes between nine types of hate crime victims (e.g., eth
nic and national minorities [such as Jewish people, Roma people, Ukrainians, Belarussians]; political adversaries). Based 
on the integrated threat theory (Stephan & Renfro, 2002) we split these distinct groups into two broad categories that 
represent perceived threat that is predominantly symbolic versus realistic. The first category (symbolically threatening 
groups) consisted of all political and religious groups within Polish society that are defined primarily by their distinct 
values and worldviews and the latter category (realistically threatening groups) consisted of all of the ethnic and national 
minorities who are often seen as competing for scarce resources with the ethnic majority members (i.e., ethnic Poles). In 
the following analyses, the proportion of victims belonging to groups perceived as realistically threatening to all victims 
in a given crime was used as an indicator of the type of victim. This proportion had a range from 1 (if all victims of a 
given crime belonged to groups perceived as realistically threatening) to 0 (if all victims of a given crime belonged to 
groups perceived as symbolically threatening). Overall 59.6% of all hate crime instances were directed at groups seen as 
realistically threatening (see Table 2).

Table 2

Categorization of Perpetrators and Victims of Hate Crime

Categories of perpetrators

Hate group members Others
• Members of particular hate groups/organizations
• Affiliates of hate groups/organizations
• People associated with sports: hooligans, players, team members, 

referees etc.a

• Members of right-wing subculture (e.g., skinheads)

• Unknown/other perpetrators
• Members of political parties; people in public/political office (national 

or local)
• Representatives of the Catholic Church
• Neighbors, fellow city/village dwellers
• Local administration members
• Members of the Parliament
• Owners/staff of restaurants, bars, hotels, etc.; employees of centers for 

asylum seekers
• Public persons (but not politicians), e.g., celebrities, people working in 

the media, etc.

Categories of victims

Perceived as symbolically threatening Perceived as realistically threatening
• LGBTQIA persons
• Socially excluded groups (e.g., homeless people)
• Alternative/counter culture groups
• Members of the sport community
• Ideological opponents
• Religious groups
• Other kinds of difference

• National or ethnic minorities (e.g., Jews, Roma, Germans, Ukrainians, 
etc.)

aMost of the people in this category were racist soccer hooligans attacking or shouting racist slurs at people of color (including players).

4) Please note that rather than relying on absolute numbers of perpetrators who did or did not belong to hate groups, on raw numbers of victims belonging to 
groups perceived as realistically or symbolically threatening, and on raw numbers of direct or indirect hate crime elements in a given incident, we decided to 
rely on proportions. This was motivated by the uneven numbers of reported incidents of hate crime in different years and by the fact that the main focus of 
the present work was to analyze the differences between direct and indirect hate crime, rather than their absolute numbers.
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Characteristics of the Perpetrators — The “Brown Book” distinguishes between eight types of perpetrators. In order 
to simplify our analyses and to verify H2, we categorized them as either members of hate groups (e.g., skinheads) or 
those who did not belong to such groups. For a more conservative test of our hypothesis, perpetrators categorized as 
“other” and “unknown” in the original source were included in the non-hate group category. As noted above, some 
events were perpetrated by both hate group members and non-members. The former were involved in 68.4% of the 
catalogued events (see Table 2) and they were sole perpetrators of 57.8% incidents. In the analyses presented below 
a proportion of hate group members/sympathizers among perpetrators to all perpetrators of a given hate crime was 
used as an indicator of the type of perpetrator. This proportion had a range of values from 1 if only hate group 
members/sympathizers were involved in a given crime to 0 when only non-hate group members perpetrated a given 
hate crime.

Contextual-Level Independent Variables

In order to account for the role of the economic, political, and intergroup context at the country level in shaping the 
nature of hate crimes, a number of country-level variables were included in the analyses.

Economic Situation — The economic situation in the country was approximated using the unemployment rate 
(Statistics Poland, 2019) and the annual GDP growth data as reported by the World Bank (2018).

General Political Climate — The political climate was operationalized as the average declared political preference 
(left- versus right-wing). The data came from the Centre for Public Opinion Research (CBOS), a Polish polling agen
cy which has conducted large, annual, representative sample surveys of political attitudes among Poles since 1989 
(Kazanecki, 2015).

Intergroup Attitudes — We also created an index of negative intergroup attitudes. The index was based on CBOS’ 
annual representative sample survey of attitudes towards other nations and towards ethnic and national minorities in 
Poland (Omyla-Rudzka, 2019). The index was created as the average percentage of respondents who declared negative 
attitudes toward two most salient and strongly disliked minorities in Poland: the Roma and Jewish people. It is 
noteworthy that attitudes towards these two groups (unlike most others who were sometimes added and sometimes 
omitted from the surveys) have been measured in all CBOS surveys, making them reliable indicators of the changes in 
intergroup attitudes over time.

Dependent Variable

The main dependent variable was an index of relative prevalence of indirect vs. direct type of hate crime elements. As 
indicated above, each event was categorized as exemplifying at least one of 16 hate crime types. In order to create the 
index, four competent judges (scholars specializing in the study of intergroup relations with at least a master’s degree 
in social science) received definitions of direct and indirect hate crime and were asked to categorize the 16 types of 
events differentiated in the “Brown Book” as representing either one or the other. The inter-rater reliability was high: 
Krippendorff's Alpha for nominal variables calculated using bootstrap with 1000 resamples was .87 with 95% CI [.77, .96] 
(Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007). Any inconsistencies were resolved using majority categorization (i.e., we categorized a 
given hate crime as direct or indirect if at least 50% + 1 judges suggested to do so). The final categorization of events as 
direct or indirect hate crime is presented in Table 1.

Because the numbers of recorded hate crime incidents differed vastly between different years (see Figure 1) and our 
interest was in the type rather than number of attacks, we did not focus on the raw numbers of hate crimes. The final 
index was calculated as a proportion of indirect hate crime elements to all hate crime elements in each of the described 
hate crime events. For instance, if a given event had three elements (battery, verbal abuse, and hateful graffiti) the value 
of our indicator for this event would be 0.66 (i.e., 2/3 elements constituted indirect violence). The average value of this 
indicator was M = 0.55 (SD = 0.48), which shows that overall indirect hate crime was slightly more prevalent than direct 
hate crime.

Differentiating Direct and Indirect Hate Crime 94

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2022, Vol. 10(1), 86–105
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.9285

https://www.psychopen.eu/


Analytic Strategy

In order to analyze the relation between the independent (event-level and contextual-level) variables and the relative 
prevalence of indirect (vs. direct) type of hate crimes we tested several multilevel models, using robust maximum 
likelihood estimators. We used the stepwise strategy recommended by Hox et al. (2017) and assessed differences 
between models using the log-likelihood test (Satorra & Bentler, 2010).

Results

In the first step we computed a null model (see “Null model” in Table 3) to examine the proportion of variance 
in the dependent variable that can be attributed to second-level (contextual) variables. This simple two-level model 
consisted only of the clustering variable (year) and the dependent variable (type of hate crime) and allowed us to assess 
the amount of variance in the dependent variable that can be attributed to either of the two levels. The intra-class 
correlation was ICC = 0.12, indicating that 12% of the variance in the dependent variable can be attributed to clustering 
at Level 2.

In the second model (“Fixed Level 1 predictors” in Table 3) we added event-level predictors: the type of victim 
group (a proportion with the value of 1 if all victims belonged to groups perceived as realistically threatening and 0 
if all victims belonged to groups perceived as symbolically threatening) and the type of perpetrator (a proportion with 
the value of 1 if only hate group members were involved and 0 if only non-hate group members were involved). The 
results show that realistically threatening groups were more often targets of indirect hate crime whereas perpetrators 
belonging to or sympathizing with hate groups were more often involved in direct hate crime. A substantially lower 
deviance for this model confirmed a better data fit when compared to the null model. Additionally, the amount of 
variance explained due to clustering remained significant.

In the third model (“Fixed Level 2 predictors” in Table 3) we included all Level-2 predictors (i.e., the contextual-level 
variables). We found a significant positive effect of unemployment and significant negative effects of negative inter
group attitudes and right-wing political preferences. Specifically, in years with higher unemployment, there was a 
higher prevalence of indirect hate crimes, whereas years with higher levels of societal negative intergroup attitudes and 
more right-wing political preferences were characterized by a greater prevalence of direct hate crimes. Adding Level-2 
predictors decreased the variability between years to a level of non-significance. This suggests that a proportion of 
between-year differences in type of hate crimes can be explained by contextual variables. We also detected a substantial 
decrease in deviance, which suggests a good fit of the model to the data.

In the next steps we added a random component for the type of victims and perpetrators (in two independent 
models; see “Random model: Victims” and “Random model: Perpetrators” in Table 3) using a variable-by-variable 
strategy in order to avoid overparameterization (Hox et al., 2017). Results show that for both the type of victim and the 
type of perpetrator there is significant variability of the slope between the years. We tested cross-level interactions be
tween explanatory contextual-level variables and event-level variables and found two significant interactions: between 
negative intergroup attitudes and type of victims, and between right-wing political preferences and type of perpetrator. 
We included these interaction terms in the final model (“Random model with interactions”, in Table 3). This model, 
inclusive of the random part and cross-level interactions, turned out to have the best fit to our data. Most of the effects 
are similar to those described in previous models. However, the effect for contextual-level political preferences was no 
longer significant (even though a statistical trend towards significance was still noticeable).

In order to interpret the interaction effects two separate plots were created. Results showed that when right-wing 
political preferences were stronger in society, hate group perpetrators were more involved in direct hate crimes. No 
effect was observed when right-wing political preferences were relatively less prevalent in society (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2

Cross Level Interaction Between Right-Wing Political Preferences (RW att) and the Type of Perpetrators (Hate Group Members vs. All Perpetrators); 
Dependent Variable: Type of Hate Crime (Indirect vs. All Hate Crimes)

Note. Dotted lines indicate 95% confidence intervals (UL = upper limit; LL = lower limit).

An analysis of the second interaction term showed that when negative intergroup attitudes were more widespread in 
society, outgroups perceived as more realistically threatening were targeted with hate crime of a more indirect type, 
however, when negative intergroup attitudes were relatively low the effect was opposite and those same outgroups were 
more likely to be victims of more direct types of hate crime (see Figure 3).

Figure 3

Cross Level Interaction Between the Index of Negative Intergroup Attitudes (Xeno) and the Type of Victim Group (Realistically Threatening vs. All Victims); 
Dependent Variable: Type of Hate Crime (Indirect vs. All Hate Crimes)

Note. Dotted lines indicate 95% confidence intervals (UL = upper limit; LL = lower limit).
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Discussion

The main purpose of the current study was to introduce a more fine-grained approach to analyzing and understanding 
hate crime. Drawing insights from the psychology of violence (Anderson et al., 2003; Archer & Coyne, 2005) and the 
psychology of intergroup relations (Littman & Paluck, 2015; Reicher et al., 2008; Stephan et al., 2009) we argued that 
at least two distinct types of hate crime, direct and indirect, may be differentiated and that the relative prevalence 
of either type could be predicted by characteristics of perpetrators and victims of a given hate crime as well as 
by country-level contextual variables reflecting the state of the economy, political climate, and the level of negative 
intergroup attitudes in society. We conceptualized direct hate crimes primarily as acts of physical aggression (battery, 
murder, sexual violence) as well as destruction of the victim’s property. Our understanding of indirect hate crime sees 
it as various forms of verbal abuse, the vandalization of religious objects, and the propagation of bigoted ideology. 
Following categorization by four competent judges, we divided all instances of hate crime in a large Polish hate crime 
database into direct and indirect categories and used a multi-level modelling approach to verify a set of predictions 
regarding their relations with event-related and contextual variables.

The results show that indirect hate crime was slightly more prevalent than direct hate crime (50.4% vs. 40.7%). 
Nearly 70% of recorded hate crime perpetrators were members or associates of hate crime groups and about 60% of 
hate crime victims belonged to groups perceived as realistically threatening the ethnic majority. Moreover, groups seen 
as posing more of a realistic threat (Stephan et al., 2009) were more likely to become targets of indirect hate crime. 
Conversely, groups that differ from the majority population primarily in terms of values and worldviews (i.e., those 
who are perceived as symbolically threatening) were more likely to be targeted by direct hate crime. This result was 
inconsistent with our expectation (as well as previous research, e.g., Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005) that groups perceived as 
symbolically threatening would be targeted with more indirect hate crime while those seen as realistically threatening 
would be targeted with more direct hate crime (H1). In line with H2, indirect hate crime was more prevalent among 
perpetrators who did not belong to hate groups whereas perpetrators belonging to hate groups were more likely to 
engage in direct hate crime. All of these effects were relatively strong and remained significant in the final model, 
indicating that they operated independently of the contextual variables included in the analyses.

Changes in the GDP did not relate to the type of hate crime but greater unemployment in a given year was related 
to greater prevalence of indirect hate crime, which contradicted our predictions (H3). In line with our hypothesis (H4) 
greater prevalence of negative intergroup attitudes in society was associated with more direct forms of hate crime. 
Societal-level political preferences were only marginally related to a greater prevalence of direct hate crime in the final 
model, providing somewhat weak support for H5.

Results of our analyses support the utility of differentiating direct and indirect hate crime and contribute to the 
literature in several ways. To our best knowledge, the present research is the first to analyze different types of hate 
crime, relations among characteristics of the victims, the perpetrators, and the social context, and the characteristics of 
hate crime events. We did so by using a series of multilevel models and provide evidence that the two hypothesized 
types of hate crime may be reliably differentiated and that they are predicted by a set of explanatory variables.

We also demonstrated that hate group members were more likely to engage in direct hate crime (when compared 
to general population perpetrators who are more likely to commit indirect hate crimes). This is in line with research 
showing that hate groups openly proclaim violence against groups they deem undesirable (Carnagey et al., 2007), 
subscribe to ideologies that dehumanize potential targets (Haslam & Loughnan, 2014), and commit more violent hate 
crimes than people not affiliated with hate groups (Dunbar et al., 2005). Interestingly, nearly 70% of all hate crimes 
reported by the “Brown Book” were perpetrated by members of hate groups. This contrasts with the extant literature 
that claims that only a minority of bias-motivated crimes are perpetrated by members of hate groups (Levin & McDevitt, 
1993). A possible explanation for this outcome lies in the breadth of the definition of hate groups used in our work. 
Due to their violent tendencies and ties to hate groups (Garland & Rowe, 2001; van Limbergen et al., 1989), we classified 
soccer hooligans as members of hate groups. However, such categorization is not typical in hate crime research. 
This is because hooligans’ hateful rhetoric is seen as a byproduct of violent soccer culture rather than a goal in and 
of itself (van Limbergen et al., 1989), which is characteristic of the more established hate groups. We claim that in 
contemporary Poland (Pankowski & Kornak, 2013) and other parts of Europe, right-wing ideology has become a crucial 
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part of hooligans’ identities (Garland & Treadwell, 2010; Nielsen, 2013), thus justifying their inclusion in the hate group 
category.

The results of our analyses also showed that groups perceived as realistically threatening were more likely to be 
targeted with indirect types of hate crime. While this was not in line with our predictions, a possible explanation for 
this effect is that Poland is a very ethnically homogeneous country–over 96% of the population is ethnically Polish 
(Gudaszewski, 2015). Very low levels of diversity mean that those who intend to harm realistically threatening minority 
groups may not be able to physically attack members of these groups (because they are simply difficult to come across) 
and thus resort to more indirect forms of hate crime, e.g., hateful graffiti. This contention necessitates further research, 
possibly using interviews with hate crime perpetrators.

At the societal level, negative intergroup attitudes and right-wing political preferences were linked to greater preva
lence of direct hate crimes. Additionally, a cross-level interaction showed that when right-wing political preferences 
were widespread, hate group members were more likely to be involved in direct hate crimes. We believe that this could 
be interpreted as an example of societal level radicalization. Specifically, when social norms become more hostile (i.e., 
when the societal-level intergroup attitudes become more negative and right-wing political preferences more prevalent), 
the extreme part of the political scene may radicalize even further. Psychologically this mechanism might be understood 
as an attempt to protect optimal distinctiveness: when the mainstream society moves to the right, hate groups (that are 
predominantly right-wing) go even further with their actions in order to remain distinct (Brewer, 1993). The finding 
that intergroup attitudes and political orientation impact the form of hate crime is also in line with social psychological 
literature on the relation between social norms and violence which shows that both pro-bullying and anti-bullying 
classroom norms impact bullying roles taken up by students (Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004). In total, around 10% of variance 
in bullying behavior is explained by the classroom context (Salmivalli, 2010). Similarly, neighborhood street norms 
predict violence beyond individual attitudes and the relation between individual attitudes and violence is stronger in 
neighborhoods with a greater prevalence of violent social norms (Stewart & Simons, 2010).

A significant cross-level interaction showed that more negative intergroup attitudes in society relate to groups 
perceived as realistically threatening becoming likely targets of indirect hate crime. At the same time, when the level of 
negative intergroup attitudes decreases, realistically threatening groups become targets of more direct hate crime. We 
suggest that these results might be related to shifting social norms and to the limited “availability” of groups seen as 
realistically threatening in Polish society. Overall, indirect hate crime is more likely to be perpetrated by people who do 
not belong to hate groups. When social norms shift towards greater intergroup hostility (stronger negative intergroup 
attitudes) it seems to result in an overall increase in hate crime. Specifically, when controlling for direct hate crime 
perpetrated by hate groups members, it can be seen that indirect violence toward groups seen as realistically threatening 
perpetrated by people who do not belong to hate groups is also on the rise. This finding is in line with results showing 
a positive relation between negative intergroup attitudes (islamophobia) and presence of hate speech (Winiewski et al., 
2017).

Contrary to our predictions, a less prosperous economy, approximated by higher rates of unemployment (but not 
GDP which was not a significant predictor) was related to a greater prevalence of indirect hate crime. This effect could 
be explained by the relative deprivation theory (Pettigrew et al., 2008). Specifically, we believe that the increase in 
individual frustration (due to high unemployment) in connection with hostile intergroup attitudes and conservative, 
right-wing political ideology may relate to an increase in the perpetration of hate crime by ordinary, non-ideologically 
engaged citizens who typically resort to more indirect forms of hate crime.

The presented study is not without limitations. First, the “Brown Book” is not an exhaustive catalogue of all hate 
crime events. It was created by a non-governmental organization whose monitoring procedures rely on a network 
of voluntary informants. This means that we cannot fully rule out that there exists a bias in terms of some crimes 
being more likely to be recorded than others. Having said that, the system of data collection that the “Brown Book” 
relies on is standardized (i.e., volunteers systematically monitor local and national press and cross-check reports) and 
provides a more reliable picture than official hate crime statistics. Second, the numbers of crimes recorded in the early 
1990s (i.e., at the beginning of the cataloguing effort) were lower than those recorded in the late 1990s and in the 
2000s, making analyses using raw numbers challenging. In order to circumvent the problem of unequal frequencies we 
focused on the relative prevalence of different types of hate crime rather than absolute numbers. With this approach, 
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only one basic assumption needs to be met: the procedure for collecting and processing data needs to be constant. 
We have no reason to doubt that this assumption was met, given the descriptions of the data collection provided in 
the “Brown Book” itself (Kornak, 2009, 2011; Kornak & Tatar, 2013). Additionally, in our analyses we focused on the 
relations between relatively objective characteristics of the discussed events and contextual variables that were collected 
independently of the "Brown Book" (e.g., GDP, political attitudes). Lastly, the presented analyses focused on only one 
cultural context and although they provide strong evidence for the value of differentiating direct and indirect hate 
crime, this evidence should be treated as an initial validation of the proposed theoretical framework. Future research is 
needed to demonstrate that direct and indirect hate crime provide a useful framework to be applied in other cultural 
contexts as well.

In conclusion, research presented in this article constitutes the first analysis of direct and indirect hate crime. We 
provide evidence that the relative prevalence of the two types of hate crime is significantly shaped by the type of target 
group, type of perpetrator (hate group member versus not), and a host of societal-level variables. We hope that following 
this approach will contribute to a better understanding of hate crime as a social phenomenon, as well as to hate crime 
prevention and more adequate victim support.

Funding: The reported research and preparation of the manuscript have been supported by the National Science Center of Poland Harmonia grant 

(2017/26/M/HS6/00114).

Acknowledgments: The authors have no support to report.

Competing Interests: The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

Data Availability: 

The study is based on the following data:

1. Hate crime database in Poland, the “Brown Book” compiled by the Never Again Foundation; All resources available freely on:
https://www.nigdywiecej.org/en/

2. Center for Public Opinion Research (CBOS), Political attitudes and attitudes toward minorities:
https://www.cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2015/K_135_15.PDF
https://cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2022/K_021_22.PDF

3. Data on unemployment
https://stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/rynek-pracy/bezrobocie-rejestrowane/stopa-bezrobocia-rejestrowanego-w-latach-1990-2021,4,1.html

4. Data on GDP for Poland
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?locations=PL

References

Adamczyk, A., Gruenewald, J., Chermak, S. M., & Freilich, J. D. (2014). The relationship between hate groups and far-right ideological 
violence. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 30(3), 310–332. https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986214536659

Allen, C. (2017). Islamophobia and the problematization of mosques: A critical exploration of hate crimes and the symbolic function of 
“old” and “new” mosques in the United Kingdom. Journal of Muslim Minority Affairs, 37(3), 294–308. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13602004.2017.1388477

Allen, C. T., Swan, S. C., & Raghavan, C. (2009). Gender symmetry, sexism, and intimate partner violence. Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence, 24(11), 1816–1834. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260508325496

Allen, J. J., & Anderson, C. A. (2017). Aggression and violence: Definitions and distinctions. In P. Sturmey (Ed.), The Wiley handbook of 
violence and aggression (Vol. 1: Definition, conception, and development) (pp. 1-14). Wiley.

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Reading, MA, USA: Addison-Wesley.
Anderson, C. A., Berkowitz, L., Donnerstein, E., Huesmann, L. R., Johnson, J. D., Linz, D., & Wartella, E. (2003). The influence of media 

violence on youth. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 4(3), 81–110. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-1006.2003.pspi_1433.x
Anderson, C. A., & Bushman, B. J. (2002). Human aggression. Annual Review of Psychology, 53(1), 27–51. 

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135231

Differentiating Direct and Indirect Hate Crime 100

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2022, Vol. 10(1), 86–105
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.9285

https://www.nigdywiecej.org/en/
https://www.cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2015/K_135_15.PDF
https://cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2022/K_021_22.PDF
https://stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/rynek-pracy/bezrobocie-rejestrowane/stopa-bezrobocia-rejestrowanego-w-latach-1990-2021,4,1.html
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?locations=PL
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986214536659
https://doi.org/10.1080/13602004.2017.1388477
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260508325496
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-1006.2003.pspi_1433.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135231
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Anderson, C. A., & Huesmann, L. R. (2007). Human aggression: A social cognitive view. In M. A. Hogg & J. Cooper (Eds.), Handbook of 
social psychology (pp. 296-323). SAGE.

Archer, J., & Coyne, S. M. (2005). An integrated review of indirect, relational, and social aggression. Personality and Social Psychology 
Review, 9(3), 212–230. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0903_2

Asch, S. E. (1955). Opinions and social pressure. Scientific American, 193(5), 31–35. https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1155-31
Bell, J. G., & Perry, B. (2015). Outside looking in: The community impacts of anti-lesbian, gay, and bisexual hate crime. Journal of 

Homosexuality, 62(1), 98–120. https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2014.957133
Björkqvist, K. (1994). Sex differences in physical, verbal, and indirect aggression: A review of recent research. Sex Roles, 30(3-4), 177–

188. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01420988
Björkqvist, K., Österman, K., & Lagerspetz, K. M. J. (1994). Sex differences in covert aggression among adults. Aggressive Behavior, 

20(1), 27–33. https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1994)20:1<27::AID-AB2480200105>3.0.CO;2-Q
Bleich, E. (2011). The rise of hate speech and hate crime laws in liberal democracies. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 37(6), 

917–934. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2011.576195
Brewer, M. B. (1993). Social identity, distinctiveness, and in-group homogeneity. Social Cognition, 11(1), 150–164. 

https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1993.11.1.150
Bureau of Justice Assistance. (1997). A policymaker's guide to hate crimes. https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/bja/162304.pdf
Card, N. A., & Little, T. D. (2006). Proactive and reactive aggression in childhood and adolescence: A meta-analysis of differential 

relations with psychosocial adjustment. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 30(5), 466–480. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025406071904

Carnagey, N. L., Anderson, C. A., & Bushman, B. J. (2007). The effect of video game violence on physiological desensitization to real-
life violence. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 43(3), 489–496. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.05.003

Chakraborti, N. (2015). Re-thinking hate crime: Fresh challenges for policy and practice. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 30(10), 
1738–1754. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514548581

Cottrell, C. A., & Neuberg, S. L. (2005). Different emotional reactions to different groups: A sociofunctional threat-based approach to 
“prejudice”. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(5), 770–789. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770

Craig, K. M. (2002). Examining hate-motivated aggression: A review of the social psychological literature on hate crimes as a distinct 
form of aggression. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 7(1), 85–101. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1359-1789(00)00039-2

Crandall, C. S., Eshleman, A., & O’Brien, L. (2002). Social norms and the expression and suppression of prejudice: The struggle for 
internalization. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(3), 359–378. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359

Csaky, Z. (2021). The antidemocratic turn. Freedom House. https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2021/antidemocratic-turn
Cuddy, A. J. C., Fiske, S. T., & Glick, P. (2007). The BIAS map: Behaviors from intergroup affect and stereotypes. Journal of Personality 

and Social Psychology, 92(4), 631–648. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.4.631
Dancygier, R. M., & Green, D. P. (2010). Hate crime. In J. F. Dovidio, M. Hewstone, P. Glick, & V. M. Esses (Eds.), SAGE handbook of 

prejudice, stereotyping and discrimination (pp. 294-311). SAGE.
Deutsch, M., & Gerard, H. B. (1955). A study of normative and informational social influences upon individual judgment. Journal of 

Abnormal and Social Psychology, 51(3), 629–636. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046408
Dobash, R. P., Dobash, R. E., Wilson, M., & Daly, M. (1992). The myth of sexual symmetry in marital violence. Social Problems, 39(1), 

71–91. https://doi.org/10.2307/3096914
Dodge, K. A., & Coie, J. D. (1987). Social-information-processing factors in reactive and proactive aggression in children’s peer groups. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53(6), 1146–1158. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.53.6.1146
Dollard, J., Doob, L. W., Miller, N. E., Mowrer, O. H., & Sears, R. R. (1939). Frustration and aggression. Yale University Press.
Dunbar, E. (2003). Symbolic, relational, and ideological signifiers of bias-motivated offenders: Toward a strategy of assessment. The 

American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 73(2), 203–211. https://doi.org/10.1037/0002-9432.73.2.203
Dunbar, E., & Blanco, A. (2014). Psychological perspectives on culture, violence, and intergroup animus: Evolving traditions in the 

bonds that tie and hate. In F. T. L. Leong, L. Comas-Díaz, G. C. Nagayama Hall, V. C. McLoyd, & J. E. Trimble (Eds.), APA handbook 
of multicultural psychology: Vol. 2. Applications and training (pp. 377-399). American Psychological Association.

Dunbar, E., Quinones, J., & Crevecoeur, D. A. (2005). Assessment of hate crime offenders: The role of bias intent in examining violence 
risk. Journal of Forensic Psychology Practice, 5(1), 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1300/J158v05n01_01

Stefaniak & Winiewski 101

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2022, Vol. 10(1), 86–105
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.9285

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0903_2
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1155-31
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2014.957133
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01420988
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1994)20:1<27::AID-AB2480200105>3.0.CO;2-Q
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2011.576195
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1993.11.1.150
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/bja/162304.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025406071904
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514548581
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1359-1789(00)00039-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.359
https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2021/antidemocratic-turn
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.4.631
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046408
https://doi.org/10.2307/3096914
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.53.6.1146
https://doi.org/10.1037/0002-9432.73.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1300/J158v05n01_01
https://www.psychopen.eu/


eMORE. (2017). An overview on hate crime and hate speech in 9 EU countries: Towards a common approach to prevent and tackle hatred. 
Retrieved from https://www.rissc.it/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/AN_OVERVIEW_ON_HATE_CRIME_AND_HATE_SPEEC.pdf

Esses, V. M., Dovidio, J. F., Danso, H. A., Jackson, L. M., & Semenya, A. (2005). Historical and modern perspectives on group competition. 
In C. S. Crandall & M. Schaller (Eds.), Social psychology of prejudice: Historical and contemporary issues (pp. 97–115). Lewinian 
Press.

FBI. (2018). Hate crimes. Retrieved from https://www.fbi.gov/investigate/civil-rights/hate-crimes
Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype content: Competence and warmth 

respectively follow from perceived status and competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878–902. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878

Fite, P. J., Raine, A., Stouthamer-Loeber, M., Loeber, R., & Pardini, D. A. (2010). Reactive and proactive aggression in adolescent males: 
Examining differential outcomes 10 years later in early adulthood. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 37(2), 141–157. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854809353051

Franklin, K. (2000). Antigay behaviors among young adults: Prevalence, patterns, and motivators in a noncriminal population. Journal 
of Interpersonal Violence, 15(4), 339–362. https://doi.org/10.1177/088626000015004001

Frieze, I. H. (2005). Female violence against intimate partners: An introduction. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29(3), 229–237. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2005.00217.x

Garland, J., & Rowe, M. (2001). Racism and anti-racism in football. Palgrave Macmillan.
Garland, J., & Treadwell, J. (2010). ‘No surrender to the Taliban!’ Football hooliganism, Islamophobia and the rise of the English Defence 

League [Paper presentation]. 2010 Annual British Society of Criminology Conference: “Human Rights, Human Wrongs: Dilemmas 
and Diversity in Criminology”, University of Leicester, Leicester, United Kingdom. 
https://openresearch.surrey.ac.uk/esploro/outputs/conferencePresentation/No-Surrender-to-the-Taliban-Football-Hooliganism-
Islamophobia-and-the-Rise-of-the-English-Defence-League/99514867602346

Gerstenfeld, P. B. (2017). Hate crimes: Causes, controls, and controversies (4th ed.). SAGE.
Glick, P. (2002). Sacrificial lambs dressed in wolves' clothing: Envious prejudice, ideology, and the scapegoating of Jews. In L. S. 

Newman & R. Erber (Ed.), Understanding genocide: The social psychology of the Holocaust (pp. 113-142). Oxford University Press.
Górska, P., Budziszewska, M., Knut, P., & Łada, P. (2016). Raport o Polsce: Homofobiczne i transfobiczne przestępstwa z nienawiści a 

wymiar sprawiedliwości [Report on Poland: Homophobic and transphobic hate crime and the justice system]. Kampania Przeciw 
Homofobii.

Green, D. P., Abelson, R. P., & Garnett, M. (1999). The distinctive political views of hate-crime perpetrators and white supremacists. In D. 
A. Prentice & D. T. Miller (Eds.), Cultural divides: Understanding and overcoming group conflict (pp. 429–464). Russell Sage 
Foundation.

Green, D. P., Glaser, J., & Rich, A. (1998). From lynching to gay bashing: The elusive connection between economic conditions and 
hate crime. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 82–92. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.82

Green, D. P., McFalls, L. H., & Smith, J. K. (2001). Hate crime: An emergent research agenda. Annual Review of Sociology, 27(1), 479–
504. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.479

Green, D. P., & Rich, A. (1998). White supremacist activity and cross burnings in North Carolina. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 
14(3), 263–282. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023082329639

Gudaszewski, G. (2015). Struktura narodowo-etniczna, językowa i wyznaniowa ludności Polski [The ethno-national, linguistic, and 
religious structure of the Polish population]. Statistics Poland.

Harff, B. (2003). No lessons learned from the Holocaust? Assessing risks of genocide and political mass murder since 1955. The 
American Political Science Review, 97(1), 57–73. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000522

Haslam, N., & Loughnan, S. (2014). Dehumanization and infrahumanization. Annual Review of Psychology, 65(1), 399–423. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115045

Hayes, A. F., & Krippendorff, K. (2007). Answering the call for a standard reliability measure for coding data. Communication Methods 
and Measures, 1(1), 77–89. https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450709336664

Heng, Y. T., Wagner, D. T., Barnes, C. M., & Guarana, C. L. (2018). Archival research: Expanding the methodological toolkit in social 
psychology. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 78, 14–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.04.012

Herek, G. M., & Berrill, K. T. (1990). Documenting the victimization of lesbians and gay men: Methodological issues. Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence, 5(3), 301–315. https://doi.org/10.1177/088626090005003005

Differentiating Direct and Indirect Hate Crime 102

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2022, Vol. 10(1), 86–105
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.9285

https://www.rissc.it/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/AN_OVERVIEW_ON_HATE_CRIME_AND_HATE_SPEEC.pdf
https://www.fbi.gov/investigate/civil-rights/hate-crimes
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854809353051
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626000015004001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2005.00217.x
https://openresearch.surrey.ac.uk/esploro/outputs/conferencePresentation/No-Surrender-to-the-Taliban-Football-Hooliganism-Islamophobia-and-the-Rise-of-the-English-Defence-League/99514867602346
https://openresearch.surrey.ac.uk/esploro/outputs/conferencePresentation/No-Surrender-to-the-Taliban-Football-Hooliganism-Islamophobia-and-the-Rise-of-the-English-Defence-League/99514867602346
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.82
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.479
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023082329639
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055403000522
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115045
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312450709336664
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626090005003005
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Herek, G. M., Gillis, J. R., & Cogan, J. C. (1999). Psychological sequelae of hate-crime victimization among lesbian, gay, and bisexual 
adults. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 67(6), 945–951. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.67.6.945

Herek, G. M., Gillis, J. R., Cogan, J. C., & Glunt, E. K. (1997). Hate crime victimization among lesbian, gay, and bisexual adults: 
Prevalence, psychological correlates, and methodological issues. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 12(2), 195–215. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626097012002003

Hovland, C. I., & Sears, R. R. (1940). Minor studies of aggression: VI. Correlation of lynchings with economic indices. The Journal of 
Psychology, 9(2), 301–310. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1940.9917696

Hox, J. J., Moerbeek, M., & Van de Schoot, R. (2017). Multilevel analysis: Techniques and applications. Routledge.
Hubbard, J. A., McAuliffe, M. D., Morrow, M. T., & Romano, L. J. (2010). Reactive and proactive aggression in childhood and 

adolescence: Precursors, outcomes, processes, experiences, and measurement. Journal of Personality, 78(1), 95–118. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00610.x

Iganski, P. (2001). Hate crimes hurt more. The American Behavioral Scientist, 45(4), 626–638. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764201045004006

Iganski, P. (2011). Racist violence in Europe. European Network against Racism.
Iganski, P., & Lagou, S. (2015). Hate crimes hurt some more than others: Implications for the just sentencing of offenders. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 30(10), 1696–1718. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514548584
James, J., Higgs, T., & Langevin, S. (2020). Reactive and proactive aggression in sexual homicide offenders. Journal of Criminal Justice, 

71, Article 101728. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2020.101728
Johnson, M. P. (1995). Patriarchal terrorism and common couple violence: Two forms of violence against women. Journal of Marriage 

and Family, 57(2), 283–294. https://doi.org/10.2307/353683
Johnson, M. P. (2006). Conflict and control: Gender symmetry and asymmetry in domestic violence. Violence Against Women, 12(11), 

1003–1018. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801206293328
Johnson, M. P., Leone, J. M., & Xu, Y. (2014). Intimate terrorism and situational couple violence in general surveys: Ex-spouses 

required. Violence Against Women, 20(2), 186–207. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214521324
Kazanecki, W. (2015). Zainteresowanie polityką i poglądy polityczne w latach 1989–2015. Deklaracje ludzi młodych na tle ogółu badanych 

[Interest in politics and political views in 1989-2015: Views of young people as compared to all respondent] (135/2015). Retrieved 
from https://www.cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2015/K_135_15.PDF

Kopstein, J. S., & Wittenberg, J. (2018). Intimate violence: Anti-Jewish pogroms on the eve of the Holocaust. Cornell University Press.
Kornak, M. (2009). Brunatna księga 1987-2009 [The Brown Book 1987-2009]. Stowarzyszenie "Nigdy Więcej".
Kornak, M. (2011). Brunatna księga 2009-2010 [The Brown Book 2009-2010]. Stowarzyszenie "Nigdy Więcej".
Kornak, M., & Tatar, A. (2013). Brunatna Księga 2011-2012 [The Brown Book 2011-2012]. Stowarzyszenie "Nigdy Więcej".
Krueger, A. B., & Pischke, J.-S. (1997). A statistical analysis of crime against foreigners in unified Germany. The Journal of Human 

Resources, 32(1), 182–209. https://doi.org/10.2307/146245
Lagerspetz, K. M., Björkqvist, K., & Peltonen, T. (1988). Is indirect aggression typical of females? Gender differences in aggressiveness 

in 11- to 12-year-old children. Aggressive Behavior, 14(6), 403–414. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1988)14:6<403::AID-AB2480140602>3.0.CO;2-D

Levin, J., & McDevitt, J. (1993). Hate crimes: The rising tide of bigotry and bloodshed. Plenum Press.
LeVine, R. A., & Campbell, D. T. (1972). Ethnocentrism: Theories of conflict, ethnic attitudes, and group behavior. Wiley.
Littman, R., & Paluck, E. L. (2015). The cycle of violence: Understanding individual participation in collective violence. Political 

Psychology, 36(S1), 79–99. https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12239
Martin, S. E. (1996). Investigating hate crimes: Case characteristics and law enforcement responses. Justice Quarterly, 13(3), 455–480. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07418829600093051
McDevitt, J., Balboni, J., Garcia, L., & Gu, J. (2001). Consequences for victims: A comparison of bias- and non-bias-motivated assaults. 

The American Behavioral Scientist, 45(4), 697–713. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764201045004010
McDevitt, J., Levin, J., & Bennett, S. (2002). Hate crime offenders: An expanded typology. The Journal of Social Issues, 58(2), 303–317. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00262
Messner, S. F., Mchugh, S., & Felson, R. B. (2004). Distinctive characteristics of assaults motivated by bias. Criminology, 42(3), 585–618. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2004.tb00530.x

Stefaniak & Winiewski 103

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2022, Vol. 10(1), 86–105
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.9285

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.67.6.945
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626097012002003
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1940.9917696
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00610.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764201045004006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514548584
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2020.101728
https://doi.org/10.2307/353683
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801206293328
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214521324
https://www.cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2015/K_135_15.PDF
https://doi.org/10.2307/146245
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2337(1988)14:6<403::AID-AB2480140602>3.0.CO;2-D
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12239
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418829600093051
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764201045004010
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00262
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2004.tb00530.x
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Milgram, S. (1965). Some conditions of obedience and disobedience to authority. Human Relations, 18(1), 57–76. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872676501800105

Mintz, A. (1946). A re-examination of correlations between lynchings and economic indices. Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 41(2), 154–160. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056837

Mulholland, S. E. (2013). White supremacist groups and hate crime. Public Choice, 157(1-2), 91–113. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-012-0045-7

Müller, K., & Schwarz, C. (2021). Fanning the flames of hate: Social media and hate crime. Journal of the European Economic 
Association, 19(4), 2131–2167. https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvaa045

Nielsen, C. A. (2013). Stronger than the state? Football hooliganism, political extremism and the Gay Pride Parades in Serbia. Sport in 
Society, 16(8), 1038–1053. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.801221

Nolan, J. J., & Akiyama, Y. (1999). An analysis of factors that affect law enforcement participation in hate crime reporting. Journal of 
Contemporary Criminal Justice, 15(1), 111–127. https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986299015001008

Ohlemacher, T. (1994). Public opinion and violence against foreigners in the reunified Germany. Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 23(3), 222–
236. https://doi.org/10.1515/zfsoz-1994-0303

Omyla-Rudzka, M. (2019). Stosunek do innych narodów [Attitudes toward other nations] (17/2019). Retrieved from 
https://cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2019/K_017_19.PDF

Pankowski, R., & Kornak, M. (2013). Radical nationalism in Poland: From theory to practice. In R. Melzer & S. Serafin (Eds.), Right-
wing extremism in Europe: Country analyses, counter-strategies and labor-market oriented exit strategies (pp. 157-168). Friedrich-
Ebert-Stiftung.

Paterson, J., Walters, M. A., Brown, R., & Fearn, H. (2018). The Sussex hate crime project: Final report. Retrieved from 
https://research.tees.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/4175549/621941.pdf

Pawlęga, M., & Godzisz, P. (2016). Przestępstwa motywowane nienawiścią: Dylematy, wyzwania, strategie [Hate-motivated violence: 
Dilemmas, challenges, strategies]. Stowarzyszenie Interwencji Prawnej i Stowarzyszenie Lambda-Warszawa. Retrieved from 
http://www.mowanienawisci.info/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/2016-SIP-Lambda-RiB-KPPMU-Przestepstwa-1.pdf

Perry, B. (Ed.). (2003). Hate and bias crime: A reader. Routledge.
Petrosino, C. (1999). Connecting the past to the future: Hate crime in America. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 15(1), 22–47. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986299015001003
Pettigrew, T. F., Christ, O., Wagner, U., Meertens, R. W., Van Dick, R., & Zick, A. (2008). Relative deprivation and intergroup prejudice. 

The Journal of Social Issues, 64(2), 385–401. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00567.x
Piazza, J. A. (2017). The determinants of domestic right-wing terrorism in the USA: Economic grievance, societal change and political 

resentment. Conflict Management and Peace Science, 34(1), 52–80. https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894215570429
Reicher, S., Haslam, S. A., & Rath, R. (2008). Making a virtue of evil: A five-step social identity model of the development of collective 

hate. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(3), 1313–1344. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00113.x
Salmivalli, C. (2010). Bullying and the peer group: A review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 15(2), 112–120. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007
Salmivalli, C., & Voeten, M. (2004). Connections between attitudes, group norms, and behaviour in bullying situations. International 

Journal of Behavioral Development, 28(3), 246–258. https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000488
Sandholtz, N., Langton, L., & Planty, M. (2013). Hate crime victimization, 2003-2011. U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics.
Satorra, A., & Bentler, P. M. (2010). Ensuring positiveness of the scaled difference Chi-square test statistic. Psychometrika, 75(2), 243–

248. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11336-009-9135-y
Sherif, M., Harvey, O. J., White, B. J., Hood, W. R., & Sherif, C. W. (1961). Intergroup conflict and cooperation: The Robbers Cave 

experiment. University Book Exchange.
Sitzer, P., & Heitmeyer, W. (2008). Right-wing extremist violence among adolescents in Germany. New Directions for Youth 

Development, 2008(119), 169–185. https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.279
Statistics Poland. (2019, March 25). Stopa bezrobocia rejestrowanego w latach 1990-2021 [Registered unemployment in the years 

1990-2019]. Retrieved from 
https://stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/rynek-pracy/bezrobocie-rejestrowane/stopa-bezrobocia-rejestrowanego-w-
latach-1990-2021,4,1.html

Differentiating Direct and Indirect Hate Crime 104

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2022, Vol. 10(1), 86–105
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.9285

https://doi.org/10.1177/001872676501800105
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0056837
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-012-0045-7
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvaa045
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.801221
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986299015001008
https://doi.org/10.1515/zfsoz-1994-0303
https://cbos.pl/SPISKOM.POL/2019/K_017_19.PDF
https://research.tees.ac.uk/ws/portalfiles/portal/4175549/621941.pdf
http://www.mowanienawisci.info/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/2016-SIP-Lambda-RiB-KPPMU-Przestepstwa-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043986299015001003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00567.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0738894215570429
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00113.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000488
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11336-009-9135-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.279
https://stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/rynek-pracy/bezrobocie-rejestrowane/stopa-bezrobocia-rejestrowanego-w-latach-1990-2021,4,1.html
https://stat.gov.pl/obszary-tematyczne/rynek-pracy/bezrobocie-rejestrowane/stopa-bezrobocia-rejestrowanego-w-latach-1990-2021,4,1.html
https://www.psychopen.eu/


Staub, E. (1989). The roots of evil: The origins of genocide and other group violence. Cambridge University Press.
Staub, E. (2003). The psychology of good and evil: Why children, adults, and groups help and harm others. Cambridge University Press.
Stephan, W. G., & Renfro, L. C. (2002). The role of threat in intergroup relations. In D. M. Mackie & E. R. Smith (Eds.), From prejudice 

to intergroup emotions: Differentiated reactions to social groups (pp. 191-207). Routledge.
Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated threat theory of prejudice. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing prejudice and 

discrimination (pp. 23-45). Lawrence Erlbaum.
Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Morrison, K. R. (2009). Intergroup threat theory. In T. D. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice, 

stereotyping, and discrimination (pp. 43-59). Lawrence Erlbaum.
Stewart, E. A., & Simons, R. L. (2010). Race, code of the street, and violent delinquency: A multilevel investigation of neighborhood 

street culture and individual norms of violence. Criminology, 48(2), 569–605. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2010.00196.x
Stith, S. M., Rosen, K. H., Middleton, K. A., Busch, A. L., Lundeberg, K., & Carlton, R. P. (2000). The intergenerational transmission of 

spouse abuse: A meta-analysis. Journal of Marriage and Family, 62(3), 640–654. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00640.x
Straus, M. A., & Gozjolko, K. L. (2014). “Intimate terrorism” and gender differences in injury of dating partners by male and female 

university students. Journal of Family Violence, 29(1), 51–65. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-013-9560-7
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W. G. Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social 

psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 33-47). Brooks/Cole.
van Limbergen, K., Colaers, C., & Walgrave, L. (1989). The societal and psycho-sociological background of football hooliganism. 

Current Psychology, 8(1), 4–14. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02686733
Vincent, F. (2009). From desecration to reconciliation: Considering attacks on the sacred during the Troubles and proposing a 

framework response. Shared Space, 8, 67–84. 
Walters, M. A., Paterson, J., Brown, R., & McDonnell, L. (2020). Hate crimes against trans people: Assessing emotions, behaviors, and 

attitudes toward criminal justice agencies. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 35(21-22), 4583–4613. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517715026

Watts, M. W. (2001). Aggressive youth cultures and hate crime: Skinheads and xenophobic youth in Germany. The American 
Behavioral Scientist, 45(4), 600–615. https://doi.org/10.1177/00027640121957376

Wilkowski, B. M., & Robinson, M. D. (2010). The anatomy of anger: An integrative cognitive model of trait anger and reactive 
aggression. Journal of Personality, 78(1), 9–38. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00607.x

Winiewski, M., Hansen, K., Bilewicz, M., Soral, W., Świderska, A., & Bulska, D. (2017). Mowa nienawiści, mowa pogardy. Raport z 
badania przemocy werbalnej wobec grup mniejszościowych [Hate speech, contempt speech. Report on the study of verbal violence 
against minority groups]. Centrum Badań nad Uprzedzeniami & Fundacja im. Stefana Batorego.

World Bank. (2018). World Bank national accounts data. Retrieved from 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?locations=PL

Zick, A., Küpper, B., & Hövermann, A. (2011). Intolerance, prejudice and discrimination: A European report. Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 
Forum Berlin.

Stefaniak & Winiewski 105

Journal of Social and Political Psychology
2022, Vol. 10(1), 86–105
https://doi.org/10.5964/jspp.9285

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2010.00196.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.00640.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-013-9560-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02686733
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517715026
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027640121957376
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00607.x
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?locations=PL
https://www.psychopen.eu/

	Differentiating Direct and Indirect Hate Crime
	(Introduction)
	Hate Crime Research
	Hate Crime as Intergroup Aggression
	Predictors of Direct and Indirect Hate Crime

	Method
	Research Context
	Measures
	Analytic Strategy

	Results
	Discussion
	(Additional Information)
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Competing Interests
	Data Availability

	References


