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Resumo

O discurso de odio por parte de representantes do Estado pode moldar atitudes e normas sociais,
sendo que as comunidades marginalizadas sdo geralmente as mais afetadas, como € o caso das
comunidades Roma. Neste estudo foram examinados os efeitos da exposi¢do a texto com
discurso de 6dio em comparagdo com um discurso neutro nas atitudes, normas sociais, aceitagao
da discriminagdo e no apoio ao discurso de 6dio contra as comunidades Roma na Bulgéria. 174
participantes bulgaros foram distribuidos aleatoriamente por uma de duas condi¢des (discurso
de 6dio vs. discurso neutro). Os resultados indicaram que ndo houve um efeito direto da
exposicao ao discurso de 6dio nas atitudes, normas sociais e no apoio ao discurso de 6dio; no
entanto, analises exploratorias revelaram que a exposi¢do ao discurso de 6dio aumentou o
desconforto emocional percebido e a perce¢do da nocividade do discurso de 6dio. Analises de
mediagdo indicaram que a exposi¢do a discurso de 6dio (vs. ndo exposicao) estd indiretamente
associada ao apoio ao discurso de odio e a atitudes negativas face as comunidades Roma através
da perce¢do de desconforto emocional e nocividade do discurso. Ou seja, a exposi¢cdo ao
discurso de 6dio aumentou as respostas emocionais (i.e., maior desconforto emocional e
nocividade percebida), que por sua vez estdo negativamente associadas a atitudes negativas face
as comunidades Roma e ao apoio ao discurso de 6dio. desconforto emocional e a percecao de
nocividade desempenharam um papel importante na explicacdo do impacto da exposi¢do ao

discurso de 6dio.

Palavras-chave: Discurso de odio, attitudes, comunidades Roma, normas socais
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Abstract

Hate speech by state representatives can shape attitudes and social norms and marginalized
communities are usually most affected such as the Roma. This study examined the effects of
exposure to hate speech versus neutral speech on attitudes, social norms, and the endorsement
of discrimination and the support of hate speech towards the Roma in Bulgaria. 174 Bulgarian
participants were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions (hate speech vs. neutral).
The results indicated that there was no direct effect of hate speech exposure on attitudes,
social norms and support for hate speech; however, exploratory analyses revealed that
exposure to hate speech increased perceived emotional discomfort and perceived harmfulness
of hate speech. Mediation analysis showed that exposure (vs. not exposure) to hate speech
was indirectly related to support for hate speech and negative attitudes toward the Roma via
perceived emotional discomfort and perceived harmfulness. That is, exposure to hate speech
increased these emotional responses (i.e., higher emotional discomfort and perceived
harmfulness), which were then negatively related to negative attitudes towards the Roma and
support for hate speech. Emotional discomfort and perceived harmfulness played an important

role explaining the impact of hate speech exposure.

Keywords: hate speech, attitudes, Roma communities, social norms
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Introduction

Hate speech, which undermines individuals or communities based on factors like race,
ethnicity, nationality, or religion, has grave implications for social unity and the continuation
of prejudice (Gorenc, 2022). The subtle effects of hate speech are particularly evident when in
public discourse, as it reinforces biases and exacerbates the marginalization of vulnerable
communities, further deepening social divisions and systemic inequities (Gelber & McNamara,
2015). The impact of hate speech is particularly serious when it targets, dehumanizes
marginalized groups and justifies discrimination against them. Regular exposure to hate speech
desensitizes people towards aggression, leading them to increased prejudice and isolation
within society as highlighted by (Soral et al. 2018). This gradual hate speech desensitization
causes individuals' perceptions of acceptable behavior to become less defined as they conform
to norms, especially when influential figures endorse similar rhetoric. Social norms play a role
in defining what behaviors are considered appropriate within a community, as stated by Brauer
and Chaurand (2010). Authority figures play a role in perpetuating the influence of hate speech
since the perceived credibility of these individuals can escalate the embrace of language
(Tankard & Paluck, 2016).

When influential and political figures publicly express hate speech through their personal
views and biases, they shape perceptions of acceptable discourse (Muller & Schwarz, 2020). In
this research, we will be focusing on hate speech towards the Roma community in Bulgaria,
where such speech boosts harmful stereotypes, fostering an environment that further isolates
this vulnerable community, creating a cycle of prejudice and marginalization (Wachs et al.,
2022).

The Roma, particularly in East-Central Europe, are one of the most marginalized, socially
excluded, and morally denigrated ethnic minority groups (Pogany, 2006). Having their roots in
Northern India and settling in Europe more than a thousand years ago, the Roma have endured
long periods of discrimination and exclusion (Kende & Krekd, 2020). In Bulgaria, Roma people
are a disregarded ethnic minority. Apart from being the most marginalized, they live in rife
poverty, limited access to education, and systemic barriers to employment, exacerbating their
predicament (Dimitrova et al., 2013). These circumstances stem not only from established
systems but also from false stereotypes and xenophobic rhetoric perpetuated by influential

figures. The relationship between hate speech and discrimination is bidirectional and cyclic,



where prejudiced verbal expressions by officials enhance the social stigma against Roma,
affecting their social identity and community interactions (Cortés, 2021).

This research examines how hate speech by state representatives affects attitudes toward
Roma communities and support for hate speech by molding norms that influence perceptions
of acceptable behavior and acceptable discourse. Bilewicz and Soral (2020) explain that social
norms and public attitudes are shifted when hate speech is promoted by authority figures, thus
making biased rhetoric more socially acceptable. A cycle of exclusion and prejudice toward
these marginalized and vulnerable communities is reinforced when public views are shifted.

This research aims to understand the consequences of being exposed to hate speech, aiming
to provide knowledge to guide efficient campaigns against hate speech and its adverse

outcomes.



CHAPTER 1

Literature Review

1.1. Overview of Hate Speech

Discussions on hate speech have been prevalent in many fields. Defining it precisely is a
challenge due to its intricate and diverse characteristics. Essentially defined as expressions that
belittle or discriminate against individuals or groups based on factors like race, gender, religion,
and sexual orientation (Papcunova et al., 2020), hate speech sparks debates and concerns in
society. Hate speech contributes to violence and heightened social tension, resulting in a rise in
hate crimes following public displays of racist rhetoric, as stated in research findings by Miiller
& Schwarz (2017. They also highlighted the effects of hate speech in intensifying social
divisions and negative attitudes.

The concept of hate speech is closely related to freedom of expression. The classification
of hate speech as a category arose from the need to balance protecting communities from harm
and freedom of expression (Cohen Almagor, 2011). Over the years, hate speech was mainly
linked to discrimination and violent actions. However, nowadays, it encompasses not only those
acts but also subtle forms of words and writing that fuel systemic discrimination (Parekh, 2012).
For example, Minority groups can be negatively affected by comments or jokes that perpetuate
stereotypes and normalize biased attitudes, in daily conversations.

Definitions of hate speech as well as the legal regulations dealing with hate speech differ
significantly among regions due to social, cultural and historical backgrounds. Definitions
typically focus on language that often provokes animosity, aggression, or bias against groups
in public discussions. According to Brown (2017), the lack of a recognized legal definition of
hate speech poses challenges in combating it. Institutions and nations have different
understandings and law implementations. Expressions of hatred manifest diversely, from acts
of violence to subtler forms such as reinforcing damaging stereotypes or depriving certain
groups of their basic rights.

Hate speech manifests through comments and prejudiced actions targeting marginalized
communities and inciting violence among individuals based on findings by Papcunovi et al.
(2020). Understanding the significance and implications of hate speech requires examining
these classifications, highlighting how such discourse can undermine the dignity of individuals

and groups. Identifying and measuring signs of hate speech is a complex and challenging task



to combat. Papcunova et al. (2020) introduced an approach and ways to define hate speech and
recognize markers like the use of slurs, personal attacks, and manipulative statements to identify
it accurately proving its importance in conversations where such speech aims to marginalize or
dehumanize specific groups under the guise of legitimate political discourse.

When used in political discourse, hate speech can target vulnerable communities and
portray them as a social threat and a danger to national unity. According to Gelber (2019), hate
speech is not merely about voicing dislike or criticism; it involves leveraging one's position of
authority to diminish and undermine the rights of a specific group; he highlights that in settings
where speakers are in positions of power, their words usually possess added weight and may
inflict more harm. This is particularly alarming, as it can normalize discriminatory behavior
and attitudes and make them harder to reshape over time.

As noted by Brown (2017), public figures and state representatives who nurture and use
hate speech could validate discriminatory attitudes and contribute to a cycle of marginalization
and exclusion. Politicians often use rhetoric to mobilize supporters or shift blame onto
particular groups for their political gain, amplifying the adverse effects of their speech (Gelber,
2019).

When discussing politics and language use today, it is crucial to distinguish between hate
speech and other forms of speech that could be deemed offensive and controversial. Langton
(1993) underscores that, when comparing instances of hate speech to other forms of expression,
the speaker's credibility can be easily noticed, and the harmful effects of a speech often depend
on the reputation of the person delivering it. Gelber (2019) argues that not all offensive language
is considered hate speech; for a term to be deemed hate speech, it must meet specific
requirements, like perpetuating discrimination and impeding the equal participation of
individuals in society. This differentiation plays a role for decision-makers and authorities who
must balance safeguarding freedom of expression with preventing harm.

Today, hate speech is a concept that is intricately connected to power dynamics and
systemic biases. When it comes to hate speech expressed by political figures, hate speech can
be especially harmful as it not only mirrors but prolongs existing societal disparities.
Recognizing the different types and signs of hate speech, along with the situations where it
emerges, is crucial in devising successful approaches to address it and safeguard the rights and

respect of every person.

1.2. Hate Speech Targeting Minority Groups



1.2.1. Consequences and Broader Societal Impact

Victims of hate speech face a stigma that intensifies their isolation and exclusion in
society. Individuals who are subjected to hate speech endure heightened stress levels that may
result in lasting mental health issues like anxiety disorders and depression (Nadal et al.,
2014). Continuous exposure to aggressive language can result in desensitization, lower self-
esteem and sense of self, and reduced empathy. Active participation in social interactions and
pursuing professional and educational goals become challenging for individuals (Soral et al.,
2018). For instance, ethnic minorities often experience increased marginalization that leads to
discrimination against them when it comes to work opportunities, service accessibility, and
housing according to Anderson (2013).

The harmful effects of hate speech go beyond those directly targeted. They can also
impact those who witness or hear such speech. Desensitization—a phenomenon in which
frequent exposure results in decreased reactions to negative stimuli—can gradually diminish
one's ability to recognize or address the detrimental consequences of hate speech (Soral et al.,
2018). Correspondingly, individuals might be less willing to deal with and recognize its
outcomes.

Society's increasing tolerance of hate speech is influenced by desensitization. Through
repeated exposure to language patterns over time, people may begin viewing them as an
aspect of communication rather than something that merits immediate condemnation
(Bilewicz & Soral,2020). This altered perception can transform norms, where actions once
considered unacceptable become normalized in everyday interactions (Gelber, 2019).

Studies have demonstrated that desensitization can lead individuals towards adopting
beliefs and engaging in actions due to exposure over time. One example is the research
conducted by Soral et al. (2018), who carried out three studies, including two representative
nationwide surveys and one experimental study. In the experimental study, participants were
exposed to hate speech in an online environment, where they were asked to evaluate forum
posts containing hostile language directed at minorities. The research findings showed that
when individuals are repeatedly exposed to hate speech, over time, they tend to become
desensitized to its impact and develop biases against the affected communities as a result of
this desensitization effect being more accepting of discriminatory behavior and biased
thinking (Soral et al., 2018). Furthermore, embracing language could contribute to fostering

an environment of bias, where prejudiced attitudes and actions are not just tolerated but



endorsed. As noted by Bilewicz and Soral (2020) and Matsuda (2018), this societal change
could lead to divisions among individuals based on race, ethnicity, and religion, potentially
undermining societal cohesion and escalating incidents of hate crimes and intergroup
conflicts. The enduring repercussions of this divide and dehumanizing rhetoric may manifest
as a weakened sense of solidarity, a surge in hate-driven crimes, and an increased likelihood
of conflicts between groups, as indicated by (Fasoli et al., 2016).

In essence, directing hate speech towards minority communities has effects that reach
beyond the individuals targeted and negatively impact society at large. The emotional and
communal damage suffered by victims is worsened by the normalization and desensitization
of hate speech among the population. This combined effect does not only sustain prejudice
and exclusion, it also jeopardizes the fundamental unity of our society. Dealing with hateful
language is crucial not only to safeguard minority communities but also to uphold the

principles of acceptance and unity that form the foundation of a more inclusive society.

1.3. The Role of Public and Political Discourse, Social Norms, and

Attitudes

1.3.1. Influence of Public and Political Discourse on Hate Speech

Expanding upon the conversation about the damage caused to minority communities by
language reveals the importance of examining how public discussions and political discourse
can exacerbate these repercussions by influencing societal beliefs and behaviors (Miiller &
Schwarz, 2020). The direct impact of hate speech towards individuals is grave; however, its
implications for societal structure is equally concerning. According to White and Crandall
(2017), the presence of hate speech in discussions leads to a shift in norms that support and
legitimise discrimination.

Words can lead to tangible effects on society; a study by Miiller and Schwarz (2020)
found a correlation between hate speech by political figures and an uptick in hate crimes.
Places that were subjected to more frequent racist rhetoric from public figures saw a notable
surge in hate crimes. By using hate speech, public figures contribute to an atmosphere where
discrimination becomes accepted, thereby heightening the chances of violence and exclusion
towards particular groups.

Moreover, Crandall et al. (2002) suggest that societal norms shape how prejudices are

displayed. When authority figures fail to denounce hate speech, it indirectly allows the public



to express discriminatory views that result in normalizing hate speech. This occurs because
individuals often emulate the behaviors of leaders. When hate speech becomes acceptable at
the top levels of society, it is more likely to spread among the public. Tankard and Paluck
(2016) also highlight in their research that individuals are more likely to adopt discriminatory
language and behaviors when authority figures model such rhetoric. According to them,
leaders influence shaping social norms.

Bleich (2011) suggests that the media amplifies the influence of political discourse. When
politicians use derogatory language in their speech, the media tends to amplify these
statements, which can then shape the public's perceptions of minority groups in society.

The study by Muller and Schwarz (2020) further highlights the influence of political
figures sensationalizing or repeatedly discussing hate speech issues in discourse; this can
shape the way people view and engage with marginalized communities through media

coverage.

1.4. The Role of Social Norms and Attitudes

When a group places importance on equality and values diversity in their interactions with
groups or individuals, it tends to reduce the acceptance of discriminatory acts in society.
However, the opposite outcome will likely happen if biased attitudes and actions become
ingrained. According to Paluck (2009), social norms influence behavior in various social
settings and communities at large.

The justification suppression model by White and Crandall (2017) delves into how social
norms inhibit prejudice by discouraging the expression of discriminatory opinions because of
potential social repercussions. These suppressive effects usually fade when hate speech is
normalized by influential figures, resulting in an environment where prejudiced opinions are
deemed acceptable and expressed without concern for backlash. This means that hate speech
does not just mirror prejudices but also plays a role in reshaping social norms by making
discrimination more permissible in public conversations.

Alvarez Benjumea and Winter (2020) pointed out that norm shifts can influence people's
views toward hate speech, suggesting that when hate speech is accepted as the norm, acts of
discrimination are likely to be endorsed and upheld. This cycle perpetuates bias and
undermines standards. Tankard and Paluck (2016) emphasise that authority figures are
instrumental in shaping norms, according to them authority figures’s acceptance or tolerance
to this type of speech plays a crucial role in shaping intergroup relations and expressing

prejudice. As mentioned previously, Bilewicz and Soral (2020) suggest that when leaders



actively participate in hate speech or fail to denounce it, the public is more inclined to
consider such language acceptable and normalize it, making it difficult to perceive its

harmfulness when encountering it and desensitizing people.

1.4.1. Impact on Social Cohesion

Hate speech harms people personally and fractures the bonds that unite a society, as
Papcunova et al.(2020) highlighted. Such division is driven by hate speech that perpetuates
stereotypes and makes prejudice seem acceptable, leading to the exclusion of marginalized
communities, more intergroup conflicts, and a rise in social inequalities.

Muller and Schwarz (2020) underline in their research the outcomes of discrimination and
social unity when hate speech becomes prominent in political speeches and media narratives.
Trust between social groups starts to break down, and society becomes more vulnerable to
prejudice, hostility, and violence, as noted by Bilewicz and Soral(2020). This ultimately
weakens the core values that promote harmony and inclusivity in our communities, namely

embracing differences and fostering unity.

1.5. The Roma in Bulgaria

Minority communities often bear the brunt of hate speech more than others do, as it
reinforces stereotypes and fuels discrimination against them. One notable minority group
affected by this is the Roma community in Europe, which has been impacted over the years.
According to Van Baar (2011), the Roma population originally migrated from India around
the 10th century and spread across Europe over time. This migration led to diverse Roma
communities adapting to the national context while holding on to their distinct cultural
identities.

Throughout history, the Roma community has often been marginalized due to political
and societal attitudes toward them (Giroud et al., 2021). The Roma in Bulgaria experience the
same kind of marginalization that many Roma communities across Europe face. Negative
attitudes toward the Roma are deeply rooted in culture. Often, they come across through
public debates and political talks that portray them unfairly and strip them of their humanity.

This situation has led to a rise in discrimination, exclusion from society, and violence
against Roma individuals. These unfortunate circumstances have entrenched poverty and

marginalization within their community (Dimitrova, 2013).



The Roma communities in Bulgaria encounter challenges beyond economic difficulties—
they also confront considerable prejudice driven by political rhetoric and media portrayals
that reinforce harmful stereotypes about them as a burden on society linked to crime and
poverty rather than as fellow individuals deserving of dignity and fair treatment (Van Baar,
2011).

The normalization of anti-Roma rhetoric in Bulgaria is closely tied to the rise of right-
wing populism in Eastern Europe. Nationalist ideologies leverage past biases to establish
political influence (Kende et al.,2017). In this context, Romani communities often bear the
blame for their challenges, which are seen as jeopardizing national identity and societal peace.
Such circumstances have led to a situation where negative attitudes towards the Roma
community are not just tolerated socially but are also viewed as politically beneficial (Kende
etal., 2017).

The outcomes of language use are serious, as research suggests that they may lead to a
rise in violence against Roma people and communities, along with increased exclusion and
financial hardship also emphasized by (Cortés, 2021). The acceptance of hate speech directed
at Roma individuals in Bulgaria highlights the necessity to tackle the impact of political
communication on societal standards and views, as well as the broader effects it has on social

unity and human rights.

1.6. The Present Study

This research examines impact of hate speech against the Roma community voiced by state
representatives in Bulgaria. Specifically, based on previous research it examines if expositing
participants to a message by a state representative expressing hate speech against the Roma in
Bulgaria (vs. a neutral condition) increases support of hate speech towards the Roma,
negative attitudes toward the community, as well as support for social norms that normalize
the expression discrimination towards the Roma (H1). Additionally, we also explored if the
detrimental effect of hate speech exposure on attitudes and support for hate speech is

mediated by social norms. (H2)






CHAPTER 2
Methods

2.1. Design

This study employed a between-subjects experimental design, with participants randomly
assigned to one of two conditions: exposure to hate speech by state representatives or

exposure to a neutral text.

2.2. Participants

A power analysis conducted with MedPower (Kenny, 2017) indicated that a minimum of 156
participants was required to detect a small to medium effect size with 80% power.
Participants were required to be Bulgarian nationals aged 18 or older. 214 individuals were
recruited through convenience sampling via personal networks and university channels at
Sofia University, explicitly targeting students from the psychology and sociology
departments. After cleaning the dataset 40 participants were excluded due to incomplete
responses (e.g., some participants started the survey but did not complete it) or failure to meet
the eligibility criteria. This resulted in a final sample of 174 participants who fully completed
the survey and met all inclusion criteria. This final sample was used for subsequent analyses.

The participants ranged in age from 18 to 86, with a mean age of 36.83 (SD = 13.62)—
most participants identified as women, politically centered (M=3.60, SD=1.34) and regarding
their national identification they identified as neutral (M= 4.05, SD=1.46).

Table 2.1.

Sociodemographic Characteristics of Participants

Total Control Exposure to Hate
Speech
N=174 n=285 n=389
Gender
Female 119 684% 60 70.6% 59 66.3 %
Male 53 305% 24 282% 29 32.6 %
I prefer not to answer 2 1.1 % 1 1.2 % 1 1.1 %
this question.
Education
Elementary school 1 0.6 % 1 1.2 % 0 0%
High school 24 13.8% 11 12.9% 13 14.6 %

Bachelor’s degree 53 305% 28 329% 25 28.1%



Master’s degree/ 89 S51.1% 42 494% 47 52.8%
PhD 6 3.4% 3 3.5% 3 3.4%
Chose not to disclose 1 0.6 % 0 0% 1 1.1 %

Subjective income

Comfortable 8  489% 43  50.6% 42 472 %
Coping 76 43.7% 38  447% 38 42.7 %
Difficult 9 52% 3 35% 6 6.7 %
Very Difficult 2 1.1% 0 0% 2 22%
Don’t know 2 1.1% 1 1.2% 1 1.1%

2.3. Procedure

All materials used in this study were approved by the ethics committee of ISCTE (05/2024).
As the materials were presented in Bulgarian, they were piloted following translation from
English to ensure accuracy. Data collection was conducted online using Qualtrics.
Participants were recruited through convenience sampling, social media, and networks
involving university students and friends. Participants first encountered the informed consent
form, which detailed the researchers' contact information, study duration, and participation's
voluntary, anonymous, and confidential nature. Upon agreement, participants proceeded to
answer demographic questions. They were then randomly assigned to one of two
experimental conditions: exposure to a text containing hate speech by a Bulgarian state
representative or a neutral text not containing hate speech. Following exposure to these
conditions, participants responded to measures of interest, including hate speech, attitudes
towards Roma, social norms, a manipulation check and for exploratory purposes emotional
discomfort, perceived harmfulness, and perceived impact of hate speech!. After the study,
participants were debriefed and thanked for their participation. Details of all materials used

are available in the Appendix.

2.4. Materials and Measures

2.4.1. General Demographics
Participants provided demographic information, including their age, gender, highest level of

education, subjective income level, political ideology, and national identity (identification

with Bulgarians).



2.4.2. Manipulations

Participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions without prior
introduction to the study context. In the Hate Speech Condition, participants read an adapted
text featuring intensified negative statements about Roma communities attributed to a high-
ranking Bulgarian official, which was sourced from actual public statements reported in the
media and acknowledged in reports by the European Commission against Racism and
Intolerance (ECRI, 2019). Conversely, the Neutral Condition presented participants with a
text excerpted from a Ministry of Culture report detailing the accomplishments of Georgi
Gospodinov, a renowned Bulgarian novelist who won the Booker Prize. This text highlighted

cultural achievements and lacked discriminatory content, engaging participants neutrally.

2.4.3. Support for Hate Speech

To assess support for hate speech, participants responded to a 5-item measure developed by
Bahador (2020). Items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to
7 (strongly disagree), encapsulating dimensions such as disagreement with hate speech ("I do
not agree with Roma people's viewpoints and values"), stereotyping/generalizing ("Roma
people tend to engage in dishonest practices"), negative characterizations/insults ("Roma
people are lazy and untrustworthy"), dehumanization/demonization ("Roma people are like a
disease to our society"), and incitement to violence ("Roma people should be physically
stopped"). (a =.62). Considering the low reliability score we eliminated one item (i.e., I don’t
agree with Roma people viewpoints and values) and the reliability increased (o =.80). We
created a composite score where higher values indicate higher levels of support for hate

speech.

2.4.4. Attitudes

Participants completed the Attitudes Toward Roma Scale (ATRS) developed by Kende et al.
(2017) to measure attitudes toward Roma communities. This scale comprises various items to
assess explicit attitudes and stereotypes. Participants rated their agreement with statements on
a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). Example items include:
"Roma people tend to commit more criminal acts than other people," "Roma people do not
have a positive relationship to work; they are lazy," and "The growing Roma population
threatens the security of society." (o =.87). We created a composite score where higher values

indicate more negative attitudes.



2.4.5. Social Norms
To evaluate participants' perceptions of social norms related to attitudes toward Roma, we
employed a scale adapted from Visintin et al. (2019). This scale measures both descriptive
and prescriptive norms concerning societal views of Roma communities. Participants were
asked to rate their agreement with two items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). The items assess perceptions such as "Bulgarians
have negative feelings toward Roma" and "In Bulgaria, it is acceptable to express negative
feelings toward the Roma."

Bivariate correlations between the items were calculated which showed that they were
moderately (7, =.30) and significantly (p < .001) correlated. We created a composite score

where higher values indicate higher support for discriminatory norms.

2.4.6. Emotional Discomfort

Participants' emotional response to the text they read was assessed using one item from the
Emotional Discomfort Scale created by Symvoulakis et al. (2022). The item assessed the level
of unease and discomfort experienced while reading the manipulation text on a 7-point Likert

scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely uncomfortable).

2.4.7. Perceived Harmfulness

To assess how individuals perceive the impact of hate speech, we used one item derived from
Downs and Cowan's (2012) HHSS scale. We assess the degree to which individuals perceive
the content of the manipulation texts as harmful using a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (not
harmful at all) to 7 (harmful). Participants were asked to rate the harm the text they read can

cause in promoting discrimination or violence against the Roma communities.

2.4.8. Manipulation Check

To test the effectiveness of the experimental manipulations, a manipulation check was
included immediately following the exposure to the text conditions. Participants were asked
to assess the extent to which the text they read contained hate speech on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (a lot)."To what extent do you consider the text you have read

to contain hate speech?"



CHAPTER 3
Results

Statistical analyses were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics (29). To confirm the efficacy
of our experimental manipulation, we first conducted an independent samples t-test
comparing the perceived hate speech between the two conditions. We then utilized
independent samples t-tests to test our primary hypothesis regarding the impact of hate speech
exposure on the main dependent variables. Finally, to test the hypothesized mediation effects

we used mediation analysis using the SPSS Process macro (Hayes, 2018).

3.1. Preliminary Analysis — Manipulation Check and Test of Assumptions

To evaluate the efficacy of the manipulation, we conducted an independent samples t-test
comparing the levels of perceived hate speech between the hate speech condition and the
neutral condition. In concordance with what was hypothesized, participants exposed to the
hate speech condition (M = 5.65, SD = 1.60) considered the text of the hate speech condition
to have significantly more hate speech compared to those in the neutral condition (M = 2.05,
SD =1.63),t(172) =-14.73, p <.001.

Preliminary analyses were also performed to check whether the subsequent statistical test
assumptions were met. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test did not show a normal distribution of
perceived hate speech in both the exposed condition, D (85) =.22, p <.001, and neutral
condition D (85) = .32, p <.001. This assumption was not met according to the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test. Given the sample size (n > 30), we performed the Central Limit Theorem,
which did not allow us to assume an approximately normal distribution of perceptions of hate
speech in the two groups. However, the t-test is robust for violations of normality.

The assumption of equal variances was confirmed via Levene’s test for equality of
variances, F (172) = .03, p = .88. Regarding other study variables, normality assumptions
were upheld according to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests for attitudes towards Roma in the
exposed condition D (89) =.10, p = .03, but not for the neutral condition D (85) =.06, p =
.20. Regarding social norms, normality assumptions were upheld according to the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests for both the exposed condition, D (89) = .12, p = .003, and neutral
condition D (85) = .15, p <. 001. However, the histogram indicated that the data was

approximately normally distributed. Levene’s variance homogeneity test was significant for



social norms, F' (172) = .1, p=.76. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed a normal
distribution of attitudes on the neutral condition, D (85) =.06, p = .20, but not on the exposed
condition, D (89) =.10, p = .03. However, once again, the t-test is robust to normality
violations. Levene’s variance homogeneity test was significant for attitudes, F (172) = 1.10, p
=.30. Regarding support for hate speech, normality assumptions were upheld according to the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests not for the exposed condition, D (89) = .09, p = .05. Still, for the
neutral condition D (85) = .11, p =.02. However, the histogram indicated that the data was
approximately normally distributed. Levene’s variance homogeneity test was significant for

hate speech, F (172) =.001, p=.98.

3.2. Main Analysis — The Impact of Exposure to Hate Speech on Hate
Speech Support, Attitudes Towards the Roma, and Social Norms

To assess the impact of the exposure on attitudes towards the Roma, we conducted an
independent samples t-test. The independent variable was the condition (exposure to hate
speech vs. neutral text), and the dependent variable was the Attitudes Toward Roma Scale
(ATRS) score. The results indicated that there was not a significant effect of the condition on
attitudes toward Roma 7 (172) = .81, p =.42. Participants in the hate speech condition (M =
4.29, SD = 1.57) did not show significant differences from the participants in the neutral
condition (M = 4.47, SD = 1.44).

Similarly, a t-test analysis was performed to compare support hate speech between
participants exposed to hate speech and those exposed to a neutral text. The results showed no
significant differences in the support for hate speech between the two groups, #172) =-.31, p
= .38. Participants in the hate speech condition (M = 3.36, SD = 1.31) did not differ
significantly from those in the neutral condition (M = 3.29, SD = 1.32).

A t-test was conducted to compare the means of support for social norms towards the
Roma between participants exposed to hate speech and those exposed to neutral text. The
results indicated that there were no significant differences in support for discriminatory social
norms between the two conditions, #172) = .81, p = .21. Participants in the hate speech
condition (M = 5.81, SD = .15) did not differ significantly from those in the neutral condition
(M =5.99,SD = .17).

Considering the non-significant effects of condition on all main dependent variables, we
conducted some exploratory analysis to explore its impact on perceived emotional discomfort

and perceived harmfulness. The t-test conducted to compare the means of perceived



harmfulness between participants exposed to hate speech text and those exposed to the neutral
text_revealed that participants in the exposed condition perceived the text as more harmful
(M=5.70, SD= 1.50) compared to the participants in the neutral condition (M= 4.47, SD=
2.27), ((172) =-4.23, p <.001 . The t-test conducted to compare the means of emotional
discomfort between participants exposed to the hate speech text and those exposed to the
neutral text showed that participants in the first condition reported higher levels of emotional
discomfort (M = 4.03, SD = 1.90) comparing to the latter (M = 2.38, SD = 1.61), #(172) = -
6.20, p <.001.

3.3. Mediation Analysis — Indirect Effects of Exposure to Hate Speech

To test H2, we utilized the SPSS Process macro (Hayes, 2018), model number 4 with
bootstrapping with 5,000 samples and 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals. We conducted
a two mediation analysis with condition (exposure to hate speech vs. neutral text) as the
independent variable, attitudes toward Roma and support for hate speech as the dependent
variables, and social norms, perceived harmfulness and emotional discomfort as parallel
mediators. Based on the exploratory analysis reported above, we included perceived
harmfulness and emotional discomfort as potential mediators. Bivariate correlations
confirmed that both variables were significantly linked to our dependent variables of interest
(negative attitudes toward Roma and support for hate speech) (see Table 3.1.).

Results showed exposure to hate speech, compared to the neutral condition, triggered
more emotional discomfort in participants. In turn, emotional discomfort was negatively
related to negative attitudes towards the Roma. The indirect effect of exposure via emotional
discomfort was significant for attitudes towards the Roma. (Table 3.2.).

Likewise, participants in the hate speech condition, relative to those in the neutral,
showed higher levels of perceived harmfulness in turn, perceived harmfulness was negatively
related to negative attitudes towards the Roma. The indirect effect of exposure through
perceived harmfulness was also significant for attitudes towards the Roma. (Table 3.2.).

The direct effect of exposure to hate speech (vs neutral) on norms was not significant.
Norms were positively associated with negative attitudes toward the Roma, but the indirect
effect of condition was not significant (see Table 3.2.)

The results for support for hate speech were very similar. The analysis showed that

exposure to hate speech, compared to the neutral condition, led to heightened emotional



discomfort. In turn, this discomfort was negatively associated with support for hate speech,
with a significant indirect effect of exposure through emotional discomfort (see Table 3.3.).
Similarly, participants in the hate speech condition, compared to those in the neutral

condition, exhibited higher levels of perceived harmfulness. This perception was negatively

linked to support for hate speech, and the indirect effect of exposure through perceived

harmfulness was also significant for support for hate speech (see Table 3.3.).

The direct effect of exposure to hate speech (vs. neutral) on norms was not significant.

Norms were also positively associated with support for hate speech toward the Roma, but the

indirect effect of condition was not significant (see Table 3.3.).

Table 3.1.
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the main dependent variables
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. Support for Hate 3.33 1.32 —

Speech
2. Social Norms 5.90 1.50 29" —
3. Perceived 5.10 2.00 -.18 A1 —
Harmfulness
4. Emotional 3.22 1.95 -20" .06 46" —
Discomfort
5. Attitudes 4.38 1.51 76" 25" -28" -28" —

p<.05."p<.0l.

Table 3.2.
Indirect Effects of Exposure to Hate Speech on Attitudes Towards the Roma

R2
Model 1 Outcome: Social Norms .004
Coeff. SE t P
Exposure to Hate -.19 23 -.81 42
Speech
Model 2 Outcome: Perceived Harmfulness .094
Coeff. SE t P
Exposure to Hate 1.23 .29 4.23 .000

Speech



Model 3 Outcome: Emotional Discomfort 183
Exposure to Hate Speech ~ Coeff. SE t )%
1.66 27 6.20 .000
Model 4 Outcome: Attitudes Towards the Roma .004
Coeft. SE t p
Exposure to Hate -.19 23 -.81 42
Speech
Social Norms .30 .07 4.35 .000
Perceived -.19 .06 -3.19 .002
Harmfulness
Emotional -.18 .06 -2.89 .004
Discomfort
Bootsrapping results for indirect effect
Effect SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI
Indirect effect of
Exposure to Hate Speech -.06 .07 -.20 .08
on attitudes towards the
Roma via social norms
Indirect effect of =23 .08 -.39 -.09
Exposure to Hate Speech
on attitudes towards the
Roma via perceived
harmfulness
Indirect effect of -.20 .09 -.40 -.04
Exposure to Hate Speech
on attitudes towards the
Roma via emotional
discomfort
Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. 5000 bootstrap samples; LL — lower limit; UL —
upper limit; CI — Confident interval
Table 3.3.
Indirect Effects of Exposure to Hate Speech on Support for Hate Speech
RZ

Model 1 Outcome: Social Norms

.004



Coeff. SE t P

Exposure to Hate -.19 23 -.81 42
Speech
Model 2 Outcome: Perceived Harmfulness .094
Coeff. SE t )%
Exposure to Hate 1.23 .29 4.23 .000
Speech
Model 3 Outcome: Emotional Discomfort 183
Exposure to Hate Speech ~ Coeff. SE t )%
1.66 27 6.20 .000
Model 4 Outcome: Support for Hate Speech 179
Coeft. SE t p
Exposure to Hate Sl 21 2.46 .02
Speech
Social Norms .30 .06 4.77 .000
Perceived -.12 .05 -2.24 .03
Harmfulness
Emotional -.15 .06 -2.63 .01
Discomfort

Bootsrapping results for indirect effect

Effect SE LL 95% CI UL 95% CI
Indirect effect of
Exposure to Hate Speech -.06 .07 -.19 .09
on support for hate speech
via social norms
Indirect effect of -.14 .07 -.28 -.02
Exposure to Hate Speech
on support for hate speech
via perceived harmfulness

Indirect effect of -25 A2 -.50 -.03
Exposure to Hate Speech

on support for hate speech

via emotional discomfort

Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. 5000 bootstrap samples; LL — lower limit; UL —
upper limit; CI — Confident interval



CHAPTER 4

Discussion

The primary goal of this study was to examine how hate speech by state representatives
affects attitudes toward the Roma community in Bulgaria. The study aimed to determine
whether exposure to hate speech would increase support for hate speech, reinforce negative
attitudes, and normalize discriminatory social norms toward the Roma. The study initially
aimed to explore if social norms played a role in mediating these effects.

The results indicated that exposure to hate speech did not significantly influence
participants’ attitudes toward the Roma community, their support for hate speech and for
discriminatory social norms which contradicts hypotheses. These findings are inconsistent
with previous research by Soral et al. (2018), which suggested that repeated exposure to hate
speech increases prejudice against the targeted groups. The findings are also not in line with
the previous research, such as Miiller and Shwarz (2020), who found that exposure to political
hate speech correlates with increased support for discriminatory behavior, and research
showing that expressions of hate can lead to increased stereotyping of marginalized
communities (Collins & Clément, 2012). The small sample and the context in which the study
was conducted could be one possible explanation for this discrepancy; pre-existing neutral or
positive attitudes toward the Roma may have mitigated the impact of the hate speech
message. Additionally, we can speculate that these findings are related to the hate speech
material that might have been perceived as too moderate to provoke substantial shifts in
opinions; also, not to forget that the initial low reliability of the hate speech support measure
might have impacted the detection of significant differences.

Furthermore, the mediation analysis aligns with previous research by Alvarez-Benjumea
and Winter (2020). Our mediation analysis revealed that emotional discomfort and perceived
harmfulness mediated the effect of exposure to hate speech on attitudes toward the Roma,
which aligns with their research in which the role of emotional reactions in processing and
responding to hate speech is emphasized. Contrary to what we expected, social norms did not
serve as a significant mediator in these relationships. One potential reason for that could be
the prevalence of hate speech directed at the Roma community in Bulgaria, which is deeply
rooted and resistant to alterations through experimental manipulations. People in Bulgaria

may already hold seated beliefs towards the Roma in Bulgaria that are hard to change.



Another explanation could be the normalized and usual high occurrence of hate speech
targeted at the Roma, which in turn cannot be easily influenced by experiments. Suggesting
that while emotional factors played a role in mediating the effects of hate speech, social
norms need further research.

Despite the added value from these findings, there are still some limitations to consider.
To begin with, the research may not be readily applicable to an audience due to the sample
size used in the study. Although based on actual political statements, the manipulation of hate
speech may not have been strong enough to provoke significant changes in attitudes or
behavior. Lastly, relying on self-reported evaluations raises the possibility of social
desirability bias in hate speech and discrimination. In future research, these findings should be
replicated with a more diverse sample to enhance the generalizability of the results. Different
and stronger manipulations of hate speech could be used to better capture the effects on
attitudes and behaviors. As mentioned before, social norms should be analyzed further, as no
effect was shown in this research. Finally, examining some variables, such as political

orientation and prior contact with minority groups, as moderators could be interesting.
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Appendix A — Informed Consent

UHdopmMmupaHo cbrnacue

LlenTa Ha ToBa n3cneaBaHe e ga pasbepem Kak xoparta ce 4yBCTBaT CNpsiMO peyuTe Ha
obLiecTBeHN PUrypu 1 KaKBO MUCNAT 3a TaX. LLe B nomonum aa npoyeTeTe KpaTbK TEKCT U [a
OTrOBOPUTE Ha HAKONKO BBbMpOCA.

W3cneaeaxeTo ce npoeexaa oT Mapusa ABy Eina-Totesa (Maria_Toteva@iscte-iul.pt) n e
Hay4HO pbKoBoAeHO OT A-p Puta Neppa (ana_rita_guerra@iscte-iul.pt), c kouto moxete aa ce
CBbPXETE 3a U3SICHABAHE Ha BBLMNPOCK UMK CNOAENSHE HA KOMEHTapH.

BalueTo y4acTtve B U3crneBaHeTo Ce LileH BUCOKO, Thil KaTo Lie AonpuHece 3a Hanpeabka Ha
3HaHMETO B Ta3n 06acT Ha HaykaTa. To ce CbCTOM B NPOYUTAHETO Ha KpaTKa peY Ha
obLllecTBeHa gurypa 1 cnef ToBa oTroBapsiHe Ha HAKOMKO Bbrpoca. O4YakBa ce u3crneBaHeTo
Aa oTHEMe No-manko ot 20 MUHYTH.

He ce o4akBaT 3Ha4YUTeNHU pPUCKoOBe, CBbp3aHW C y4aCTUETO B U3CNEABAHETO, HO HAKOU OT
pe4yunuTe Mmorat Aa BKNYBaT CbAbpXaHWe, KOETO NOTEHUMANHO MOXeE Aa NPU4nHU I[11'1CK0M(*)0F)T
Ha HAKOW y4aCTHUUMW. AKO TOBa ce CIy4u, MOXETE fa CE CBBbPXKETE C U3CNIEQ0BATEJICKMA EKUT.

Y4yacTueTo B U3crnegBaHeTo e CTporo 4o6poBosiHO: MoXeTe cBob0AHO Aa n3bepete ganu aa
y4yacTBaTe UInu He. AKO CTe pelumnu aa ydacrsarte, MOXeTe fja npekpaTute y4acTueTo cu no
BCHAKO Bpeme, 6e3 fa e HeobxoamMmMo aa npegoctaBsaTe o6ocHoBKa. OcBeH Yye € 4OBPOBONHO,
BaLLETO y4yacTUe € CbLL0 aHOHUMHO U KOHUAeHUnanHo. MonyyeHuTe AaHHM ca
npefHasHa4yeHn camo 3a ctatuctTuyecka obpaboTka v HUTO euH OT OTroBOpUTE HAMa Aa 6bae
aHanuanpaH unn cbobLLleH nHaAMBUAyanHo. B HATO eAnH MOMEHT OT U3CreABaHETO HAMa a BU
Obae nouckaHo aa ce naeHtTuguumpare.

CbrnacHo npasunara Ha Iscte, opurnHanHuTe agaHHu, cbopaHu 3a ToBa Npoy4BaHe, e 6baar
YHULOXeHU 6 Mecella creq 3aliMTaTa Ha aucepTauusaTa.

Oeknapupam, cbM pa3bpan/a uenute Ha ToBa, kKoeTo My Gelle npeanoXeHo n 06ACHEHO OT
u3cnegoBaTtens, Ye MMax Bb3MOXHOCTTa Aa 3aAaM BblNpoCcH OTHOCHO TOBa M3cneaBaHe, Yye
nony4mx oGACHeHUe Ha BCUYKM TakuBa BbMNPOCH U Ye Npuemam [ia y4acTsam B U3CreaBaHeTo.

Mpuemam pa yvacteam (1) |

He npuemam ga yvacteam (4)



Appendix B — Demographics

Q2 Ha Konko rognHum cte? (Mons, nocoyeTe Bb3pacTTa CU C YNCNO)

Q3 Mons, otbenexkeTte nosna cu:

eHa (1)

Mbx (2)

Onpeaenam nona cu Kato (mons, nocovete) (3)

MpeanoymMTam Aa He OTroBapsAM Ha To3u Bbnpoc (4)

Q18 MpaxkaaHWH N cTe Ha bbarapua?

Aa (1)

AKO He, MO/IA NocoYyeTe CTPaHaTa, Ha KOATO CTe rpaykaaHuH (2)

Q4 Mons, nsbepete Hali-BMCOKaTa cTeneH Ha 06pa3oBaHue, KOATO CTe 3aBbPLUUAN:

HauanHo yunanuwe (1)

CpeaHo yunnuue (2)

BakanaebpcKa cTeneH (3)



Maructbpcka cteneH (4)

JoKTtopcka cteneH (5)

N36upam aa He nocoya (6)

Q5 Koe oT npeanoxeHnTe onncaHusa otpassasa Hall-TOYHO iMyHaTa By npeueHka 3a Bawurte goxoam?

*Knees KompopTHO ¢ AOXOANTE, KOUTO MMam. (1)

[oxoaute, KOUTO MMaMm, MW AaBaT Bb3MOXHOCT Aa Ce CrpaBam B XusoTa. (2)

Joxoante, KOUTO UMaMm, NPaBAT KUBOTa MU TpyaeH. (3)

[oxoaunTe, KOUTO MMaM, NPABAT }KMBOTA MU U3BbHPEAHO TpyaeH. (4)

He 3Ham (5)



Appendix C — Absence of Hate Speech Condition

Q8 PopaeH npe3 1968 roanHa, Neoprn NocnoAnHOB, N3TbKHAT POMAHUCT U NOET, € Hal-NPU3HATUAT
CbBpemeHeH 6bArapcKM aBTOp B CBETOBEH Mallab, KaTo HEroBUTe ANTepPaTypHU TBOPOM NpemnHaBaT
rpaHMUnUTe Ypes npesoaun Ha 25 e3nka. flocnogMHOB Bie3e B UCTOPMATA KaTo NbpPBUAT 6barapckm
nucaTtes, KOUTO cneyvyenn NpecTuUXKHaTa Harpaga bykbp — BpbX B INTEPATYPHMA CBAT.

Herosuat pomaH ,,BpemeybexuiLe” nonyum Tasm NpecTmxHa Harpaaa Ha uepemoHus B JIOHOOH,
KOATO OT/IMYABA M3KIHOYUTENHU NPOU3BEAEHUA HA XY A0KECTBEHA MTepaTypa, NpeBeaeHn Ha
aHTFIMIACKM OT uan cBAT. M3pasaBaiiku 6aarogapHoOCT 3a TOBa 3abenerKUTeNHO NOCTUXKEHNE, Ha 24
Man KmeTbT Ha Codma NnoxBanum Harpagata bykbp KaTo MOHYMeHTaneH Tpuymo 3a 6bArapCcKus esuk m
peuy. NpusHaBaikK gapbata Ha FocnoAMHOB, TOM OYAKBA 3HAYMUTENHO YBE/IMYEHME HA YUTaTenuTe,
BAPBAMKMU, Ye TPUYMObT LLLE OCTaBU AbJTOTPAEH OTNEYaTHK.

MWHUCTLPBT Ha KyATypaTa, noaYyepTaBalikn Ae/iMKaTHaTa NPUPo/a Ha KynTypaTa, M3TbKHa HelHaTa
CTOMHOCT U IeKoTaTa, C KOATO MoXKe aa 6bae n3rybeHa. Tolt noaYepTa BaXKHOCTTa Ha OTINeXAaHeTo
W NPU30Ba MNaauTe Xopa Aa ce NOTONAT B CBETa Ha KHUruTe. TOM M KMeTbT HacbpuMxa MiaaekTa Aa
yeTe NoBeye, KaTo Pa3BMBAT OTBOPEH MNOAX0A KbM iUTepaTypaTa B HalUUA YHUKAEH U AOCTbIMEH
rnobaneH nemnsax.




Appendix D — Hate Speech Condition

Q7 B HauyanoTto Ha 2019 r., 6GUBLL BUCOKOMOCTABEH AbpPXKABEH CAYXKUTEN B bbarapma npu3oea 3a
Cb3/,aBaHETO HA O6LWIMpPEH NAaH 3a CNpaBsAHE C TaKa HapeyeHua , LMraHcKM Bbnpoc”. Mons,
npoYyeTeTe KPaTbK OTKbC OT HeroeaTa ped. lMNocne we BM 3a4aLeM HAKOIKO BbNPOCa BbPXY TEKCTA.

"LUnraHute B Bbarapma ca ctaHanu U3KAIOYMTENHO Harau. Mpean HAKONKO roAuHKU Te HanagHaxa
nonuuan, a npeauy aAsa AHM — BOeHHocayXell,. Te ca AUBU 3BePOBe, a TONIEPAHTHOCTTA Ha
6bArapckoTo 0bLLecTBo HaMmanaBa. KbLiute MM He OTroBapAT Ha 3aKOHOBUTE N HOPMaTUBHUTE
CTaHAAPTW; HA/IOXUTE/IHO e Aa Ce M3BBbPLIAT WATeNHM NPOBEPKM Ha BCMYKK reTa U Aa 6baat
cbbopeHun. He BuBa aa ce oyaksa OT XopaTa [ia To/iepupaT rpyna, KoaTo npeTeHaMpa camo 3a npasa,
6e3 aa npu3HaBa 3a4b/I)KEHUETO CM Aa Cna3Ba 3akoHa. bbarapckuAT Hapos noseye HAMaA Aa
noAKpensa columanHMTe NOMOLLM 3a uuraHmTe. CoumanHmn nomolm Tpabsa Aa ce AaBaT CaMo Ha Xopa,
KOMTO nosiyyaBaT obpasosaHme 1 paboTAaT, 3a pas/iMKa OT NOBEYETO LiMraHK B Ta3n CTpaHa.
BbArapckuAT Hapoa HAMa Aa Tonepupa HacuaMeTo, U Hue e gagem otnop."”




Appendix E — Social Norms

Q11 Mons, noco4yeTe cTeneHTa, B KOATO Ce CbrnacaBaTe CbC CnegHnTe TBbpAeHUS.

7
1 HanbJIHO HaMLNHO

HecbrmaceH 2 (2) 3(4) 4 (5) 5 (6) 6(7)  curnaceH
(1) (8)

Bbnrapute
u3nuTear
HeraTuBHM
4yBCTBa
KbM
pomute (1)

B
Bbnrapus
e
npuemnvMeo
fhace
uspassaeart
HeraTuBHM
4YyBCTBa
KbM
pomure (2)



Appendix F — Attitudes

Q10 Mons, nocoyeTe CTeneHTa, B KOATO Ce CbriacsaBaTe CbC CAeAHUTE TBbPAEHUA

Pomute ca
CKOHHM Aa
M3BbpLUBAT
noseve
KPUMMHANHK
OeaAHus ot
Apyrute xopa (1)

Mma mHoro
MaNKo pomu ¢
npaBuIHO
noseaeHne nau
Pa3yMHU pomMum

(2)

Pomute HamaT
NMOJIOXKUTENHO
OTHOLUEHME KbM
paboTaTa, Te ca
Mbp3enmsu (3)

HapacTtBaw,oTo
POMCKO
HaceneHwue
3acTpalsasa
CUTYPHOCTTA Ha
obuwecTtsoTo (4)

Pomute
0bUKHOBEHO
MMaT MHOIO
Aeua, 3a KoMTo
He nonarat
[0CTaTbyHO
rpuxu (5)

1 HanbAHO
HecbrnaceH

(1)

2(2)

3(3)

4 (4)

5(5)

6 (6)

7
Hamb/HO
cbrnacex

(8)



MpasunHo e, ve
BCe oLle nma
Knybose, B KOUTO
He ce gonyckat
pomu (6)

CmaTtam, ve
pomuTe B Tasmn
CTpaHa ca
TpeTMpaHu
npedepeHunanHo
B HAKOW acnekTn

(7)

Ha pomute ce
[aBaT noseye
ObprKaBHM napw,
OTKONKOTO 61
TpabBano Aa um
ce nasart (8)

UcTnHcKaTa
Bpeda ce
npu4nHABa OT
OpraHmsauum,
KOWTO npegnarat
HE3aCNY»KeHo
npeguMmcTBO Ha
pomute (9)



Appendix G — Hate Speech

Q9 Mons, nocoyeTe CTeneHTa, B KOATO Ce CbrracaBaTe CbC CriegHUTE TBbPAEHUS.

1 HanBbINHO HaI'I'ZJ'IHO
HecbrraceH 2(2) 3(3) 4 (4) 5(5) 6 (6) CLrIaceH
(1) 7)
Cbrnacen/
cbrnacHa
CbM C
Bb3rneaunTe
"
LleHHOCTUTE
Ha poMmuTe

(1

Pomute ca

CKIMOHHU Oa
yyacTtBar B
HEeYecTHU
NPaKTUKN

)

Pomute ca
Mbp3enmemn
N He
3acnyxasaTt
nosepue

)

Pomute ca
KaTo
oonecrt 3a
HaleTo
obLLecTBo

(4)

Pomute
TpsibBa ga
oboaTt
CcrnpeHn
domsundeckn

®)



Appendix H — Manipulation Check (Intensity of Hate Speech)

Q12 [0 KaKBa CTeneH cmATaTe, Ye TEKCTLT, KOMTO NPOYETOXTE, CbAbPrKa pey Ha ompasaTta?

1 U306wo (1)
2 (2)
3 (3)
4 (4)
5 (5)
6 (6)

7 MHoro (7)



Appendix I — Manipulation Check (Targeted Group Impact)

Q14 KosiKo HeraTMBHO, cnopeg, Bac, BNAe MHEHMETO Ha Ny6ANYHUTE MYHOCTU HA OTHOLLIEHUETO
KbM poMcKaTa 06LHOCT?

1 U306Lw0 He Bausie HeraTusHO (1)
2 (2)
3 (3)
4 (4)
5 (5)
6 (6)

7 U3kntountenHo HeratusHo (7)



Appendix J — Manipulation Check (Perceived Harmfulness)

Q15 KonKo BpeaHa cMmATaTe, Ye e peyta No OTHOLWIEHME Ha HacbpyaBaHETO Ha AMCKPUMUHALUA UK
Hacunme?

1 U3061w0 He e BpeaHa (1)
2 (2)
3 (3)
4 (4)
5 (5)
6 (6)

7 W3kntountenHo speaHa (7)



Appendix K — Manipulation Check (Emotional Discomfort)

Q16 [o KaKBa CTeneH TEKCTLT BU HaKapa Aa Ce NoYyBCcTBaTe eMOLMOHAAHO HEKOMbOPTHO?

1 MN306u10 He ce noyyBCTBax HeKompopTHO (1)
2 (2)
3 (3)
4 (4)
5 (5)
6 (6)

7 MouyBcTBax ce U3KNYUTENHO HeKoMbOopTHO (7)



Appendix L. — Demographics 11

Q6 KaTto uano, ce cmaTam 3a...
CunHo nubepaneH 1 (1)
2 (2)
3 (3)
Heytpanex 4 (4)
5 (5)
6 (6)

CunHo KoHcepBaTueeH 7 (7)

Q20 [o KaKBa cTeneH ce naeHTuduumpate ¢ apyrute 6bvarapu?
1 HanbnHo He ce naeHtuduumnpam (1)
2 (2)
3 (3)
4 HeytpaneH (4)
5 (5)
6 (6)

7 HanbnHo ce uaeHtuoumumpam (7)



Q21 Mons, noco4eTe A0KOJIKO CTe CbI1acCHM C BCAKO eHO OT CNeAHUTE TBbPAEeHUSA

HanbaHo 2(2) 3(3) 4 (4) 5(5) 6 (6) HanbnaHo
HecbrnaceH CbrnaceH
1(1) 7(7)

bbarapute

3ac/y»Kasar

cneumanHo

OoTHoLleHue (1)

Hwkora HAma aa
CbM
[0BOJIeH/00BOMHa,
AoKaTo 6barapute
He nonyyaT
BCUYKO, KOETO
3acnyxaBear (2)

[pasHa ce, Korato
LPYTU KPpUTUKYBaT
6barapute (3)

AKo 6barapute
MMaxa peluaBaLla
ponAa B cBeTa, TOM
Lewe 4a € MHOro
no-go6po macTo

(4)

U3rnexna, ye
MaJIKo xopa
pa3bupaTt Hanb/IHO
BaYHOCTTa Ha
6barapute (5)



Appendix M — Debriefing

O6scHeHue 3a uscneaBaHeTo

YBarkaemu y4acTHUUM, 6rarogapmm BM 3a LEHHUA NPUHOC KbM HaweTo nscnegsaHe. Kakto bewe
NOCOYEHO B HAYA/I0TO Ha BALLETO y4acTue, HMe ce MHTepecyBaxme OT TOBA KaK XxopaTa ce 4yBCcTBaT
OTHOCHO peuynTe Ha obuiecTBeHnTe Ppurypun. CneunanHo, ToBa U3cieaBaHe Lenelle Aa usciessa
Bb34ENCTBMETO HA PEUUTE Ha NOJUTUYECKUTE PUTYPU, KOUTO CbABPKAT OMpPA3Ha pey KbM pomuTe B
bbarapua.

3a uenTa usnonssaxme obuLa Npoueaypa B NCMXONOrMYECKUTE N3CNeABaHNA, KbAETO HAKOM
YYaCTHULM Cy4aiHo Haxa pasnpeaeneHmn ga BUAAT pasnmMdHa uHopmauusa. B To3m cayyan HaKom
YYaCTHULM NPOYETOXa N3MUC/IEH TEKCT C OMpPA3Ha peY, a APYru - HeyTpasaeH TeKcT. TekcToBeTe,
M3MON3BaHW B TOBA NPOy4YBaHe, BbMNpeku Ye ca 6a3mpaHun Ha CbLLECTBYBALLN U3CneaBaHMA U
MeaMIAHN NpeacTaBAHMA, HE Ca PeasiHU U ca Cb34aAEHM OT M3Ce[0BaTE/ICKMA €KUM Camo 33
nscneposartencku uenn. OcHoBHaTa Len bele fa ce nscnenBa Aanamn XxopaTa, KOMTO €a U3NOXKEHN Ha
peun Ha obLLecTBEHM GUTYPU, CbAbPMKALLM OMPA3HU MOCNAHUA KbM POMUTE, U3Pa3saBaT No-
HeraTMBHM OTHOLLIEHUA U ANCKPUMMHALMA KbM Tasn 06LHOCT. BaXKHO e aa ce noayepTae, ye
OMpa3HaTa pey MMa MHOIo HEFaTUBHM NOCAEAMNLM U HAKOAKO NPOYYBaHMA NOKa3BaT, Ye U3NaraHeTo
Ha OMpa3Ha pey MOXe [a YBENNYM CTEPEOTUNUTE, COLMANHATA ANCTAHUMUA OT MaNILLUHCTBOTO U
noakKpenara 3a ANCKPUMUHALMOHHM NonnTuKK (Winiewsky u ap., 2016). Ta morKe Aa Hacbpuu
obesuoseyvaBaHeTo (Fasoli u ap., 2016), HepoBepueTo B NPOGECUOHANNCTU, MPUHAANEKALLM KbM
CcTUrmaTM3MpaHa rpyna (Hanp. xopa, KOUTO MMAT aHTU-YEePHOKOKM BAPBaHMUSA, He buxa Haenn
YepHOKOX agBoKaT) (Greenberg u Pyszczynski, 1985) 1 noBTapsALLOTO ce M31araHe Ha OMpasHa pey
MOXKe [la NoBAUAE HeraTMBHO Ha YyBCTBMTE/IHOCTTA KbM Hes (Soral n ap., 2018). Ako cnep,
nposeXAaHe Ha TOBa NPOy4YBaHEe YCETUTE HAKOM OT Te3n epeKkTn UM M3NUTaTe CTPec, Mons
M3MNON3BANTE MOCOYEHNUTE NO-A0/Y KOHTAKTHM, 3@ Aa NONy4YUTE NogKpena.

AKO CaMM CTe XKepTBa Ha AUCKPMMMHALLMA, NO3HaBaTe HAKOro, KOMTO MOXKe Za ce HyXaae oT
nogKpena Uam uckaTe ga HayuuTe NoBeye 3a PacoBaTa UCKPUMMUHaLMA? KoHcynTupanTe
https://www.ombudsman.bg/bg Ako nckate aa HayuyuTe noseye 3a BpeAHUTE NOCAeAULN OT
OMpa3HaTa pey M Kak Aa ce NpoTUBOMNOCTaBUTe Ha Hea: https://unesdoc.unesco.org
https://www.undocs.org

Hay4HOTO HU M3cNeaBaHe ce NPUAbPIKA KbM CTPOrM ETUYHN HACOKK, KOETO rapaHTMpa
NOBEPUTENIHOCT, aHOHUMHOCT U MHPOPMUPAHO CbrAacme, KaKTo M MPaBOTO Ha OTTEFNAHE OT yYacTue
no BCAKO Bpeme. Pasbunpame 4yBCTBUTENHOCTTA Ha TEMaTa U CMe B3e/1M BCUYKKU HeoBXoanmM
npegnasHy Mepkn 3a 06paboTKa Ha AaHHUTE C HA-FONAMO YBaXeHMe U KoHOUAEHUMANHOCT. AKO
MMaTe BbMNPOCK, KOMEHTApPU UK KenaeTe Aa HayymTe nosBeye 3a pesyaTaTuTe OT U3CNeABaHETO,
MONA, He ce KonebaiTe Aa ce cBbpXKeTe ¢ Hac. BawnTte BuxagaHMA 1 06paTHA BPb3Ka Ca
W3K/IOYMTEIHO LLEHHM 33 YCMexa Ha HalleTo Npoy4YyBaHe 1 3a No-WMPOKOTO pasbupaHe Ha
Bb34EMCTBMETO Ha OMpa3HaTa pey B 06LLecTBoTo.

LLle HanpaBMM OCHOBHUTE Pe3y/TaTu N 3aKIH0YEHUA OT NPOYYBAHETO AOCTbMHM 33 BCUYKMU
3aMHTEpecoBaHM y4acTHULUU. AKO KenaeTe ga nojayymte Tasm VIHd)OpMaLI,VIH, MOA noco4yete



MHTEpeca CK, U H1e LLLe ce NOorpuxmnm aa 6baete MHGOPMMUPAHM 3a pe3yaTaTUTe OT U3C/eaBaHETO.
OTHOBO 6/1arogapym 3a BalLETO yYyacThe U NPMHOC KbM TOBa BaXKHO M3cieaBaHe.



