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Anti-Semitism 2.0 ir'v4

CONTENT OF THEUDY

The summary report of the survey poll on Antisemitism in the Onli
Sprere in Central European countries analyses the current state
modern antisemitism in the soalled Visegrad countries: the Czec
Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia. The repesepis the result
of asurvey that measures attitudes towards Jews thiose who are
considered to be Jewish, and it measures stereotypes within partic
countries in general. The survey, at the same time, deals with so
media platforms and it descrés how people use them and how the
act within these platforms.

Although internet offers many advances, both internet and social mec
have simultaneously facilitated the spread of hate tmass audience.
Recent reports on digital hate worldwide has shothiat antisemitism

(@)
flourishes especially on internet and this is ewvanre topical for V4 Anti-Semitism has never ‘g
countries. Antisemitic hate speech is an ax@ phenomenon that now gone away; it will always 2
thrives on social media platforms and instant messaging apps, w 58 GKSNB 680 5
can become breeding grouna$ hatred. While antisemitic haterime very convenient %
<

and bullying are generally spdag not widespread in V4 countries prejudice.
hate speech and cybdullying encountered online are on rise ang

serious problem not satisfactory tackled by authorities. The gene of it the
original DNA, is buried
The research team decideto analyse antisemitic stereotypes anc deep within our history.

attitudes in a specific ared mteraction- in an online world. The reason And even within some
is the fact that majority of the incidents are observed in the onli Jews as well.

environment. Online research has been selected by a research te
also due to the fact that we are able to gather data with marginal
zem cost. Besides that, eine research is rather flexible in the
combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches very importa
for our approach.

Overall, 4137 people completatie online questionnaire. Age groups
were approximately evenly distribed and only persons over 15 year
filed in the questionnaire. The lowest age groups were sligh
overrepresented in all 4 countries what reflected characteristics
social network gers. The selection of respondents also reflected t
administrative diision of countries and in all four cases responde
from all regions of the country were represented. Information on ag
education, and status distribution as follows:



Table 1.The research sample according the predetermined control characters.

Czech Hungary | Poland Slovakia
republic
SEX Men 51.3 48.9 51.4 47.6
Women 48.7 51.1 48.6 52.6
AGE 1524 years 18.2 18.6 19.2 21.7
2534 21.7 20.4 24.6 28.3
3544 215 21.1 22.7 26.1
4554 16.4 16.3 15.0 14.8
55-64 14.8 16.6 14.3 6.7
65 and more 7.6 7.1 4.1 2.3
EDUCATION Primary 8.1 5.6 3.9 5.6
Secondary without 11.1 12.6 16.4 10.1
Maturita exam
Secondary withMaturita | 49.6 53.0 38.9 47.9
exam
Tertiary 31.3 28.8 40.7 26.4
STATUS Employed 52.2 56.3 64.3 62.9
Selfemployed 5.7 6.8 6.1 6.7
g Unemployed 1.3 4.5 3.4 4.0
= Retired 11.4 12.9 8.9 4.4
2 Unable to work dued long | 4.2 2.6 3.4 3.8
g standing health problems
@ Student 15.1 9.7 7.1 12.3
5 Fulfilling domestic tasks | 6.9 5.5 5.2 4.6
Other 3.1 1.7 1.7 1.3

AIM OF THESTUDY

The aim of theproject is therefore to investigate the scope and significance of-S@tnitic
attitudes in Central Europe, and to enhance standards of the researchiséiaitism, and broadly
disseminate comprehensive results. In spite of the fact that8sthitism appars in various forms

in all V4 countries practically every day, citizens tend to criticize every effort that is related to the
justification of antisemit behaviour in their own societies. Though, they see these attempts as
unjustified and detrimental tadhe reputation of their country. Intellectual responses to anti
Semitic excesses in the country are widely criticized and the society in general bievibeir
comments are unnecessarily unloaded. Combating-8atnitism in these days in Visegrad
countries is a crucial part of a broader fight against radicalisation of societies, where stereotypes
of hatred are the core stone of political preferences éxtremists, radicals, fascists, and-faght
populists.




CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

Antisemitism in €ntral Europe is just one of many forms of Aoclusiveness towards those who
FNE GRAFFSNBYGED t dzof A O & LAKASCN® pai gf CE Syidiidslist
ethnicized, build upon tribal and exclusively ethnic principles. The problearalidemocratic
regimes are based on conviction that everybody should have a chance to become part of the core
in all aspects of life socid, societal, economic, cultural, and symbolic. Niews become
increasing objects of antisemitism and this phenomemeflects the conspiratory character of a
modern world. Antisemitism, consequently, serves certain functions for people suffering by
variows insecurities of a modern world where social cohesion fades away. Antisemitism helps
these people to understand Iter logic of a modern world. Antisemitism is therefore inherently
interconnected with a modern societyconsequences of growing social miatztion brings still

more and more isolated groups of people into new, wider, and more interconnected
communicatiom networks.

Most of Visegrad societies have considered and still regard the issue of antisemitism as a marginal
issue not so important to sgak about. However, the reality of the citizens perception differs,
nationalist, antitransformation activist, pdiician and journalist have managed to awake
Judeophobia and antisemitism in its various forms. For instanceSantis campaign in all these
counties, most visible in Hungary and Slovakia, produced their first victimagred against
activists and norgovernmental organizations.

Antisemitism in V4 countries has been playing a key role in the political battle over open society
and liberal demcratic regimes since dawn of modernity. Although not perceived as a pressing
problem by V4 countries, antisemitisserves as a function of exclusion and disqualification of
liberal elites fostering liberal pluralism and multicultural society. Antisemiadso serves as a
powerful tool towards the radicalisation of the society, but generally not directly towards the
Jews, but towards the protectors of liberal values and liberal culture. Various political actors on
the national level are openly involved inthese societal discourses and feeding the society with
intolerance and hatred. The state authorities and polioceés are helpless, because their laws,
regulations and directives react only on visible antisemitic accident towards the Jewish
community. t is harder to counter and combat antisemitic hate speech in societies where
antisemitism is not seen as a relevaopic that needs to be further deal with and addressed.

ACTIVITY OMNTERNET AND SOCIAEINA

These cybercrimes most often take the forfamtisemitic hate speech and account for over 90
percent of all recorded incidents. Research shows that in albudtries rather few people engage

into Facebook debates. The results show also that education does not affect the rate of both kinds
of actwvity in significant way. Nor does it appear that people with more radical attitudes towards
minorities are more likly to interact with other users or to express their views on the Internet.
Education does not seem to play a crucial role here either,iordgse of persons with secondary
education without state exam there is more indecision to agree or disagree.
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The esearch shows Facebookers are welaware of existence of violent, hateful content on
internet. Majority of respondents in all countriesré to agree that online hate speech reflects

the tensions within a society. And. even more importantly, majorityeepondents opposed hate
speech, they reject the view that cyber hate speech is just harmless words. Interestingly enough,
mostly more seniprespondents tend to disagree with this notion. Research, at the same time,
clearly shows that people talk abouifférent things when they communicate online, than they

do in person. Digital anonymity could be especially harmful for children and teemgt tesearch

we wanted to find out, whether the respondents find it easier to present their views, even if they
might be controversial. Vast majority of respondents agree that anonymity on the Internet
encourages strong opinions and emotions.

Despite ofprevalence of various conspiracy theories respondents, in general, claim that they
understand the role social meadplay in shaping the information and content they see and search.
At the same time, majority respondents in all V4 countries are confideattthey are capable of
communication and sharing.

GENERAATTITUDESOWARDMINORITIES

Research conducted all V4 countries shows that negative attitudes towards Jews correlate with
general attitudes towards other minority groups. Ethnization oblm space and historical
traditions lacking existence of the political nation leads to exclusion of others froimstream
society. Relations between attitudes towards minorities and consumption of online content
regarding Jewish people are interlinkedvesll and research proved these connections. In all V4
countries diversity is not perceived as it should and cdidd as natural thing, but it is rather
perceived by respondents as a negative phenomenon for each of these countries. Out of all types
of diversities (ethnic, religious, cultural, and linguistic) only cultural is perceived rather positively
in Poland andlovakia and linguistic diversity as positive feature in the Czech republic. Increasing
age push attitudes towards diversity to even more age numbers.

As far as individual minorities are concerned, research has been testing four minorities that tend
to be viewed in some negative connotationRoma, Jews, Muslims, and Black people. Research
results show that negative attitudes prevail niggowards Roma in all V4 countries, with slightly
less occurrence in case of Poland that have significantlyRessa than other 3 researched
countries. Both Slovakia and the Czech republic show rather high levels of islamophobia, while
both Hungary andhe Czech republic are slightly more open toward Black people than Slovakia
and Poland.

Attitudes toward Jers differ within the V4 countries, but most present is striking dominance of
ambivalent answers in all four countries. The Czech repubdiagth, is visibly more positive about
Jews in comparison to other three V4 countriemly 6% of respondents argtieat Jews are not
likeable to them in the Czech republic, while Jews are generally speaking sympathetic to 38% of
respondents.
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Czech republig Hungary Poland Slovakia
Roma absolutely likeable 1.8 3.3 6.3 1.6
Likeable 3.3 6,2 17.8 49
Neutral 30 43.1 57.8 40.1
not likeable 38.3 26.7 13.9 33.3
not likeable at all 26.6 20.8 4.2 20.1
Jews absolutely likeable 9.0 6.7 4.5 5.9
Likeable 28.6 16.2 9.5 20.1
Neutral 56.2 62.2 61.9 62.1
not likeable 3.7 9.4 17.5 8.3
not likeable at all 25 6.5 6.7 3.5
Muslim | absolutely likeable 1.9 3.4 9.6 1.1
Likeable 4.3 6 20.3 5.2
Neutral 33.7 50 55.3 43.5
not likeable 28.8 22.9 115 28.6
not likeable at all 31.3 17.7 3,4 21.6
Black absdutely likeable 6.1 6.8 2.4 4.6
people Likeable 24.5 18.1 4.4 20
Neutral 53.1 58.4 55 57.7
not likeable 11.9 10.9 27.3 12.6
not likeable at all 4.4 5.8 11 5.2

In all V4 countries only a small number of respondents have personal experience with Jews. Thi
is mostly true for Poland and that might be perceived as surprising in a country that once used to
have one of the largest population of Jews in the world. @ndf it, rather small group of people

in these countries are able to identify somebody wha sarve as a source of information about
Jews. Relatively large number of respondents in respective countries claim that they do not look
for information about Ja/s at all- with an exception of Poland where these figures are the
smallest, or in other worsl¢ Polish respondents tend to search for information about Jews more
than respondents from other V4 countries. As for other sourcé¥, traditional printed med

and literature tend to be main source of information for respondents in respective ceantri
wkiKSNI f AYAGSR ydzYoSNI 2F NBaLRyRSyda OflAY i
and statements are relevant sources of information as wWelhally, social media tend to be an
important source of information in most of these couesi with an exception of the Czech
republic.

Table 3:Sources of information about Jews (only YES answers).
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Czech Hungary Poland Slovakia

republic
Personal contact with Jews 14.1 16.5 1.1 10.9
My family and close friends opinion 17.3 21.1 32.4 18.7
and statements
Celebrites and other  publig 11.9 15.7 23.2 14.6
authorities opinions and statements
Press/ radio/ Tv 38.8 36.6 42.4 43.1
SocialMedia 15.9 36 38.4 23.1
Literature 37.3 36 40.7 35.7
Cinema 32.9 36.3 35.8 40.1
Cultural institutions and events (e.g. 29.1 26.7 28.4 28
museums, exhibitions)
LOY y2i aSI NOK 342 235 18.7 255
information

NEGATIVIEMOTIONS TOWARBEWS INJOMPARISON

Events in Poland that cause negative emotions towards Jews

In case of Poland respondenits closed, specified questions clearly admit that they feel more
comfortable and confident being online than speakiagd to face about sensitive issues. Also
because of that, most likely, they tend to chose midaieswers, neutral ones. In Poland
responaents know that hatespeech is harmful, but in spite of that many of them repeat harmful
stereotypes. Unlike in other \@buntries Jews are more disliked minority among those suggested,
although there are 2 minorities hated even more be respondents in Bela@BT community and
Muslims. Generally speaking, many respondents believe in Jewish influence on economy and
world management processes. At the same time, the knowledge about Jews mostly comes from
traditional media. Respondents view ndemocratic behsior of Israel in context of conflict with
Palestine.

Open questions brought clear focus on the stereotypes and-pmshory phenomenon and
revealed high level of conspiratory thinking among Polish respondents. Respondents pay their
attention to abusing ad from their perspective unreasonable semantic expansion of the word
GFryGAaSYAGAAYE

There are several common and sonpeaific topics that causeaccording to Polish respondents
- negative emotions toward Jews. Among specific topics in case of Poligindesits one can
name:

1. Act 447 (return of Jewish property);

2. the anniversary of Jedwabne (1941) and any publicationsected to the topic (movie
Gt 2102aA8¢x Woecd DNRAA 062210T

3. Uprising in the Warsaw Ghetto anniversary;



4. t NBaARSy(l 5dzRIFIQa NBaAdIylFidAz2y FNRBY LI NIAOA
Auschwitz concentration camp (January 2020).

At the same time thre are several common topics in case of Polish respondents:
1. Jewish Culture Festival;
2. Any statements blaming Poles for the Holocaust;
3. Religious celebrationsrituals, acts of public pray, traditional costumes, and marches;
4

Jewish property devastation (ceeteries and buildings).

Events in Slovakia that cause negative emotions towards Jews

Slovak respondents in open questions followédthe same way as in other countriesll sets of
stereotypes and their memory can be characterized by jpesmory phe&omenon. They
displayed all types of various conspiracy tendencies on antisemitistteged power of Jews,
Jewish bankers, Jews who are influential over society, and they connect activities of Jews with
influence of NGOs and liberal politicians in Slavaki the same time Slovak respondents payed
GKSANI FGOGSydA2y G2 Fodz&AAYy3a yR dzyNBlF azylofsS

Closed questions brough some similar and some of slightly different results in comparison to other
countries. Respondentfrom Slovakia are aware of the fact that hafgeech can be harmful. They
claim that their knowledge about Jews mostly comes from traditional media, next from movies
and literature, and social media are on the fourth position. Slovak respondents acdahithiy

feel more comfortable and confident speaking face to face than being online, what is different
result in comparison to Poland. Equally to other countries respondents from Slovakia believe that
Roma people, LGBT, and Muslims are more hated than ileBtovakia. Slovak respondents
declare that they know how internet and virtual reality works and their confidence is visibly
overstated. The most popular kind of hegpeech in Slovakia is connected to harmful stereotypes
and especially jokes about Jewst people still believe in Jewish influence on economy and world
management processes. In the same way as in other V4 countries Slovak respondents display
tendencies to use middianswers and therefore not reveal their opinion. In the opinion of Slovak
respondents Jews are neither likeable neither unlikeable minority, their put themselves in the
mode-answer.

There are several common and some specific topics that casmrding to Slovak respondents
- negative emotions toward Jews. Among specific tepiccase of Slovak respondents one can
name:

1. ¢KS YdzZNRSNJ 2F 22dzNy I fAad Wty YdzOAL (T
2. NeobF T A LREAGAOFE LI NIe Y24t S0l 1{b{T
3. Migration crisis.

As for commonalities with other V4 countries there are several causes shared by Slovak
respondents:
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1. Money and power (control of the society and media, owning banks, omnipotence of
Jews);

2. Holocausiand the historical events during/ after the World War I;

3. Negative emotions are awaking through political rhetoric of selected politicians (former
presidentk a1+ 2NJ OdzZNNBy i LINBAARSY (G 21 Llzi20+t 0T

4. Rothschilds family.

Events in the Czech republic that causegative emotions towards Jews

Open answers concerning negative emotions towards Jews in the Czech republic brought several
similarities with other V4 counigs. Firstly, there are direct or indirect reflexions of various kinds

of conspiracy theories refed to antisemitism supposed or real Jewish wealth, global influence

or domination of Jews or those who are considered be Jewish. Intriguing enough,inmi#se of
Hungary or Slovakia, Czech respondents focus rather on issues of wealth and monglg e

world than on hidden forces influencing the system through NGOs. There were no remarks about
George Soros for instance in responses of Czech resptsidPersistentce of antisemitism is
reflected mostly in a form of jokes and anecdotes withindbzociety. There were several direct
remarks condemning antisemitism and pointing out the fact that Jews do not represent an issue
or a problem within Czecsociety.

Closed questions showed many similarities with other countries of the region. As in\éthe
countries, respondents showed tendencies of choosing the middfvers on sensitive
guestions. As for social media, respondents are clearly aware aiske and threats they may
encounter on the network, and they distinguish real life from liféfmminternet. Majority of Czech
respondents condemn hate speech, according to 70 % of them the hate speech reflects however
the real conflicts and tensions &nsociety. Respondents declare that they know how internet and
virtual reality works and they aneot, generally speaking, frequent participants in discussions in
social networks, more than half never or very rarely writes comments of take part in d@taiss

Ly NBAaLRyRSyidaQ 2LAYA2Y w2Yl LIS2LXS> [D.¢X FyR
other V4 countries, Jews are generally speaking liked in the Czech repablic6 % of them
dislike Jews, for 38 % are Jews likeable. It is Roma peoplaretioe most nodikeable minority

in the country. Consequently, half of the respondents did neereencounter any form of
antisemitic hatespeech in the Czech republic. Only 14 % of respondents have personal contacts
with Jews, people mostly gain knowtpsl about Jews from traditional media and literature,
however, every third respondent does not seaky information about Jews at all. Overall,
however, majority of Czech respondents tend to think that diversity is not much positive to the
Czech Republic.
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There are several common and some specific topics that cearsmrding to Czech respondents
- negative emotions toward Jews. Among specific topics in case of Czech respondents we can see:

1. Migration crisis in Europe

2. Information on IsraelPalestinian cortict




As for commonalities with other V4 countries there are several causes of negative emotions
toward Jews shared by Czech respondents:

1. Issues related to supposed and/or real wealth or global influence or domination of Jews
(in general) or specific Jewipkople (or those who are considered to be Jewish);

2. Holocaust and the historical events in Czedbwskia shortly before and during the
Second World War (including commemorations, public places designations);

3. Some religious celebrations, rituals, espegiedlated to the Orthodox Jews.

Events in Hungary that cause negative emotions towards Jews

In ase of Hungary respondents in closed, specified questions confirmed the most significant
theory about Jews is that they are rich, and they control the mowydite. Hungarian respondents,

in the same way as in other countries, were also aware of the itmgfabe media, and that the

way they communicate has an effect on antisemitism. Some of answers of Hungarian respondents
were focused on rejection of prejutis in case of Hungarians. Many respondents even showed
that they do not care about the issue antten they did not have any information about it.

Closed questions showed similar tendencies as in other V4 countries. Respondents have similarly
tendencies ¢ choose middl@answers. Hungarian respondents admitted that they feel more
comfortable and confidnt speaking face to face than being online. However, respondents from
Hungary were less confident about harmfulness of the online sptech then in Slovakior

Poland. Respondents declared that they know how internet and virtual reality works andithey d

not consider internet to be a safe space. Hungarian respondents showed overwhelmingly that
Roma are more hated than Jews as far as Hungary is concerndg\aadire neither likeable nor
dislikeable minority. The most present hapeech, according to Hgarian respondents, is
repeating harmful stereotypes/ jokes, though believe in Jewish influence on economy and world
management processes is still present.
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The knowledge about Jews mostly comes from traditional media, social media, literature and
cinema.Among causes that according to Hungarian respondentsbring negative emotions
toward Jews are both historical (connected to events during the World Wamdlyecent ones:

1. Campaign against George Soros;

2. Anti-Semitic attacks in Western countries;

3. Netanjahu visits Hungary;

4. Premiere of a Holocaushemed film;

5. Holocaust commemorations;

6. March of the Living;

7. The large menorah at Nyug&quare during Chanukah.

There are various commonalities with other V4 countries that, according to Hungarian
respondentsare causing negative emotions toward Jews:
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1. Accusations of Jews as powerful peopdeonomy, money, business, power.

2. Expressions thalewish people are privileged/ exceptional, believe that Jews are always
overrepresented, and finally fatigue that Jews ayw talk about the miseries they were
exposed to;

3. Holocaust denial and relativization of history in Hungary, celebrations of antisemi
historicalfigures from the prewar times and especialy W NA YA Yyl f CSNBy O

NEGATIVIEMOTIONS TOWARBEWS N COMPARISON

1. Significant, though not majority of respondents in all V4 countries tend to accept traditional
antisemitic stereotpes, slightly less neutral though banally antisemitic claims, and least they
accept openly antisemitic statements.

2. Many of respondents are reluctant to take a stand in case of some openly antisemitic
statements, in some cases as many as over 50% pbmegnts. Except of ignorance in case of
some of them it is obvious that they chose not to answer delicate and sensitaéstigus.

3. As for demographic characteristics, men display, in general, higher vulnerability to agree with
antisemitic prejudices thn women in all V4 countries. In all of them, equally, antisemitic views
are more visible and prevalent with higher agewdwer, already mentioned high proportion of
people from all age groups that are unable to judge the situation and declare any opinion
concerning antisemitism is striking. Interestingly enough, social status of respondents does not
have any significant infence on prevalence of antisemitic views in all countries, with minor
difference of Poland where social status bring less visiblisemitic views.

4. Education, however, influences level and prevalence of antisemitic views in an surprising way.

With growing education level there is visible growth of antisemitic stereotypes, though antisemitic
statements that are not based on sterepgs are rather dropping down with higher levels of
education.

5. Research clearly shows that those respondents sifow some objection to system of minority
protection display also higher levels of antisemitic prejudices. This result iscoeected with
existence of fixed mental orientations known as authoritarian personality. Our research,
indirectly, confirm findings of other studies that identified high prevalence of authoritarian
personalities in the region of Central Europe.

6. Resarch showed that group of respondents, who did not encounter signs of antisemitic hatred
and at the same time they rejeantisemitic stereotypes, is relatively low in all respective
countries.

7. The group of people who have ambivalent attitudes towasdislis relatively high in all
countries, generally over 50 % in every country. The only country that displays visitilyeposie
can argue file&Semitic views, is the Czech republic.

8. The research revealed also un unpleasant truth about attitudefaget who are active on
internet. Antisemitic views grow with declared competencies on internet. In other words, hopes



of many in the past that growing internet competencies can cure the disease of various types of
hatred has been false.

9. Lack osatisfaction with personal life, according to research, raise probability of respondents to
be antisemitic, though generahtisfaction with life does not automatically bring it down.

10. Presented research thus showed clearly that defense of persdeuatity, continuity, and
predictability of everyday life is becoming an arena of conflict. People who have been socialized
in an antiSemitic environment and under the influence of an authoritarian personality try to
defend their identity by presenting #ir antisemitic attitudes at least on the internet and in social
media.

CONCLUSIONSHALLENGESNDBROADERDONCEPTUAIATIONS OF THE
STUDY

This phase of the research has brought some important insights into the level of awareness and
views of respondents on broadly understood topics connected to antisemitism. Attitudes towards
Jews and to those who are perceived toJewish in all V4 counés$ are structurally influenced

08 (KS SUiKyAT Il GA2y 2F LlzofA0 aLlk O0S yR (KS LI
is divided into 'core' and 'out' groups, with people belonging to the 'out’ group always trying to
penetrate to some degreento the 'core’ group. The 'nuclear’ group is determined socially,
geographically, classically, but in Central European region especially ethnically. For nations that
are defined ethnically as most of Central European natiorthe core group is closed honly to

those who are different, but often to those who have undergone the assimilation process and
KFIdS 06S02YS ayliA@dSe Ay GKSAN 2&y a QIRNIGS VG AR
O2YYdzyAleé RSTSyRA&ES{ASHKSYIiT ¢ BNBUries HieBATNSt: n
perceived as something natural and desirable, not to mention ethnic diversity. The relationship to
otherness is thus a structural problem in V4 countries that cannot be solved without fundamental
changesn the perception of thedominant groups. To tackle successfully antisemitism in Central
European region is to certain level an illusion under current conditions if the majority would not
start to reconfigure their ethnized identities.

Based on data prodied within the first phas of the project, it is possible to formulate
conclusions, short and lortigrm challenges for policy makers in all V4 countries, and some
broader theoretical considerations.

1.Conclusions

Ignorance and prevalence of stereotypes.

The level of ignorance as far as issues connected to Jews, Jewry, and common public space are
concerned is widespread and respondents in all V4 countries display various types of stereotypical
thinking.

Cognitive dissonance.
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Although majority of respornehts showed reluctance to accept in general various types of
prejudices about Jews or those who are considered to be Jewish, in many cases they were not
showing this rejection as far as internet space and social media are concerned.

Double standards.

Repondents of the study confirmed results of other surveys that are showing double standards

significant groups of people tend to apply on Jews. 3D principles were confirmed by the study

FANRG a5¢ a RSY2YATFGA2Y & KSINGS WSHG2 i ANBG 5Ld2 NN ye
double standards, which come into play when criticism of Jews, international Jewry, or Israel is

FLILX ASR AY Fy AYolflyOSR 2N aSt SOGADS YIYYySNIP ¢K
their desires or just activities @ivery day life.

Pragmatism.

Some2 ¥ | yasgSNBR GKIFIG O2dA# R 6S Fyltel SR Fa aR2y Ol 1
evaluated as such in case of incidents of antisemitisnostly due to their prevalence. Many of

respondents are aware of the generahsensus of liberal democracies that antisemitic views do

not belong to civilized society. Pragmatic, escaping answers were deiecid/4 countries.

2. Challenges

Follow public opinion.

From the perspective of policy makers, it is desirable tanitoo public opinion as far as both
factious and virtual world are concerned in order to respond to its major shifts, either by modifying
policies or, at least, by changing information strategies.

Develop a broader discussion.

Opening a broader professiahdebate is desirable, at least, so that discourse is not poisoned so
frequently by banally or even openly antisemitic ideological opponents. Although not numerous,
anti-Semites in V4 countries tend to influential on internet and consequently in a sakietyo
historical images, archetypes from the past, and dispersed conspiratory thinking.

Anti-antisemitism as part of education.

Antisemitism is being discussed in an education process often only as a supplement to other forms
of hatred and intoleranein all V4 countries. Functions of antisemitism and its usage as a code of
rejection of liberal democratic regime is unknown and unrecognized in V4 countries.

Language simplification.

In the interest of the main objective of both V4 countries and-Eitengthening social cohesion
and building an inclusive society, it is desirable to simplify the language accompanying education
in the sphere of tolerance education.

3. Broader Conceptalization



SocialStructural Conclusion

According to Berger and Lucknm (1999), human activity is subject to habitualization and as such
tends to be institutionalized. Institutions thus emerge in the process of externalization and once
created, they act b the individual as a given, objective reality, capable of puttiegsure on the
AYRAQGARdzZE E @ ! yGAASYAGAAY 06SOFYS LINIL 2F GKS
which in turn influence their value orientations, beliefs and actions. Botb®lic worlds can be

not only deconstructed, but also reconstructadd replaced by other symbolic worlds. It requires,
however, systematic and wgdrepared policies.

PostModernist Conclusion

In today's world, the modern man is not only exposed togesttrust in specific people, but he is
also forced to put his trush abstract systemsimpersonal systems of knowledge, technology or
bureaucracy. In order to trust people in modern times, they must be convinced of the correctness
of the principles orwhich these abstract systems work. However, accuracy cannot benceai
through theoretical knowledge, but only through the experience of their operation provided by
institutions embodying expert systems. However, what if people fall into the beliettibagxpert
systems (in this case liberal democracy) are not worikiragcordance with the stated objectives?
People can stop trusting the whole system and stop trying to be honest. And people always create
an image of creatures that are responsible fboeir misfortunes. In countries that are going
through the process dfansformation this process is even more intense and visible than and social
cohesion even more fragile.

Neo-Marxist Conclusion

According to neeMarxists, the dynamism of the developedpdalist society creates new forms

of social control, which throughhe media, symbols, codes and signs, spreads control and
regulation. This social control strengthens the pressures towards conformity that affects personal
life and interpersonal relatiorsps. The conformity of respondents was visible in their avoidance
to answer certain questions that made them uncomfortable. However, according td/laggists,

the defense of personal identity, continuity and predictability of everyday life against these
systemic forces has become an arena of conflict in modern timekeliohg term, it is possible

to agree with the neeMarxist notion that large groups of losers of redistribution may have a
tendency to engage in collective action against liberal demgcraalefend and maintain their
traditional identity. In the long rurantisemitism can be utilised by enemies of open society in a
de-judaized form.

StructuratFunctionalist Conclusion

However, the lack of awareness of many respondents of this studylsarba understood as a

322R al YLX S 27F (KS Ya#udly Nifingdntddzindss 0ciely. AsclrdinQ o A &

Bell, mass is universally addressed to standardized content, becoming an incompetent assessor of
its complicated environment. Moreovethe whole system of mechanized modern society is so
functionally inteconnected that its individual parts completely lose their autonomy and
rightfulness. In such a reorganized world, where people become things and their fates in the files
of officials, ifiormed public fades away. Education focused on results in partifields without
bringing more complex views can produces incompetent group of citizens without civic virtues.
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Anti-Semitism 2.0 in Czech Republi

INTRODUCTION AND GRWE CHARACTERISTGFS
THE SAMPLE

In the following section results of a survey cadrimut on Czech sample
of the active users of Facebook are presented. As far as
methodology of the research is concerned, the sample of responde
from the Czech Republic was selected by the privadeasch company ~ ~

in the same way as in the other tleeases (for the methodology, se¢ & A A A O [

the previous sections of the general report). I (; ET AEj

Data from all four parts of the research are complete and th . p
comparable, nevertheless in this part, we will focus only be t j Eysq
description of the Czech results. In the firarpwe will focus on activity
of the respondents on the Internet and social networks. Then we
deal with general attitudes towards minorities. In third part
NBALRYRSYG&A&Q FGdAladdénted (2 6 F NR 2| AUESEULEUEUES L

In total, 1065 people completed the ané questionnaire, of which 546 disappeared, and

were men and 519 women. Age groups were approximately eve European Jews have too
distributed and only persons over 15 years filled in the questionnai often come under attack.

The lowest age groups were overrepresemtwhich basically reflects
the characteristics afocial network users. The selection of responde
also reflected the administrative division of the state, so responde
from all 14 higher territorial administrative units were representec
Moreover, he research participants were asked to indicate ithe
highest educational level and current life situation, that is whether th
are employed, students, retirees, etc.

Anti-Semitism 2.0

As regards the level of education, the sample also differs frc
population as we addregd more than 31% persons with highe
education, wlile in the population of the country it is onl
approximately 19%. Respondents with primary education form t
smallest group in our sample (8% in sample,14% in popula
respectively), and actually, 8666 those with primary education fall
into age categry 1524 years. They are practically all (97%) high sch
or university students. Almost half of respondents declared they h
completed secondary education with the state examination nam
G al { dzN&lin the Caezh population respectively). In theldga
below the sample according to the specified control characteristics
presented.



Table 1. The research sample according the predetermined control chara¢¥#)s

SEX Men 513
Women 487
AGE 15-24 years 182
2534 217
3544 215
4554 164
55-64 148
65 and more 7.6
EDUCATION Primary 8.1
Secondary withouMaturita exam 111
Secondary withMaturita exam 49.6
Tertiary 313
STATUS Employed 52.2
Selfemployed 5.7
Unemployed 13
Retired 114

Unable to work due to long standin( 4.2
health problems

Student 151
Fulfilling domestic tasks 6.9
Other 31

Note: N=1065. Figures in percentages.
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Additionally, we have obtained also answers relatedNtB & L2 Y RSy G4 aQ al dAratrkOldAzy
their live and satisfaction with qualityf life and with the political situation in the country. This

gives us the opportunity to further classify the respondents as basically satisfied and dissatisfied.

We assumethat in the case of dissatisfied citizens, as in the case of less educatessamdining

(or unemployed), more pronounced tendency towards extremist attitudes might be observed. In

our case, 71% of respondents stated that they are satisfied with tiadity of their live, whereas

only 12% expressed dissatisfaction. In contraryy dr% of respondents were satisfied with

current political situation in the Czech Republic, but more than 57% chose the dissatisfied option.

ACTIVITY OF THE RESBENTS ONHEINTERNET AND SOCIATWORKS

As in other countries, in the Czech Republic thst\majority of antisemitic hate crimes occurs
currently on the Internet. These cybercrimes most often take the form of antisemitic hate speech
and account for over 90 perceaf all recorded incidents. For this reason, we consider it important
to study hav the activity of users in the online environment influence their consumption of
information about Jews. We have focused on the online activity of Facebook users who
participated in our research, their Internet literacy, knowledge of creating of variolinetexts

(e.g. authentic or manipulative texts, facts or-ftts), level of criticism towards online hate
speech and opinions on Internet anonymity.




According to the swey results majority of the respondents is rather passive in social networks as
far as the interaction with other users is concerned. We were not interested in communicating
within the closed community or with friends or acquaintances where a higher degfee
interaction can be expected naturally, but in situations where a person gtépthe virtual public
space. For example, posting comments of or discussing under news articles of different media (e.qg.
Facebook profiles of newspapers and magazinesyéh & typical activity. Only 4 percent of
respondents write daily or almost daidpmments on Facebook posts related to the news, one in
five does so at least once a week, one in five writes comments at least once a month, but majority
does so only occagially (34%) or never (20%). There is a trend that older people are more likely
to comment. In the youngest age group (24 years), 30 percent never engage in commenting,
while in the oldest one (over 65) it is only 11 percent. In this context, howageount should be
taken of the fact that young people are less likely to read mmpsr articles and they might not
have a coherent view on many things yet. However, the point is that among commentators we
can expect older people more often.

The situationis very similar when it comes to engaging in Facebook debates. Only 5% discusses
with other users every day, one quarter of respondents reportedly do so at least once a week,
while one fifth do so at least once a month. 37 percent of respondents arevat/ol the debates

rarely and 13% actually never discusses with other users @bbek. In this case, too, we observe

that older people tend to do so more often. 50% of people over the age of 65 participate in debates
at least two or three times a monthhile in the 1524 age group it is only 27%. The results show
also that educatiomoes not affect the rate of both kinds of activity in significant way. Nor does it
appear that people with more radical attitudes towards minorities are more likely to iotevih

other users or to express their views on the Internet.

Digital literacy wa another relevant issue of our research. We were interested, amongst others,
in how familiar Facebook users are with the pitfalls of creating and sharing content in social
networks and with possible roles social media play in shaping the informatioredlito them.
Respondents' answers indicate that two thirds of them understand how the online content (in our
case the news in social media) is created and distributed adénstand the role of social media

in shaping the information and content. The réswo not differ in the case of the pidefined

age groups, only respondents aged 25 to 34 showed some degree of scepticism preferring the
option that they neither agree noagree with above mentioned statements (a difference of 10
percentage points compad to the average). Education does not seem to play a crucial role here
either, only in case of persons with secondary education without state exam (Maturita) there is
more indecision to agree or disagree, similar to the example above.

Furthermore, vasmajority of respondents (89%) agree with the statement that they are able to
find information and content on social media that they need or want. 76% of research participants
are also convinced of the accuracy and appropriateness of their posts, comnmehtgpaions

that they publish or share on social networks. 77% of respondents claim as well that they know
what to do, if someone acts online in a way they do not like.llthede cases we do not observe
different answers as to the age or education of ttespondents.

We were also interested in how Facebook users feel in the online environment, whether they
recognize manifestations of cyber hate speech, and what their dititowards them is. As the
results show, about a third of respondents feel safdfmminternet, while another third does not.
However, four out of ten respondents were unable or unwilling to take a clear position. As the
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table below illustrates, the great security threats on the Internet are being felt by middle
generation users.

Talle 2. Perceived online safety by age groups

Age group disagree Nor disagree, agree
nor agree

1524 31 32 36

2534 29 38 30

3544 29 46 23

4554 28 44 27

55-64 25 46 26

65 and more 28 36 35

Total 29 41 29
b2GSay ¢KS LISNOSy GH NIS &4F ANIQBKS TRy YRR aNBENBSya Sa  wa i N
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We aske also the respondents if they find other people on the Internet kind and helpful.
However, only 15% of them think so, but 36% are of the opposite opinion. Only in the age group
over 65 we see greater trust in people, in this case, 30% of partisiphtine research participants
agree that other people online are kind and helpful. As we mentioned above, cyber hate speech
is an increasingly common phenomenon that we can encounter on the Internet. Generally, hate
speech relies on various tensions, alhit seks to reproduce, exaggerate and amplify. Indeed,
70% of participants of our research agree with the statement that online hate speech reflects the
tensions within a society. However, they are clearly opposed to hate speech, two thirds of
respondens reject the view that cyber hate speech is just harmless words. Only the age category
above 65 years of age deviates from the average on this issue, when 77% disagrees with that
statement, which is by 11 percentage points more.
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Hidden behindonline anonymity sme people feel empowered to speak more harshly than they
might in the real world. Digital anonymity could be especially harmful for children and teens. In
our research we wanted to find out, whether the respondents find it easier togmtebieir views,

even if they might be controversial. In total, 40% users disagree, 31% agree, and 28% neither
disagree, nor agree with that statement. Here, only the answers of the youngest respondents were
different significantly. 32% of them disagreehile 40% agree. Tis, we could argue that the
younger generation is more likely to appreciate the anonymity of the Internet. Furthermore, 78%
respondents agree (and only 6% disagree) that anonymity on the Internet encourages strong
opinions and emotions.he oldest generatin have taken the most unequivocal stance on this
issue, as 91% agree with that statement.

RESPONDENTATTITUDES TOWARDMNRIRITIES




In this section we will try to inquire into general attitudes of the participants of our research
towarRa ( KS despécklly Ndtiousiriinorities. We can assume that negative attitudes
towards Jews will correlate to some extent with general attitudes towards other minority groups,
as it is very common to exclude others from mainstream society to tbielsmargins. Wera also
interested in possible relations between attitudes towards minorities and consumption of online
content regarding Jewish people.

Graph 1. Level of support for selected groups and organisations

LGBT I —
Ethnic and national minorities IR ———
Media I
Sport clubs I
Civic organisations/NGO i .
Churches and religious organisatio i ——
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We focused on prejudice against selected groups among others. We asked what respondents think
about financing selected groups or organisations. The participants were asked whether particular
groups were from their point of view suffently funded by thetate or local authorities. We have
predetermined in advance such organisations and groups that are perceived by a part of the public

at least contradictory and to whom there is some resentment in the Czech society. We can infer
fromthe answers what degree ¥ LINB2dzRAOS Aasx Fd €Srkad LI NIAL
opinion on financing of particular groups or organisations is presented. As we can see, the
respondents took the most critical stance on funding of ethnic andonat minorities and
churches and religious organisations.

With respect to the knowledge of the context, this is not surprising, as some people believe that
especially the Roma minority unduly receives financial support from the state, either in the form
of social benefits orther subsidies. Likewise, there exists a negative attitude towards the Catholic
Church, especially due to the propettgw settlement between the state and the church (so called
church restitution), against which a huge wave of pebtsupported by somepposition parties,

was raised. At the same time, it has not been confirmed that an opinion prevails, as in other
countries in the region, that the media and NGOs (which are accused of trying to undermine the
state and/or the governmat) are all too finan@illy supported.
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Table 3. Opinion on funding of ethnic and national minorities

age group  Not at all insufficiently appropriately Sufficiently TOO
much
15-24 5 19 35 21 20
25¢ 34 4 13 27 27 29
35¢44 3 11 31 22 33
45¢ 54 3 7 27 32 32
55¢ 64 2 5 19 27 47
65 and 1 9 16 23 51
more
Total 3 11 27 25 33

Notes:Values are rounded, given in %. N=1065.

When it comes to the opinion on financing of the Catholic Church, the negative opinion increases
in proportion to the age of theaspondents. While in the youngest age group only about 20
percent of respondents have a negative attitude towards funding2herch, in the case of people
over 65 in total 48 percent think the Church is too much supported. The situation is similar for
non-profits - only 14 percent among the youngest, but 51 percent among the oldest think that
NGOs are too much supported. Thiscabpplies in the case of LGBT (12% vs. 38%) and national
and ethnic minorities (20% vs. 51%).

Graph 2. Groups exposed to cybleate speech according to respondents

11.9

= Roma

= LGBT

= Jews

= Handicapped
people

= Muslims

m Other

m | do not know
12.1

Notes:Figures in percentagell=1065.

However, we do not observe sudhtergenerational differences in the case of media or sports
clubs, around which there is no much controversy. See table below for more detatiedod the
case of ethnic and national minorities.



In the next part of the research we were interested in efhgroups are connected with hate
ALISSOK o0& 2dz2NJ NBalLRyRSyidiad 2SS |a1SRY a2KSy @
hate speechintheiCSOK wS Lz f A OX g KAOK 3INRdz) O2YSa (2
closed, but people could list #mselves other group they think was most exposed to hate speech.
Nonetheless, no conclusions can be drawn from the answers provided by the respends

shown in the graph below, almost 47% of respondents identified Roma people as the group most
exposedo cyber hate speech. Muslims came second in the survey. 12% consider LGBT community
members the main target of cyber hate speech, and in thie,dags necessary to draw attention

to the significant differences in the responses of younger and oldergizahts of our research.
Among younger respondents (23 years), up to 22 percent of them chose LGBT, but only 4
percent of respondents over thage of 65.

It is significant that Facebook users who participated in our survey did not highlight Jegi®ap a
exposed to cyber hate speech. This is also consistent with data from other sources that online
antisemitism is not a common phenomenon iretlbountry. We also obtained additional data
concerning perception of diversity in the country. Participantgevasked if they considered
diversity (ethnic, religious, language, cultural) as positive or negative for their country. As shown
in the table bebw, only in the case of linguistic diversity the positive attitudes prevail. We also see
that with increasingage attitudes towards diversity tend to be negative.
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Table 4. Opinion on diversitg mean values for particular age groups I*g

(b}

age group ethnic religious language cultural n 2

diversity diversity diversity diversity E
15¢ 24 2,8 2,76 3,28 3,12 194
25¢ 34 2,77 2,73 3,29 3,01 231
35¢44 2,55 2,59 3,06 2,81 229
45¢ 54 2,51 2,6 3,12 2,8 172
55¢ 64 2,3 2,49 3,06 2,71 158

65 and more 2,6 2,67 2,99 2,9 81

Total 2,6 2,65 3,15 29 1065

Notes: Respondents chose answers on a scale from 1 to 5, whegarts very negative and 5 very
positive impact for the country. The table shows the average for each age category.

We will focus in more detail on the wis on ethnic diversity. People with lower education tend to
have a negative attitude towards divergitcompared to university graduates there are 10
LISNOSyGlF3asS LRAyGa Y2NB | Y2Mamritak X A K2 OOK2 & Sa & dAa
2 (very negatie, negative). Negative opinions are more prevalent among unemployed,
pensioners.
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Table 5. Opinioron ethnic diversityg regional differences

Region VERY GENERALLY generaly n
NEGATIVE NEGATIVE  positive (4 + 5)
(OPTIONS 1 + 2

Il w! 59/ Yw#][ hzt 7.4 315 26.7 54
PRAGUE 9.5 34 251 147
SOUTHERN MORAVIA 9.7 43.6 285 121
SOUTHERN BOHEMIA 145 371 129 62
oLoMoucC 143 55.6 6.3 63
t,{h2Lb! 15.7 54.9 7.9 51
LIBEREC 186 46.5 16.3 43
MORAVIASILESIA 185 485 85 130
“"{¢N b!5 [! .9 212 553 165 85
Czech Republic 142 439 14.9 1065

Notes: Respondents chose answers on a scale from 1 to 5, whezark very negative and 5 very

p2aAGADS AYLI OG F2N) GKS O2dzyiNE® CAGS 20GKSNJ NBIA 2
Bohemia) were omitted, as the results are close to the overall results for the whole country. The

response 3 (neutral opiniomakes up the difference to 1008#en adding columns two and three

(generally negative and generally positive).

As far as the regional difference is concerned, we can observe the influence of some socio

economic and demographic factors known in the Czech social sciences, whichraabarredated

to political behaviour, level of trust, occurrence of some squEthological phenomena, etc. In

short, some regions are burdened with historical eventsogited Sudetenland), the restructuring

of industry after the fall of the communisegime and the associated increase in unemployment,

the concentration of lowincomepeople, including members of the Roma national minority. The

effect of these factors has been reflected in our research when the most negative opinions on

ethnic diversity vere observed in Northern Bohemia and Northern Moravia and Silesia (regions of

" &nagNLabem, Liberec, Olomouc, MoraSigesia). A lower rate of disapproval of ethnic diversity

is noted in the case of the capital city Prague, Southern Moravia and E&ibemia (Hradec
YNIf2@0S0Z 06dzi y26KSNB R2 (K &ativelnasATine €& poRithdd Yy A 2y a L
LISNOSLIiA2Y 2F SGKYAO RAGSNEAGE ¢l & F2dzyR Ay hifz2y

The last question in this part of the questionnaire was diedcht people's views on individual
minorities. Although the selection was limitéal four groups and it could be clearly expected that



negative attitudes would prevail in particular towards Roma, we were able to retrieve important
data regarding the attitde of Czech society towards Jews. Only 6% of respondents argue that
Jews are noikkeable to them. On the contrary, for twthirds of participants of our research, Roma
are unsympathetic. Jews are sympathetic to 38% of respondents.
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Notes:Figures in percentageN=1065.

We observe more negative attitudes towards the Jews in the case of people under 45 years of age,
but the difference is not very significant. Among younger respondémistare 7% to whom Jews

are not likeable, and 35% perceive the Jews as likebblke group of people older than 45 years,

the corresponding values are these: 5% and 43%. According to education, people with higher
education who tend to consider the Jewas likeable. 45% people with university degree perceive
the Jews as sympathetibpwever, majority did not take a stance in this question claiming that
the Jews are neither sympathetic nor unsympathetic to them.

Significant differences between the attitas towards Jews on the one hand, and Roma and
Muslim on the other, are due to thiact that Jews are not present in public space. The attitudes
towards Muslims have become extremely negative after theated migration crisis, which has

also been driversome highranking political representatives. The attitude to the Roma has been
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very negative in the Czech Republic for a long time, for a number of different reasons for which
there is no place in this report.

THE EWS ANTISEMITISM AND HAE SPEEGHOPNIONS OF THEZECH
RESPONDENTS

At the core of our research were questions aboutitedes towards Jews, sensitivity to
antisemitism and especially antisemitic cyber hate speech. Only 14% believe that antisemitic hate
speech is a common phenomenon. 46%edple are of the opposite opinion and 41% either did

not have a clear opinion, alid not know. There are no significant differences between age groups,
only the youngest respondents generally question that antisemitic hate speech is a common
phenomenon.This fact can be associated indeed with their age, or more precisely with tHe leve
of knowledge and understanding, what antisemitic hate speech (and other) actually means.

Subsequently, were interested in what kind of hate speech towards the Jews ooncksgs had

ever encountered. Approximately only half of the respondents have ever encountered some kind
of antisemitic hate speech. It was only 37 percent among the youngdsch is related to the
above considerations. Most people have encountered depicof Jews in a grotesque context or

in a form of caricature (31%), then recurrence of antisemitic stereotypes (25%), and insults (21%).
The results clearly show the linketween personal experience with the manifestations of
antisemitism (i.e. encountérg it in online environment) and the view that these are a common
phenomenon. Those who have not encountered antisemitic manifestations tend to claim that
antisemitic hatespeech is not common, and vice versa.

Only a small number of respondents (14%)édpersonal experience with Jews, or have someone
within their circle who can to some extent serve as a source of information about Jews. This option
is most often mentionedby seniors. One third of respondents claim they do not look for
information about 8ws at all. For others, TV, broadcast, traditional printed media and literature

is the main source of information. Almost four out of ten respondents state that they draw
NF2NXIFGA2Y FNRY (KS&S a2d2NDSad wmur AV (2 LIAKY Al2 yOsS |
and statements are relevant sources of information as well. And from social media 16% of people
gather information. There are significant differences as fahasage groups are concerned, thus

we present them in a table below. As given lire ttable above, middle generation of Facebook
users is least interested in this issue, which may be due to work and parental responsibilities.
Younger respondents more oftéhan others mention social media and are more often influenced

by their relativesor close friends, however, even they rely on traditional media and literature as
other age groups do.

Table 6. Sources of information about Jewish people

1524 2534 3544 4554 5564 Over Total
65

Personal contact with Jews 13 11 11 14 19 23 14



FAMIL 'b5 Cy 25 19 10 20 14 17 17
OPINIONS / STATEMENTS

/| St SONRAGASAQ 10 10 8 13 18 16 12
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statements

Press / radio / tv 35 37 38 46 37 43 39
Social media 22 17 9 18 15 16 16
LITERATURE 43 40 26 42 36 40 37
CINEMA 36 36 27 44 24 28 33
Cultural institutions and 35 30 24 30 25 35 29
events

not looking for information 32 35 42 26 37 24 34
about Jews

Notes:Values are rounded, given in %. N=1065.

Another crucial part of our research was to find out to whateattrespondents agree with
predetermined often provocative statements regarding Jews, antisemitic stances and related
issues. A summary of questiosmsd a basic breakdown of answers can be found in the table below.

To a certain extent, the results in tloase of the assertion that for Jewish people, Israel is more
important than Czech Republic were surprising. As in the case of the approval ofithéheltif

2yS A4 a2YS02Reé& Aa OFfftSR awSgé¢ (2 akK2das KAA
real Jewish people in general. We see here a clear repetition of traditional stereotypes, which are
deeply rooted in Central European societiesarikly speaking, if someone is greedy, it is
acceptable to call him a Jew. Moreover, we can identify réflacof rooted perception of
distinction of the Jews who are other, alien, who separate themselves from the society, not
belonging to it, not only beause they have their own state where they belong. At the end of this
section, a question arises, who isethypical propagator and consumer of cyber antisemitic hate
speech? We chose 87 respondents (8%) who could be described-&eanites with a greadeal

of caution, claiming that Jews are guilty of themselves that there is hate speech towards them.

Tabk 7. Respondents' views on predetermined claims about the issues related to the Jews

STATEMENT agree disagree
Hate speech towards Jews icammon phenomenon 14 44
For Jewish people, Israel is more important than Czech Republic 53 8
Jews have a real fluence on world management processes ar 30 19
economy

The Jews do not accept people with other religions 10 43
To name somebody as@WS g ¢ (12 &aK2g KA& ' 54 18

seen as offensive towards real Jewish people
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The Holocaust still gettoo much attention in public debate 16 46

Jews are guilty of themselves, that there is hate speech towal 8 60
them

Anti-Semitic stereotypes how, what Jews are really like 8 38
Israel in a nordemocratic state that systematically oppressed ar 16 28

displaed Palestinians

b20iSay ¢KS LISNOSydGlF3ISa IAGSY F2N WRA&AFIANBSQ NB F2N
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rounded. N=1065.

This group consists of threguarters of men. They are evenly distributed as far as age groups are
concerned. They are knowledgeable users of the Internet, dreyseltconfident as they know

what to do if someone treats them inappropriately on the Internet. Rather, they prefer the
anonymity of the Internet (an absolute majority claims this and only a fifth rejects it). However,
they are not particularly aggreisg, only a quarter agree that it is acceptable to repay someone

on the Internet with hateful or degrading comments. They are rather aware that hate speech is
not just words (52%). And they are not particularly active in commenting or discussing on
Facebod etc They are opposed to the funding of churches, fpoafits, minorities, including Igbt.

For them, diversity is clearly a negative phenomenon. Surprisingly, only a quarter perceive Jews
as unsympathetic. On the contrary, they are very much againstiisiSThey do not differ from

the average when it comes to encounter hate speech on the Internet. They believe in conspiracy
theories about the influence of Jews in the world. 15% report having contacts with Jews as a source
of information, but 68% do notesrchfor information about Jews at all. Secondary education
prevails, but there are 24% of people with higher education. Only 11% are frustrated, dissatisfied
with their own lives, 48% of them are dissatisfied with the political situation in the coutry.

even this does not appear to be a solid guide for understanding the phenomenon of antisemitic
cyber hate speech.
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THEMES WITH POTENTTALAWAKE NEGATIVEGETIONS TOWARBDBWS
IN THECZZECHREPUBLIC

There are a number of topics, phenomena, or events taastawake negative emotions towards
Jews in a part of Czech society. We therefore addressed respondents with a request to estimate
such potential of seven listed media topics or events. According to our respondents, two topics
have similar high potentidio cause negative emotions towards the Jewgsnigration crisis in
Europe and information on Isradfialestinian conflict. It is thus likely that in discussions under
online news articles or within commentaries under press release or article on Facebook
concerning these topics, antisemitic hate speech appear and spread. Topics possibly related to
activities of the welknown philanthropist George Soros such as political campaigns or
demonstrations supposedly financed by him, do not evoke as negative em¢ticmsding to our
respondents), as one might assume from a few isolated but loud statements or texts on the web
and public space.




Table8. Themes with potential to awake negative emotions towards Jewseans

topics, phenomena or event Whole Jews are Jews are
sample, f A1 S| ¢ dislikeable
(mean) 6q0

Information about IsraeliPalestinian conflict 4,28 4,30 4,38

Migration crisis in Europe 4,12 3,9 4,42

Activities of NGOs that are supposedly ¢ 3,9 3,8 4,14

actually sponsored by George Soros (People

Need, Amnety International, Open Society

Fund)

Demonstrations against prime minister Andre 3,47 3,27 3,79

FoAO 2NJ LINBaAaARSY(d a

9t SOG2NIt OF YL} AIY 3,38 3,22 3,58
5 NJ faprésidential election 2017

A remigder of the qllgged ritual murder o0 3,59 3,55 3,47
lySOlF I NAT 2@ o0GKS

Reminder on discrimination against Jews 3,55 3,47 3,24

the period of the socalled Second Republi

(19381939)
Notes: Respondents chose answers on a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is the topic that can cause the most
negative emotions towards the Jewisthe topic that can cause least negative emotions. Figamres
means for whole sample (first column), those respondents who stated Jews are likeable (second), and
Jews are dislikeable (third). N=1065, 401 and 66 respectively.

However, it is worth to rantion, that those topics are much more often emphasized laero
participants in our research. In case of activities of NGOs that are supposedly or actually sponsored
by George Soros (People in Need, Amnesty International, Open Society Fund) for peopig ov

the option 7 (the topic can cause the most negative &ors towards the Jews) was most often
chosen (by 26% of respondents). For comparison, in the age grot#lssdrid 2534 only 4% chose

that option.

The topics that can cause least negative emutiare those related to historical events, that are
used fromtime to time to evoke antewish sentiments. In table below, mean values for listed
themes are given. We present these values both for the sample as a whole and separately for
those respondentsvho perceive Jews as unsympathetic and sympathetic. Thethiga value is
(maximum is seven), the greater is the potential of the topic to evoke negative emotions towards
the Jews.Additionally, the respondents were able to add any topic they find eelevn this
matter. Although there were only few answers, and conclusions can be drawn from them, it

has been shown that topics with potential to cause tension or negative emotions towards Jews
include traditional conspiracy theories that that Jews rille world and hold its wealth. These
traditional stereotypesre still the basis of antisemitic cyber hate speech in the Czech Republic.
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Anti-Semitism 2.0 in Hungary

INTRODUCTION AND GRWE CHARACTERISTGFS
THE SAMPLE

The following report presents the result of a survey about how peoy
usesocial media @tforms and how do they act on these platforms.
Ffaz2z FT20dz&ASR 2y (KS NBaLR2yRSyl
and hatespeech. The results show that Hungarian people are g
confident about their social media presence. They sttitat they

understand how contents are created on these sites. Even though t
say, that they are familiar with social media, they also think that it is
a safe space. As regards to their attitudes towards Jews, the

results are that 16 percent othe respondentssaid Jews are not
fA1SFOESY YR c¢cH LISNOSYld Iyac

stereotype about Jewish people that they influence world manageme o
processes and economy. g
. [0}
Table 1. The research sample according the predetermined cont | worry about global anti :‘g
characters Semitism- not just as a 3
SEX Men 48.9 bad idea thatoriginates J
Women 511 from bad people, but also
AGE 15-24 years 18.6
2534 20.4 as something that arises
3544 211 as a challenge to global
4554 16.3
5564 16.6 order.
65 and more 7.1
EDUCATION Primary 5.6
Secondary withouMaturita exam 126
Secondary wittMaturita exam 530
Tertiary 288
STATUS Employed 56.3
Selfemployed 6.8
Unemployed 45
Retired 129

Unable to work due to long standin 2.6
health problems / disability

pensioner

Student 9.7
Fulfilling domestic tasks 55
Other 17

Note: N=1001. Figures in percentages.
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The results contain answers from 0Bespondents, the survey is representative by sex, age and

region. Most of the people, 56 percent are employed, 13 percent of respondents are retired and

10 percent are students. \Blevel of education, the majority have secondary level with
matura/maturita (53 percent). The selection of respondents also reflected the administrative
RAGAAAZ2Y 2F (GKS a6l 08z a2 NB&31a2yNRINGI & PEINR. YdzR | LOS &Y
socall SR / Sy (i NI f -5 ddyyt 3y (NGRSt BYE GIBSdy @ geilgvia3 @ ANR AT + 3>
cAHMFI HRFISESRO

ACTIVITY OF THE RESBENTS ON THERTERNET AND SOCIATWORKS

In the first general part of the questionnaire, Facebamslers were asked whether they perceive
violent, hateful content or not. Almost half of the anskers, 47 percent perceives violence on a
regular basis. Almost 1/3 of people, exactly 30 percent of¢hasked did not confirm that they

do not see this kind of content on the internet, so we can assume that some of them have come
acrossit. Intheirc& A G Aa LlR&aaArAofsS GKIG (KSe O2dAZ R y2i0( RST
so they could not cleayltell if they had encountered it. It can be surprising, that 22 percent of
those asked stated they do not come across violent content. Although viobabént is not useful

by any means to any aggoup or class, it is of great importance that young pgeao not see
them. But sadly, reality tells us otherwise. Data shows that young people are most likely to see
hateful or violent content. From age 2%, 53% of people perceives violent content, when people
aged 65 and older 32 percent of them.

Table 2 Perceived online violence by age groups

Age group disagree Nor disagree, agree
nor agree

1524 53.2 301 14.5
2534 51 27.9 20.5
3544 455 26.1 27
4554 46.1 36.2 17.2
55-64 45.3 30.7 24.1
65 and more 324 35.2 31
Total 47.2 303 21.6

b20iSay ¢KS LISNOSydGlF3ISa IAGSY F2N WRA&AFIANBSQ I NBE F2N
RA&F3INBSQ>S yR (KS F2NyulrxalYENBNRY Ix® A A NBKY & 7R -
NEBalLRyasS WR2y Qi 1Yy 26 Q0% VilesiaredduhdédKNE108A FF SNBy OS G 2



One of the most exciting questions from the general parts was about whether the intaseet

finds online communication eds than in person. To that, 24 percent of Hungarian Facebook
users answered that online commigation is easier for them. This group more than likely formed

in the last few decades, due to modern technology. However, this does not mean that this is only
due to technology, because it might as well be that these people are having troubles at
communi@ting in person, just this time, they could get an alternative. 30 percent of those asked
could not exactly tell whether it is easier for them to communicatéhim online sphere or not.
However, 45 percent of people rejected the statement that they expthemselves easier online.

Here it is also interesting to look at the age groups. Stereotypically, we would say that younger
people find it easier to communit& online, as they were raised in the online world too. But
looking at the specific age groughjs is not so clear. Understandably, people over 55 said in a
greater amount than other age groups that they disagree with the statement that it is easier to
communicate online than in person. However, preferring online communication is not the highest
in the youngest group, but those from age-25%. This can be said to 32 percent of them. The
youngest group is almost at this number with 28 percent preferrininercommunication. After
them, the older the age group, the more they reject this idea, wiiiom we can assume, that

they prefer in person communication more.

The second statement was about if people talk about different things when they communicate
online, than they do in person. From answers we can conclude, that Hungarian people talk about
the same things in these two cases. 44 percent gave a clear answer to this, while 34 percent did
not say they agree, but neither that they disagree. There wereettemt who stated they talk
about different things online than they talk about in person. Taises very interesting questions,
regarding why they communicate differently in these two platforms. The most interesting is if we
look at the answers by gendeB9 percent of men do not agree with the statement that they
communicate differently online @ in person, this number among women is 48 percent. In
conclusion, a bigger proportion of men communicate different things in the two platforms.
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The statement¥?L G KA Y1 GKI ( &adyNRyWaay A20L8A yOl2iytat alfySRa Sy 2 i
answers. Most of the people, 58 percent thinks that anonymity definitely generates serious
emotions in the online sphere. These people probably do not like when some usensect and

share information withifake names and fake accounts. The 26 percent in the middle do not say
that it does not catalyzes strong emotions and opinions, but neither that it has a strong effect.
Only a 15 percent minority believes that being ablexpress our opinions without a mee does

not generate stronger opinions. It is important to state here, that they do not say that anonymity

is a good thing either, they just think that this is do not make people more likely to express their
strong opinions In this group there could be pple who themselves communicate without a

name, or simply the ones who are not bothered by that.

Regarding anonymity, there is one more important thing: it is obvious, that it is not accidental that

this form of communicabn generates negative emotionsthe majority of the people. Very often

the loudest and most provocative commenters use an anonymous profile, so it is not possible to
identify where that hurtful message is coming from. Besides that, it is not rare hlegetposts

link with the hate speches we are to describe in the next chapter. It seems that behind a mask

people feel braver to share negative/harmful contents.




o
N
=
i
£
0}
P
€
<

Regarding this question there is no big difference between groups of different status. It is
interesting however, that unempied people feel this effect of anonymity the less, 22 percent of
them in total.

The second bloc was about hate speeches. The most exciting question here was that the statement

Ql S aLISSOK 2yt Ay Sof HudgaramEadeboaksen Hodiagreewith thedS N Sy
statement, they believe there is an aftermath of what has been said online. In the opposite, 25

percent says that these are really just words, so they do not believe they have a significance. A
remarkablegroup of 33 percent actually caatform an opinion: they do not feel concerned about

the isolation of the online space nor the heaviness of the words spoken. It is interesting to add,

that among the older groups (age-88 and age 65 or older) the numbeafrpeople who think that

online hate speech is not just words is way over the average, to be exact 54 and 56 percent. The

most unanimous answersbesides the topic of hate speeels SNE 2 GKS ljdzSadAz2y QfF
online reflects the tensions within aG€A S8 Q® Hk o 2 Fe sinterBerit aboNB Sa oA K
LISNOSy i OlFyy2i RSOARS F2N) adz2NBz a2 (KSeé R2yQi 2L
only 9 percent of people thought that this statement is false, so that hate speech does not reflect

the tensions in society. In thisayp the age group 124 are overepresented: 12 percent of

them thinks this way.

¢tKS GKANR 0f20Q4a ljdzSaiGAz2ya 6SNB Fo62dzi GKS dzal 3S
if people understand how they can make asptead messages and content @ti&l media. Here

we see that most of the people, 56 percent, thinks they know and understand how they can make

and spread content on social media. Only 8 percent states/recognizes that they do not understand

at all. What $ important to note here, is tha percent of people cannot decide whether they

understand how social media works.

WL dzy RSNERGFYR GKS NRtS a20AFt YSRAIF ¢SoaradasSa LX |
Although there was not a wide consensugyaeding this question, we can sekat 2/3 of

Hungarian people, 66 percent thinks they exactly know how important role some social media

sites play in shaping information and contents. On the opposite, there is only a small number of

individuals, 6 percentwho said they do not understand KSa$S LJX I 6 F2N¥aQ NRf S
information. Here, we can see the most interesting data by status: unemployed people have a

higher rate among others 16 percent of those who do not understand how big role social media

plays in shaping contents.

The EG adl GSYSyid s6Lay wLQY O2yFARSyd ONBFGAy3a |y
Looking at the answers we see, that majority of people, 60% thinks that they can communicate

and share information with full confidencenosocial media. However, on thepposite, not

negligible 14 percent thinks that they do not have enough knowledge in this field, and they do not

see through, how exactly contesharing works on social media. Lastly, 24 percent do not support

nor oppose tle statement, so we can assume thaajority of them cannot decide how much

knowledge they have on the topic. The unemployed and students however show that they have

far less power over their personal social media site: only 47 percent of unemployed pad:4bt

of students thinks thathiey can create and share messages in these platforms with confidence.

C2NJ GKS [jdzSadAz2y Ql2¢g 2FGSy R2 @&2dz 02YYSyid 2y CI
gotten surprising answers. From the answers we see, that dlaibpeople, 90 percent of those
asked, usually, or at least sometimes comment on news on their Facebook feeds. On the opposite



only 10 percent of people fall under the never comment category. 43 percent of people comments
on a regular basis, at least ana week, but those who comment2times per month fall under

the usually comments category, their proportion is 10 percent. About 1/3 of the people do not
qualify as usual commenters, however sometimes, once a month they also state their opinions in
commentary form. Looking at the ddfent results in different statuses, we see that from the
people who comment on a regular basis, aroursl dmes a week, the number of students is low,

8 percent of them can be listed as a regular commenter. This hascandaoce with that if we

look atage groups, only 15 percent of the youngest (age@4)scomment at least 4 times a week.

The ratio of getting into arguments with other users in the comment section is greatly different,
the number of those who never argicounts at 31 percent. In conrt@m, 41 percent stated that
getting into a fight in the comments happens in their lives less than once a month. Overall, we can
say that from those asked, about 3/4 does not, or very rarely gets in this situation. This thaa

those commentwars undeisome Facebook news comes from a small group. 18 percent of people
asked said that they encounter arguments at least once a week. Looking at age groups here, those
aged 2534 have the highest number of people arguing atteasmes a week (13 percent). &v

age 65 the number of people being in this situation is the lowest, overall, just 3 percent get into
arguments in the comment section this frequently.

RESPONDENTATTITUDES TOWARDBKIRITIES

In this section we will tryfo inquire into generakttitudes of the participants of our research
G261 NRa (GKS aahiKSNixx SalLlSOAlLtfte @GFNR2dzA YAY
towards Jews will correlate to some extent with general attitudes towards other minority groups

as it is very common texclude others from mainstream society to the social margins. We are also
interested in possible relations between attitudes towards minorities and consumption of online
content regarding Jewish people. In the next part of theveyr we asked respondengout

different groups. They could express their opinion on how sufficient is the state support of the
following groups:

Level of support Churches and Religious organizatiot® percent of the respondents consider
these organiztions wellsupported by he state. The reason could be that in the governmental
communication Christianity is presented as an intense idemtigker element, furthermore
besides the communication, financial support is also ensured to the religious groufss
question ratios ®men and women are almost equal. In the distribution by age groups is shown
that over the age of 35, more than the half of the respondents consider well the extent of the
support, but between the age of 15 and 34 this is onhB83%ercent.

Mostly the refred consider well the extent of the support, 63 percent of this group think this, its
reason could be that in general the religion is more important to seniors than to younger
generations. The regional distribution does not shagngicant difference amig the regions of

the country, the Southern Transdanubia region exceeds in a sense which shows that only 38
percent of the respondents consider wslipported the religious organizations. Mostly the
university graduates share thapinion, more than the hi&of this group (56 percent) consider well

the extent of the support. This opinion is presented the least among respondents with primary
education, only 38%.
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Level of support- Civic Organizations/NGO4g,5 percent of the respondéds think that civic

orgarizations get good enough support, 11 percent of the respondents from the Central
¢CNFyaRlIydzomAl NBEIA2Yy (KAyla (GKAaX gKAOK Aa GKS 2
OAIIASNI GKFY GKS g2 YSgezéntof wosnen tHRKNID &guiithezdppo Sy = MH
of civic groups20 percent of the unemployed respondents and 21 percent of theesefiloyed

respondents agree with this standpoirg this is above the average in total population.

Furthermore, 23 percent ofhie respondents with primg education think the same, which

compared to the other qualification status is higher 7 percentage points at least. The connection

between the results could be the fact that the unemployed people have lower level qualification.

But at the same time, morg¢han the half of the respondents (54 percent) find civic organizations
get a lower level of support. The reason could be that the Hungarian society does not find the civic
organizations strong enough. The governmental communinatifence could contribu to this,

in which the government would have liked to reach the legal and financial sabotage of the civic
organizations.

Level of support Sport Clubs67 percent of the respondents think that the extent of state support
for the sport clubs is high, thdistributions of men and women correspond in this opinion. 82
percent of over the age of 65 think that these clubs are supported well, but only 60 percent of the
age 1534 do, which shows a significant difference between the sesial younger generations

in connection with this issue. 78 percent of the retired respondents share the same opinion, this
is also an outlier. In the regard of the level of the education, respondents with higher level
education share this opinion (70 perd® The reason could bbat the government ensure a lot

of sources for different institutions of sport clubs and also support them in the media constantly.
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Level of support National and ethnic minorities36 percent of those asked feels satisfied with
the amount of governmentasupport. The dispersion of demographic traits of the answerers
shows a proportionate pattern in this subject. At the same time an interesting figure is that in this
topic the answerers spread between the attitudes (low, deceagd) very evenly, therssionly a

few percent difference between the answers. This expresses that the amount of governmental
support of ethnic minorities is a very divisive topic in the Hungarian society.

Level of support; Media, 48 percent of the respattents consider the mediavell-supported by

the state, in this opinion significant difference between the sexes cannot be found. Respondents

from Central Transdanubia share this opinion the least, their ratio is under the average (37
percent).Only 41 percet of age of 184 thinkthis way, this is also under the average ratio.

Examining the qualification, between respondents with primary education and respondents with

higher level education a major difference can be found. On the whole, the reason of jotighe

the state support2 NJ 6§ KS YSRALF OFy 2NARIAYIGSR FTNRY GKS 320
GKAOK STFSOG LIS2LIX S Ay SOSNERFIE fAFST FdzZNIKSNY 2|
daily communication also.

Level of supportLGBT18 percentof respondents find thetate support of LGBT organizations
well. This is the smallest group of data, since more than touegrter of the society consider the
state support for this issue just right or ldevel. The data which shows 27 percent of the
respondents between the agef 3544 consider the ratio of the support is good/high, is outlier,
this is higher with 9 percentage points to the ratio of the whole population. Also an outlier that 7
percent of the students consider the support as good. Bhisder the average withl percentage




points. On the whole, Hungarian society does not share a common viewpoint in connection with
state supports for different groups. They consider that sport clubs get the highest suppoxg, and
despite of the governmemt communication strategy civic organizations get the lowest. Among
these issues, sport and religion is the two most communicated topic by the government, data
show that support for these groups is considered good by the major part of the society.

After that, respondents answelR (G KS F2ff2g¢Ay3 jdSadAirzyy W2KS
GKIFG Aa SELRA&ASR 2y KIGS &4LISSOK Ay |1 dzy3al NBES 6

50 percent of the respondents consider that Roma people suffer the most from hate speech in
Hungary, 62 percent of spondents from Southern Great Plain share this opinion, but only 35
percent of respondents above the age of 65 think the same. In connection with the oldest age
group, 39 percent of the retired consider the Roma as the most affegteup, which is the
smadlest ratio compared to other statuses.

The second most affected group is Jews, but only 10 percent of the respondents think this way.
Considering the age, the oldest age group think in the largest ratio, that Jews suffer frivatehe
speech the most (2Bercent). The reason could be that the older generation still remember well
World War II, which they could have gone through or their ancestors have shared their
experiences. In this case the ration among the retired is obsenalbte Student respondesnt

have the lowest ratio, only 2 percent think that Jews suffer the most from hate speech.
Considering the qualification, the lowest ratio belongs to respondents with primary education,
only 4 percent of them think this way.

They ae followed by Muslims wit 9 percent. Respondents over the age of 65 think above the
average that Muslims suffer the most from hate speech (17 percent). The retired share this
opinion, above the average ratio. Considering the qualification, responderfisseitondary level
educatbn without matura/maturita think Muslims are the least affected group in this topic (3
percent). 7 percent of the respondents consider the LGBT people as the most exposed. In Central
Hungary respondents who think LGBT people at fir this question havéhe largest ratio (10
percent), considering the status, 11 percent of the students think this way. 12 percent of
respondents with higher level education share the same opinion.

Anti-Semitism 2.0

Finally, also 7 percent of the respondents think ttiee most affected groupsipeople living with
disability. In this case 15 percent of respondents who are unable to work due to long standing
health problems think that disabled people suffer the most from hate speech. The reason could
be that the two grouphave many similarited. OO2 NRAyYy 3 (2 GKS |1 dzy 3 NR |
the nonRoma minorities give only 33 percent to the answers, which shows well, that the majority

of the society associate to Roma people in connection with hate speech. Interestanthetl14

percent of repondents could not give an answer to this question, which is the second largest data
set in connection with this topic.

Data which shows how the respondents approach different minorities are related to this topic. In
connection wih hate speech, half of threspondents answered that first of all Roma people are
affected by this, noticeable that 48 percent of the respondents find Roma people not likeable,
thus we can conclude that major part of the Hungarian hate speech is against Reople,
because almoghe half of the society do not consider this minority likeable. This could be because
of several cultural, economic and historical reasons, and many library information can be found



about it. What we can claim surely is that iretHungarian society thelie a significant fraction in
the relation to Roma people.

In the case of several minority groups significant differences are noticeable between the ratio of
202S00Ga 2F adall2aSR KI GS &LISS OKdskthg mRinoiiti&sSA NJ G A2 2
tenth of the respondents think that Jews are the most affected group by the hate speech. This is

only over with 6 percentage points to the expressly negative attitude toward Jews (16 percent).

From this data we can see that the ratibrespondents who find Jes not likeable is bigger than

the ratio of respondents who think hate speech is against the Jews the most.

This tendency could have historical reasons, antisemitism is a strong taboo, which usually appears
in an indirect form in gciety and in political@ammunication. People ignore this topic, which can
cause this discrepancy.

Data connected to Muslims show the most interesting and biggest discrepancy. Only 9 percent of
the respondents think that hate speech affects this group thast. But at the samd¢ime 41
percent of respondents consider Muslims not likeable in the question of attitudes toward minority
groups. This data is lower only with 7 percentage points to the judgement towards Roma people,
which can be strange because polies around Roma peaplare multiple and historically long
existent, and have been determining the Hungarian political discussion for a long while.
Antipathetic feelings toward Muslims could be recent, since Hungarians last experience with
Muslims have hapened in the 1617th entury at the time of the Turkish wars. We can conclude
that governmental communication and media coverage in connection with the refugee crisis could
contributed strongly to these feelings evolve and become existent endemic. Thif iae survey

also ontained a question about different kind of diversities and respondents could express their
opinion on if these are positive or negative for the country.
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Ethnic diversity24 percent of those asked sees ethnic diversity as a poditing. 38 percent of
the selfemployed thinks this way, also in great numbers we see retired people with 34 percent.
Linked to them in the means of age, 41 percent of those aged 65 or older.

Religious diversity29 percent believes religious diversity issgiive. Men (33 percent) think this

is an important topic in greater numbers than women (26 percent). 41 percent of the self
employed see this as important, which is a high number compared to the average answer (29
percent). On the other hand, the lowestimbers ae from the unemployed, 16 percent of them
thinks of this as important.

Language diversityl5 percent of those asked thinks that this is a positive thing from the country.
From those who are aged 65 or above there are 55 percent who believebithia thee fulfilling
domestic tasks this number is only 27 percent, but from theeelployed it is 51 percent. From
looking at the level of education we can see remarkable differences between different groups:
while ones possessing primary level ofiedtion 36percent, those with tertiary education have a
number of 50 percent from them thinking positively about linguistic diversity. This can be due to
the fact that those with a higher level of education get more access to language learning, on one
hand they sp@d more years in public education, on the other hand, the opportunities given by
the more prominent social status.

Cultural diversity49 percent thinks that cultural diversity is a positive thing for the country. Those
living in Central Transdabia havea lower number of thinking this is a good thing, only 38




percent. Looking at age groups, we see that 66 percent of those aged 65 or older thinks this is
positive, on the other hand from the age group-25 this number is only 36 percent. 58 pent

of those having a tertiary level of education thinks this is positive, them being the group with the
highest number among other educational levels. From the-eibloyed 69% thinks this way.

With that, they are the group with the highest number frohetwhole ppulation.

CNRY (GKSaS F2dzNJ OFGS3aA2NASa 2F RAYSHRANAVSDT 4
contrasting. In ethnic (negative 30 percepositive 24 percent) and religious (negative 23 percent

- positive 30 percent) diversitjhey aremore or less proportionate, the only difference is in case

of ethnic it is more on the negative, and in case of religious it is more on the positive side. Contrary

to that, language (negative 16 percepbsitive 45 percent) and cultural (negatidd percen-

positive 49 percent) diversity are notably on the positive side. It is obvious, that the Hungarian
lYyasSNBENE 0StASPS GKIFIG FNRBY GKS O2dzyiNEBQ&a ai
more positive than ethnic and religious. One intetation of this can be, that protecting religious
and ethnic homogeneity is a strong topic in identiigsed political communication. At the end of
this part of the survey, respondents told their opinions about ethnicities.

48 percent of people asked feeégativeemotions towards Roma people. Men (52 percent) are

far more negative in this topic, than women (44 percent). Excluding the age group 65 and above,
every other age group feels negatively about Roma people the similar amount. From the age group
65 or above this number is only 27 percent, while other groups are around at 50 percent. Looking
at education we see two distinct groups:-39 percent of those who have primary or secondary
without matura/maturita educational level, and 48 percent of thge who hae secondary with
matura/maturita or tertiary educational level feel negatively about Roma people.
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41 percent of those asked feel negative emotions towards Muslims. 49 percent of those aged 25
34 feels negatively about Muslims, making this ageugrthe mos negative in this topic.
Meanwhile those aged 65 or above has the lowest number of people feeling negative emotions,
with just 23 percent. The same thing can be said to retired people, the number of people feeling
negative emotions from this stias is 26ercent. Regarding educational level, the tendency is that
those with a higher level of education feel less negatively about Muslims. Half of those with a
primary educational level, and 37 percent of those with tertiary educational level do not
sympathizewith Muslims.

As we said before, the two groups who are the most negatively judged in Hungary are the Roma
people (48 percent) and Muslims (41 percent). This data is conspicuous because towards Roma
people there is a traditional antipathy in sety, whiS G KA & OFy Qi 6S &FAR 6
we can conclude that in the recent past there has been a process which made people develop this
antipathy. This could have been the migraticnisis and the political discussion around that.

16 percent of answerers have negative emotions towards Jews. Only 4 percent of those aged 65
or older feels negatively about Jews, by comparison the most negative towards Jews are those
aged 2534 or 3544, from them 2121 percent does not sympathizes with thennoking at
educational level, 13 and 14 percent of those with tertiary educational level, and those with
secondary with matura/maturita educational level have some negative emotions towards Jews,
19 percent of those with secondary without matura/maturitanch25 perent of those with only
primary educational level feels that.
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17 percent of those asked feel negatively about black people. 8 percent of those agdddéls
negative emotions towards black people, this is the lowest ratio from all. From tkiednage
groups we can all see numbers around 20 percent, but those aged 65 or older this number is only
10 percent. Looking at the educational factor, we can say that regardless of educational level the
amount of negative emotions is similar. Between grewvith dfferent levels of education there

is only a minimal difference.

Compared to these two minorities listed above, Jews (16 percent) and black people (17 percent)

have the same numbers in people feeling negatively about them, and in themselves these
numbers @ Y Qi YIF 1S dzLJ F2NJ 2y S ljdzZr NISNJ 2F (GKS FyagSNa
having a negative preconception about Jewish people has a thoyssardradition, while having

negative emotions about black people in Hungary can only bedit@eglobdization. This is

0SOlFdzaS | dzydFNE RAR y20 KIFI@S O2f2yASaz az AidQa |
skin colored groups, not like e.g. in France.

In conclusion we can see that there is a significant difference between those tyigi@iipswho

are discussed in the political sphere, and those that are not, or is just indirectly being put in front
of the public eye. In the public discussion, the ratio of people who negatively perceive the Muslims
and Roma people is the double of atf peopé perceiving black and Jewish people negatively.

THE EWS ANTISEMITISM AND HE SPEEGHOPINIONS OF THEZECH
RESPONDENTS

The third topic of the survey was attitudes towards Jews. In the first questions we asked
NEBALR2YRSYy(ay edpekchdig M NFFR WS XKI Kl @S @2dz SOSNI YSGKQ
Insults;41 percent of the respondents have already met insults towards Jewish people. According

to the research more men (46 percent) met this kind of aggression than women (36 percent). 27

percent of therespondents from the region Southern Transdanubia have ever met with this

phenomenon, which is lower than the same data in the other regions with at least 10 percentage
points. Other demographic characteristics do not show any kind of extraordinary values.

Showirg Jews in a grotesque context/caricatusg; percent of the respondents have ever met any

1TAYR 2F 3IANRGS&ljdzS OF NAOF (dzNB& | 02dzii eimBogei @ ! OO2 NR
people said in the highest proportion (46 percent) that tmegt with this kind of hate speech. In

contrast, only 13 percent of the people who fulfilling domestic tasks, said that they have ever seen

this kind of aggression. According to the level of the education, we can see that people with

tertiary educational lgel hae met this kind of hate speech in a higher proportion (43 percent).

Repeating antSemitic stereotypest5 percent of the respondents have never met any kind of
anti-Semitic stereotypes. 51 percent of men said that they met this kind of stereotybdls,this
proportion is only 38 percent among women. 63 percent of people who are older than 65 years
have ever met this kind of aggression, while only 40 percent of young people (between 15 and 24
years) have ever heard this kind of hate speech. Acogriti the level of education, we can see

that people with higher educational grade have met this phenomenon in greater proportion than
those who have primary or secondary without matura/maturita grades: in these groups these



numbers are 29 and 26 percenmthile those who have a secondary level with matura/maturia, or
tertiary level have met this kind of aggression in a much greater proportion (43 and 58 percent).

Other
1 percent of the respondents have ever met other kinds of hate speech towards Jews livéhe

I have never met any®7 percent of the respondents have never met any kind of hate speech
G261 NRa WSgad 22YSy KI@SyQid YSG sAdK GKA&E ]
percent) than men (21 percent). 30 percent of-2%yearold have never net with this
phenomenon while this number is lower among those who are older than 65 years (18 percent).
This may be because of the experiences and knowledges what older people have gained in their
lives. According to the status, 40 percent of undoymentpeople have never met with this kind

of hate speech in their life, while this proportion is only 19 percent among the retired and the self
employed. In the case of the level of education, we can see, that people with higher educational
degrees, hag met tis kind of aggression in a greater proportion. Among those who have primary
level, 36 percent of the respondents have never met with this, while only 20 percent of those who
have tertiary level have said that never met this kind of hate speech. atré may be because of

the fact that people with higher educational degree have special knowledge that helps them to
recognize what could be in this category.

The next questions were in connection with the judgement on Judaism. The ones asked were able
to give their opinions whether they agree or not about the classic stereotypes about Judaism. First,
GKSe O2dz R 3IAGS GKSANI 2LIAYA2Y NBIAFNRAYy3I (KS
LIKSY2YSy2yQd om LISNDSyYy G 2 7T Itis)orh il IGok &t BNEsSIR & A (
between different educational levels. Those who possess primary education only, have an opinion
that is vastly different from the majority. From them, only 16 percent believes, that this is a
common phenomenon. Other edationallevels do not show big differences, their opinions were

close to the majority.

It can be said that 1/3 of Hungarian population believes, that hate speech targeting Jewish people
is a continuously existing phenomenon in HungdhC 2 NJ WS & Ividghh Hud§azy| Hresl is

Y2 NB A YL NI I y{38 feidntyof peay ayredtiBvith this statement. The opinions
differ in the groups of social status. 42 percent of employed people agree with this statement,
whilst only 30 and 31 percent of retid peope and students. These groups can be partly be seen
as age groups, therefore retired people and students are clearly part of an easily defined age

group.

WWSga KIFE@S || NBFE AyTfdzsSyOS 2y gandthlfofthg t 3SY
people a&ked, 49 percent agrees with this statement. On the other hand, there were only 11
percent who did not agree. Here too it is important to look at the status, as there are major
differences between them. The unemployed and students agree on thensémtteon a lower

level, from them 38 and 37 percent stated their agreement.

We¢2 yIFYS az2vySoz2Reée la | awSgé (2 aKz2g KAA YAa
NBI f WS g A-336 pelcihrdf JanSwei@rs agreed with this statement. Looking at th
educai A2yl f tS@Stas GK2asS 6AGK LINRYFNE SRdzOI GA2
F&d | addyz2yeyY FT2NJ aYAAaSNED®P CNRY GKSY 2yfé& Hwm
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here, is the numbers between men and women. 40 percent of men thinks the statement is true,
whilst only 29 percent of women.

WL a NJ S tdembdiaticlstatg’ thaf systematically oppressed and displaced Palestirde®
percent of those asked agreed with this. What is important to note here, is 23 percent could not
answer this question, which is a high rate, and also there is only 14 percent who do not agree with
the statement. Looking at age groups we can faue rcurosities. The youngest group (24) and

the oldest (65+) agrees with this on the lowest level, both on 20 percent, which is less than the
average answer. All in all, from the youngest, and the oldest, fewer people think about Israel as
being antidenocratic, when compared to the age groups between them.

After showing their attitudes about common afBemitic stereotypes, respondents marked the
sources where they get their information about Jews. They could circle more opflohsa few,

17 percenbf therespondents have personal contact with Jews. In this minority theepaffloyed

are over represented, 31 percent of them, which is above the average, have direct contact with
Jews.

Yy2¢f SRIS | 62dzi WSga Aa odpisidhRan®@stemenisythidgdt I y R Of 2
2yfte um LISNOSyd 2F FyasgSNI QedSaQed LG YShtyazr td: 2
opinions of family and friends. In this topic the distribution by age shows well that the youngest

agegroup consider importat to get infomation from their environment, since the ones between

the age of 184 (30 percent) answered that statements of family and also friends are important

to form their opinions.

Only 16 percent of the respondents take into consideration the@®h (i A S BeQpubdli/ R 2

Fdzi K2NRAGASEAQ 2LIAYA2Yya |yR adlraSySydao LG Aa yzi
F @SNIF 38> ¢ LISNDSyild 2F (GKS FyasgSNE Aa QeSaQd ¢KA:
about the opinions of celebrities and plic life persas. It is also possible that they do not meet

gAOGK GKSasS {AyRa 2F aidldSySyitas airAyoS OSt SoNRGAS
create similar topics like these. This data can be parallel with the distribution by age, where

typically the sudent agegroup (between the age of 184) is in which the least popular to get

information about Jews from public life persons. Here the ratio is 11 percent in contrast to the

average 16 percent.

From tv, radio and the news getting the anfnation aboutJews is more common, than in any
other categories named earlier. 37 percent of the respondents get their information this way.
Strangely, there is a noticeable difference between the sexes. 42 percent of men inform from the
traditional media but the samdime only 32 percent of women do this.

Table 3. Respondents' views on predetermined claims about the issues related to the Jews

STATEMENT agree disagree
Hate speech towards Jews is a common phenomenon 30.8 23.9
For Jewish peopldsrael is more importat than Hungary 38.4 18.5
Jews have a real influence on world management processes i 48.8 11.1

economy



The Jews do not accept people with other religions 21.7 36.5

¢2 ylYS az2yvySo2Re | a | caadef Riy2Q 300 30.5
as offensive towads real Jewish people

The Holocaust still gets too much attention in public debate 34.3 38.5
Jews are guilty of themselves, that there is hate speech towards the 8 62.1
Anti-Semitic stereotypes howwhat Jews are really like 111 41.2
Israd in a nondemocratic state that systematically oppressed ar 28.8 13.7

displaced Palestinians

b2GSayYy ¢KS LISNDSyidGl3sSa 3IABSy FT2N WRA&LFINBSQ NB F¥2NJ
FYR GKS T2N WRA & I2WNBSSE0 Wali MRay FifkeS 1AaBNG T INBR LWNI G K SNJ |
y2i | INBGQIYR2#0 RR1S dzlJ 6§KS RAFFSENBYOS (2 mnm:od +I

Surprisingly, getting information about Jews through social media platforms is lgagapmn the
young generation. 29 percent of the age ofasget their information this way, véreas this ratio

at respondents age above 65 is 47 percent, so the big difference is notable. Examining the
stereotypes of media consumption, a reversed re@itather expected. The whole average is 36
percent, this ratio shows people who inform themsedvabout Jews through social media
platforms. Exactly the same amount of people gets their information about Jews from literature
like who are getting informatin through social media platforms, which means 36 percent. By level
of education, we can see tHellowing differences: the ratio of respondents getting information
from literature with primary educational level is 21 percent, with secondary level without
matura/maturita is 18 percent, while this same indicator among people with secondary level with
matura/maturita or higher level of education is 37 and 45 percent.
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Ratio of people getting information from cinema is the same as with the two previous soBéces.
LISNODSy G 2F LIS2LIX S R2 3ASG GKSANI AYF2NXNI §A2Y
status shows differences as 44 percent of students, and 49 percent of thenspldyed getting
information from movies, but only 24 percent of the unemploydrked movies as source of
knowledge.Only 27 percent of respondents get information about Jé&wscultural institutions

and events (e.g. museums, exhibitions). Level of education causes the biggest differences, 18
percent of respondents with primary edational level, and 33 percent with tertiary level get

information from cultural institutions andvents.

THEMES WITH POTENTTALAWAKE NEGATIVEGETIONS TOWARBDBWS
IN THEHUNGARY

In the next bloc the respondents had to rate the events appearing inmkdia from 1 to 7,
depending on what they think about the topic, what emotions they evokepeiople towards
Jews. 1 being the least negative, 7 being the most negative emotion.

Campaign against George Soros. 46 percent of people thinks that the gove@@entO Y LI A 3
against Soros evoked very negative emotions towards Jews. Looking at educatiefsahle can
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see that the higher educational level someone has, the more they believe the campaign evoked
negative emotions. 32 percent of those with a primaryeational level, 44 percent of those with
secondary education without matura/maturita, and gbrcent of those with secondary education

with matura/maturita and 53 percent of those with a tertiary educational level rated this event
with as significant.

Netanyahu visits Hungary. Fewer people think about this event as something that might have

evokal negative emotions towards Jewish people, only 27 percent of them feels this way. From

the answerers we can highlight the retired, from which 36 percent thigk8alzii b Sl y & KdzQa
this way. Among students, this number is only 21 percent, from thogsgddomestic work, it is

15 percent.

Holocaust commemorations. It is the retired who thinks about these events as evoking negative
emotions towards Jews in thedst amount. 24 percent of the whole population thinks these
events has an obvious negativetoome; from them this number is only 16 percent. Here, the fact
that some of the elderly still personally remembers the horrors of the Holocaust, or their
ascendats told them stories about what has happened, can probably play a part in them being
less lilkely to identify with the thought of these memorials could evoke negative emotions.

March of the Living. It is another event that elderly considers to be an ehantcan cause the
least negative emotions: values from 1 to 3 were chosen by 51 percehed3 and older age
group. 21 percent of the total population think about March of the Living as an event, that can
cause strongly negative emotions towards Jews.

The large menorah at Nyugati Square during Chanukah. 20 percent of the respondents think that
it causes strong negative emotions. It is worth to take a look at the distribution by regions and
check Central Hungary since it is a specifically Buddggsstdevent. According to the data we

see in total population, 20 percent of people from this regibink that this event can cause very
negative emotions.

Anti-Semitic attacks in Western countries. 39 percent of the answerers think that these attacks
can awak negative emotions. By demographic characteristics, this media topic does not divide
Hungaria society significantly about their opinion on if it can cause negative emotions towards
Jews. In case of regional distribution, fewer respondents (31 perceagechigher values from
Central Transdanubia.

Premiere of a Holocaushemed film. Lastly, regmdents could express their opinion on how
negative emotions can be awaken because of a new Holothested film. 26 percent of
answerers think that this kind afvent can cause strongly negative emotions. Compared to the
results of total population, theldest think very differently, as only 11 percent of this age group
think about it the same way. In connection with that, distribution by status shows, thattired

has the lowest ratio (16 percent) of thinking about it similarly. By the level of ¢idncave can

say that the higher the level of qualification, the smaller the ratio of people who think that a
premiere of a Holocaughemed film causes stronghegative emotions.

After that, respondents had the chance to freely add anything else tdighjsf they think there
is any other event in the media which causes negative emotions towards Jews. Even though, there
were not any topic or event which hadgaeat amount of answers, we can conclude from these
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economy and politics.

(GENERAL ATTITUDES WRWES POLITICAL SITUDN AND SATISFACNIO
WITH LIFE IN GENERAL

At the end of the questionnaire we asked two questions in connection with satisfaction with life

first question was about general satisfaction and then respondents could express, how satisfied
are they with the political situation in the country. First, wed { SRY W! ff GKAy3a
aFrGAAFASR INB @2dz ¢A (K ungadaNsafe fuiieivited abbut gerdelf S G
satisfaction, 34 percent of respondents are satisfied, 37 percent said they are nor satisfied, neither
dissatisfied, an@8 percent is dissatisfied with their life. Generally, men are more satisfied with
their life (38 percent) than women (31 percent), but we can see smaller difference by sex in the
OFGS3I2NE ay2N) Al GAAFASRI Yy SA(KSMNIE B Westerhd TAS
Transdanubia and Central Hungary regions are the most satisfied icothdry as 42 and 40

percent said in these regions they are satisfied with their life. The reason is probably that these
are one of the most developed regions €Timost dissatisfied are the respondents from Southern
Transdanubia, there we can find the biégy ratio of dissatisfied people with 34 percent
(dissatisfaction in total population: 28 percent). 41 percent of age é#4l&re satisfied with their

life, theyare the most satisfied age group. Age of@bare the most dissatisfied (44 percent). The

ratio of satisfied students (45 percent) and the safifiployed (41 percent) are above the average,

the most dissatisfied groups are the unemployed (58 percent)magle who are unable to work

due to long standing health problems (65 percent). By the lefvetiucation, it can be concluded

that respondents with tertiary level are the most satisfied with their life (45 percent), aAg0D30
percent of respondents withsecondary level with a matura/maturita and without a
matura/maturita are dissatisfied with thelife recently.

In the last question we asked the respondents opinion about the political situation in the country
OWLT @&2dz GKAY1 | o RiddbitudtienSn yaulcSudiryfybu wouizNayFhat viou LI2
This is much higher than the ratio of group of people who are satisfied (15 percent) and who are
nor satisfied, neither dissatisfied (22 percent). Men (19 percent) are more satisfied &ligtdic

than women (12 percent), but degree of satisfaction is under 20 percent in both groups.
Dissatisfaction is higher among women (women: 62 percent, mérpescent). By region, data
distributes evenly. Most satisfied are the respondents from Céfitransdanubia, but the ratio is

only 21 percent. The most dissatisfied age group is 65 and older as 78 percent of them are not
alr GA&aFASR ¢ A G Kcal siti&ion. OrpisiaalileNi® andost telgrddicéd by the retired
respondents (74 percent), probly because of the overlap of the two groups, and being exposed

to the political promises and policy changes as they are dependent on the state. The ratio of
dissatisfied people among the unemployed is very similar to that, 73 percent. By level of
education, we can see that there are quite big differences among the groups: ratio of
dissatisfaction in group of respondents with primary level education is 45 perubiié, this ratio

is 63 percent among answerers with tertiary level.
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Anti-Semitism 2.0 in Poland

INTRODUCTION AND GRME CHARACTERISTGEFS
THE SAMPLE

In the following section results of a survey carried out on Czech sample
of the active users of Facebk are presented. As far as the
methodology of the research is concerned, the sample of respondents
from the Polandwas selected by the private researobngpany in the
same way as in the other three cases (for the methodology, see the
previous sections dhe general report)Data from all four parts of the
research are complete and thus comparable, nevertheless in this part,
we will focus only on the dedption of the Poland In the first part we

will focus on activity of the respondents on the Interrmtd social
networks. Then we will deal with general attitudes towards minorities.

= LY GKANR LI NIZ NBaLRYRSYy(G&aQ FiGdAGdRSE
= There is simply no room
2 for anti-Semitism in a
g democratic and law Table 1. The research sample according the predetermined control
@ abiding state. characters
(=
< SEX Men 514
Women 486
AGE 15-24 years 19.2
2534 24.6
3544 22.7
4554 15.0
55-64 14.3
65 and more 4.1
EDUCATION Primary 39
Secondary withouMaturita exam 16.4
Secondary wittMaturita exam 389
Tertiary 40.7
STATUS Employed 64.3
Selfemployed 6.1
Unemploged 34
Retired 8.9

Unable to work due to long standin 3.4
health problems

Student 7.1
Fulfilling domestic tasks 5.2
Other 17

Note: N=104. Figures in percentages.

The survey, which was the first part of the research stage of the
Comance pra@ct, was undertaken by 1004 people. Poles who remain




active in virtual space, in particular on the Facebook social networking platform, were invited to
complete the questionnaire. This selection factor remains crucial, as we assume that social media
is themain place to spread hate speech to different people and groups, and providd¢easg

tools for spreading and quickly reproducing offensive or hatmjfinions.

The majority of the respondents were people in the®bage group, while the least numbeere
seniors over 65. This result reflects the community that creates Facebook users. In terms of
gender, men slightly outhnumbered 51.4%. The place aksidence of Polish Facebook users,
determined by the voivodeship, was also reflected in the resultthefquestionnaire, as the
largest number of people represent the Mazowieckie 1% 0 = | f.ca0] AISYy R mail 02 L2
(8.2%) voivodeships. The small@epresentation comes from the Opolskie §%). The largest
number of respondents have higher educati@®.7%), the least basic .@%).

Graphs1. Level of satisfaction with the current political situation in Poland (%).

2%

= very satisfied
26% = rather satisfied
= nor satisfied, neither dissatisfied
m rather dissatisfied
very dissatisfied
= | don't know/I perfer to not answer

Note: N=104. Figures in percentages.

Anti-Semitism 2.0

The vast majority of the respondents declared that they are employed (over 60%), some of them
are selfemployed. The lowest percentage among the indicated possibilities belongs to people
who are not able to work due to health gslems and the unemployed @% each). From the
general questions we also obtained answers to the general satisfactiotheitttandard of living

and the political situation in the country. Half of the respondents indicated "rather satisfied" in
the queston on living standards, the lowest percentage being "totally dissatisfiedr%(R2 As
regards the assessment of the palél situation in Poland, the responses were more balanced
options: "rather dissatisfied", "very dissatisfied" and "neither satfnor dissatisfied" were
AYRAOIGSR o0& o 2F NBaLRYyRSyl(laod ¢®R&G €SI ad ydzy

ACTIVITY OFHE RESPONDENTS OEINTERNET AND SOCIATWORKS

Questions 1 to 5 were to obtain information on how Poles perceive their ownituring in virtual
space, as well as their habits in using the range of social media possibilities. The most important
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conclwsion from the questions asking to respond to the statements given is that Poles feel more
comfortable and confident in conductingcanversation or discussion online than face to face
the answer "l rather agree" was indicated by 44% of respondents. HowRulish users seem to

be aware that hate speech on the internet is not just wordsdth this statement "strongly agrees"
with almost 1/5 of respondents, 38% of them "rather agree". Responses are similarly distributed
in relation to the statement that &te speech reflects real tensions in society, and their release is
facilitated by internet anonymity (60% of the indications of lreat agree").

Graphs2.. Level of awareness of the harmfulness of hate speech (%).

2%

= strongly disagree
6%

= rather disagree
= neither agree nor disagree
= rather agree

strongly agree

= | don't know

Note: N=10@. Figures in percentages.

Respondents are largely certain of their knowledge of the way social media works and the
mechanisms governing it (55% "tendadgree”, 18% "strongly agree"). This certainty also applies
to the role of social media in creating information about realityeBaleclare that they share posts
appearing on Facebook or create their owover 20% do it every day or almost every day, and
almost one fifth two to three times a week.536 admit to not practicing this type of activity. On
the other hand, involvemenhiFacebook discussions under the posts is evenly distrilpt@db%

are active in this area every day, the majorityegponses (18%) are two to three times a week.

The lowest number of responses&®o) recorded the "once a month" option.

It is worth nentioning, in the context of the quoted fragment of the questionnaire, that the
answers from Polish respondents adopettiend of the measure. The most frequently indicated
option was the one that does not give a clear identification with the proposetémstent; "I
neither agree nor disagree". It can therefore be concluded that the respondents preferred to
remain more balaced in their opinions, avoiding the extreme ones.

RESPONDENTATTITUDES TOWARDMNERITIES

Questions 6 to 9 provided us with informam on how respondents perceive national and ethnic
minorities in their country. These were also opinions about attitutegards diversity and the
perception of relations of specific groups with state authorities. Respondents indicated their own



feelingsand observations of the environment in this regard. In the perspective of Polish Facebook
users, the LGBT community lietminority most vulnerable to hate speech @ of indications).
Muslims came second (#%6) and Jews third (I0%).

The group leasexposed to such activities remains the disabled. Jews are, just following Black
people, the group indicated by the respadents as the least popular among those mentioned
(6,7% of indications for the "definitely not like" option). Although it is worth ngtihat they who

are the most answers indicating a neutral attitude ,@%- "they are indifferent to me"). In the

free answers, however, Christians and/or Catholics turned out to be the most frequently
mentioned group exposed to hate speech in Poland ridi@cations).

Graphs3. Attitudes towards Jews (%).
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m neutral
m not likeable
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Note: N=104. Figures in percentages.

According to theespondents in our survey, the least government supported group is the LGBT
community. Churches and other religious organizations are seen amtsé (or too much)
supported. In the case of Jewish organizations, most responses were "neither supported nor
unsupported”. (323%), while the "most supported” option was the leasbb).

The attitude of Poles to diversity generally takes on a rathetnaktone. Language diversity is
most positively received (28%), while religious diversity is the mostgative (2%). However,
most of the respondents do not show extreme emotions on this subject.

THEJEWS ANTISEMITISM AND FE SPEEGN POLAND

Theopinion about Jews comes mainly from traditional media: press, radio and televisidfoj42
In second face, the respondents indicated literature (4@0). The least popular source of
knowledge about Jews is personal contact with such peopld %2l Amog the free answers
there were own observations, origin, a visit to Israel or a school.
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Graphs4.. Types of hate speech towards Jews (%).
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Note: N=10@. Figures in percentages.

Almost 40% of the respondents admit that hate speech is a rather commoropieon in the
modern world. Respondents largely agree with the statement that Israel is imp@rtant to Jews

than the state they currently live in (3%- "l rather agree”, 25%- "I definitely agree"). One

fifth of them strongly agree that Jews havsignificant influence on world economic and decision
making processes, which confirms theosig position of conspiracy arfiemitism in the minds of
Poles. When asked, however, they disagree with the claim that the Jews themselves are to blame
for the speech of hatred directed at them (28%- "l rather disagree") and that stereotypes show
what they really are (28%- "I rather disagree"). It is also worth noting that, according to the
answers, people see Israel's undemocratic actions in the conflictRealestine.
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The surveyed users of Polish Facebook had the task of ranking the sevenwgines) which in
their opinion may generate the most affliemitic hate speech. However, in the free field of this
guestion, they could suggest their own answersnf. Of these suggestions, the order of the
respondents’ suggestions is as follodgAttadks on Polish embassy in Isr@8linformation about
inappropriate behaviour of Israeli citizens in memory place8) Information about Israeli
Palestinian conflic 4) Attacks on Israeli citizens in Poland or all over the w&Jdmendment of
Institute of National Remembrance Ad) Celebrations of the anniversaries of liberation KL
Auschwitzg Birkenau camp7)Celebrations of the outbreak and the ending of ¥hWV Il

In the remaining free answers, the respondents focused on stereotypetharghenomenon of
postmemory, and the reflections of the respondents unequivocally demonstrate the signs-of anti
Semitism mentioned by academic authorities: secondary, gioasy and religious. Especially the
conspiratorial type of antBemitism remains wjte common. The respondents paid special
attention to the abuse of the term "ansemitism" and its unjustified semantic expansion in media
discourse and public debate. thie same time, they emphasize that in terms of perception of-anti
Semitism, individal experience and observations of situations that are not media themes have a
significant influence on their decision. Their perception is therefore limited to their imatedi




environment. Among the most frequently indicated media themes there was the ie§ the
restitution of Jewish property and Act 447, as well as the anniversaries of the pogrom in Jedwabne.

Attitudes towards Jews and soeitemographic data. The greateahtipathy towards Jews is
shown by people with primary education (45%6)- more than twice as many as among people
with secondary or tertiary education, students (1%) and people in the 124 age group (8%).

In a table below, we can notice that withcreasing level of education, the sympathy for the Jews
increases. In terms of gead these feelings were equally distributed between women and men.

Graphs5. Antipathy towards Jews according to educational level (%).
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The knowledgeabout the Jews is taken from the traditional media mainly by peopla wi
secondary education and passed the high school diplom&b%45 but let us note that the
remaining groups did not differ significantly from this result. Among professional groups,
dominate people who are not able to work due to health problems (47.4P4dng the age groups,
people between the ages of 35 and 44 @%) and men (42%). Personal contact with Jews
remains the domain of men (28%6), the age groups 38! (22.4%), the seémployed (311%) and
people with higher education (28%).The mostrdent believers in the theory of Jewish influence
on economic and decisiemaking processes in the world have higher educatiom®y, are self
employed (328%), are in the 5864 age grap and are mostly men (22%).

An important aspect of our research the aspect of life satisfaction of our respondents, which
they estimated by themselves using the given scale. The way human lifewgoether its level is
satisfactory or whether it idilled with problems and worries in various dimensions (personal,
economic) very often influences attitudes and opinions. We checked whether the declared level
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of satisfaction with life resonates with feelings connected with the use of the internet attd wi
the opinion about Jews (which is very important in the contexhefantiSemitic speech of hatred
spread through virtual way).

Respondents who feel the freest from manifestations of violence on the Internet consider
themselves to be "rather satisfiedVith their present life (50%). Interestingly, the people who see
such threats in the virtual network the most also defined their attitude to the standard of living by
choosing the option "rather satisfied". (4%6). In turn, the respondents who stronghglicated

that the Internetcatalysegadical opinions and emotionadicated relative satisfaction with life
(56.3%), as did their extreme opponents (40%). Such a distribution of responses may indicate that
extreme options are not chosen and that respontieare carefulVery dissatisfied with life, they

"tend to agree” wih the statement that the Internet is conducive to releasing negative emotions
(2.5%), although at the same time they feel "rather confident" about their freedom from online
threats (29%)

The current political situation in the country is equally impottor human attitudes. In this case
too, we asked the respondents to estimate their level of satisfaction with the current state policy
using the given scale. We then compared the resuith the answers about attitudes towards
Jews and functioning in Wiral spaceVery satisfied with the situation in the country, they "rather
agree" that the internet gives a sense of freedom from violenc&(). The least satisfied indicate
the same anser (229%). The most dissatisfied with the political situation #rese who know
what to do in the case dfehaviouron the Internet that does not meet their own expectations
(28.8%). The greatest ignorance in this area is shown by people with a nattittadie to politics

in the country (3B%). Anonymity on the Intest makes it easier to make controversial
statements to those least satisfied with politics (29.8%), which indicates that the Internet can
function as an alternative political communicationPoland, especially when talking about views
completely differentfrom the official narrative of the government.
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Those who strongly support the thesis about the influence of Jews on economic and decision
making processes in the world are the least digtiswith the political situation in Poland (2P6).
Respondents whalefinitely do not agree with such a statement are very satisfied with political
actions in their homeland (12%). The data quoted indicate that the way for some to alleviate
frustration caused by discontent is to blame other nations, including Jews, stétteotypes
established in culture. The situation is similar with the claim that the Holocaust occupies far too
much space in the public debatethe most supporters of this thesis are ang those most
dissatisfied with the political situation in the coum (27%), and the least among those most
satisfied (B%). It is also sceptics of the current situation in the country who see the most
undemocratic actions of Israel towards Palestind.3%0). Interestingly, the same group of
dissatisfied people (58%)expresses decisive disagreement most often.

Sources of knowledge about the Jews and attitudes towards this nationality

The sources from which we draw our knowledge are extremely impoirtiahe process of shaping

and organizing information about the regliwe come into contact with. This is no difference in

the case of Jews, whose presence in public, scientific or private debate seems unquestionable. The
twelfth question raised by the rg®ndents was intended to provide us with information from
which uses actually gain knowledge about Jews. We decided to confront the data received with
attitudes towards the proposed statements in question 11. It contained more or less provocative




opinionsabout Jews, such as repeating stereotypes or conspiracy, religimisecondary ami
Semitism. Thanks to these correlations, we found out which of the statements had the greatest
potential to be perpetuated with a specific source of knowledge. The toawdit and social media

are particularly important from the point ofiew of the Comance project.

As for the claim that hate speech against Jews is a common phenomenon, in all the sources of
knowledge proposed among the answers, the respondents proved teebe agreeable. They
indicated that they "tend to agree" with thikesis, the highest result is for the "family and friends"
option (483%). In general, the number of indications for "rather agreeable" varies betwed#o43

and 483% for all sources of kwledge. Interestingly, those who had direct contact with Jews
strongly disagree with this statement.

When it is claimed that Israel is more important to the Jews than the country in which they
currently live, the answers vary somewhat. The data showpkeional contact with Jews, family
and friends, as well as célgties and other public authorities, strengthen the extreme opinion
among the respondentsin each of these source categories there was a number of indications of
"strongly agreeing" betweeB6% and 30%. A slightly milder option, although still suppog the
thesis quoted, "I rather agree", was most often indicated by people drawing knowledge from the
media, literature, cinema and other cultural institutions (between 35% and 38%). Th@eupe
disagreeing with this opinion are those who indicatednil and friends as their source of
knowledge (31%). The largest number of those who agreed with this opinion indicated literature
(313%).

The belief in the significant influence of Jews ba €conomic and decisiemaking processes in

the world is showrby the respondents among each of the given sources of knowleitgall of

them the answer "l rather agree” dominates and oscillates between 35.8% and 42% of the
indications. The highest saffor the 'rather agreeable' option belongs to the group deolgr
personal contact with Jews, and the lowest to those drawing knowledges from social media. These
results show that conspiracy ariemitism is strongly established in society, and contattt Jews

only intensifies its symptoms. The greatest numbehafsie who strongly disagree with the above
opinion is among those who draw their knowledge from social media, and the greatest number of
those who strongly agree among those seeking informaitiditerature.

The respondents perceive the thesis that Jewsndbd accept people of different faiths in a
completely different way. This statement is questionable in all sources of information, and the
most frequently indicated option is "I rather disagte(values vary between 28 and 28%).

The source of most d@ications for this particular option is "cultural institutions" and the source of
least indication is "celebrities and other public authorities”. Those looking for information in the
literature are definitely favorable and unfavorable to this claim at sagne time.

The most intriguing cultural and linguistic claim is that the use of the term "Jew" should not be
objectionable if we want to point out stinginess to someone. Respondents remagreéeraent

on this issue, regardless of the source from whichytteaw their knowledge the indications of

the "rather agreeable” option can be noted between 33% and®6 The lowest score remains

with celebrities and public authorities, which may indeahat media personalities have a
significant influence on hunmaopinions. The highest score for this category belongs to literature,
which makes the quality and type of reading chosen by Polish Facebook users questionable. Again,
the strong opposition andt the same time appreciation of such use of the word "Jewgh@vn
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by literature readers. The use of such a linguistic construction is not opposed by those who are
informed via social media.

In the context of the injurious claim that the Jews are guftthemselves when they are affected

by the hate speech, thepinions were most divided if we consider all the proposed claims. The
"rather agreeable" option was indicated by those whose main sources of information about Jews
are: personal contact with #Jew (28%), social media (8P6) and traditional media (22%6).

The "l rather disagree" option was chosen mainly by those looking for information in other sources
- the lowest score for "family and friends", the highest score for "cultural institutionils thesis

is definitely not accepted by the most and at teme time the least frequent readers of literature.

Table 1. Correlations between question eleventh and twelfth.
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11A | RA461% | RA48B% | RA4L% | RA4B% | RA4A% | RA4BY% | RA4AR% | RA 4%%

11B SA 36% SA36% | SA3@M% | RA38% | RA35% | RA3R% | RA38B% RA 3%%
11C RA 42% RA40% | RA3%% | RA3%7% | RA33% | RA3%% | RA3%% | RA3®%
11D RD 2%% RA237% | RD2%% | RD22% | RD2%% | RD2%% | RD2%®% RD 2%8%
11E RA 33%% RA 36% RA33% | RA35% | RA3%6% | RA34% RA 34% RA 351%
11F RA 245% RD24% | RD253% | RA2R2% | RA246% | RD29% | RD 2%% RD 274%
11G RD 28% RD3B% | RD2%% | RD 35% | RD 3%% RD31.1% RD 3%4% RD 372%
11H RD 307% RD3B% | RD318% | RD3B% | RD 22% RD 35% | RD 346% RD 368%
111 RA 33% RA 382% RA33% | RA343% | RA 3% RA 318% RA 312% RA 316%

N=1004. Figures in percentages

Notes: RA; rather agree SAG strongly agreeRD¢ rather disagree 11A- Hate speech towards Jews is common

phenomenon 11B- For Jewish people, Israel is more important than Poldd«- Jews have a real influence on

world management processes aedonomy, 11D- The Jews do not accept people with other religichbE- To

yIEYS a2YSo02Re |a | awWSgé (2 aK2g KAa YAASNIAYyBBEAE aK2dAd Ry

- The Holocaust still gets too much attention in public debateG- Jews are guilty of themselves, that there is

hate speech towards thepi1H- Anti-Semitic stereotypes show, what Jews are really, lid¢ - Israel in a non

democratic state that systematically oppressed and displaced Palestinians

The conformity amondhose surveyed with the next statement that the Jews are guilty of
themselves when they are affected by the speech of hatred softens somewhat the response to
the previous question. This time, those surveyed most often and unanimously indicated the option
"l strongly disagree* values ranging from 28% to 372%. The lowest score was recorded in the
group with personal contact with Jews, while the highest score was recorded for those who gained
information in cultural institutions. Those who deepened thigiiowledge about Jews through
literature strongly disagree with this statement, while those seeking information from family and
friends definitely agree. "l rather disagree" is the dominant option among all the sources of
information about the Jews indicadl when claiming that stereotypes show what Jews really are
like. The indications for this option range from2% for social media users t0.8% for traditional
media. With such a thesis, the greatest number of those who strongly disagree is among those
who draw knowledge from literature, and the greatest number of those who strongly support it
can be found among those who are informed mainly through social media.



The last claim proposed in question 11 suggested that the State of Israel is applying aratEmo
solutions to Palestine. Those drawing on all the proposed sources indicated that they "rather
agree" with such an opinion. The highest value is for social media (36.3%) and the lowest for
cinema (312%). Those who suggest personal contact Wétvsdefinitely do not agree with this
opinion, while those inspired by literature do.

All the considerations discussed above are summarized in the table below, where the sources of
knowledge about Jews are listed in the vertical axis, and the horizaxitakanarked with letters

(in accordance with the questionnaire for respondents) for individual claims concerning Jews. For
each correlation the dominant answer was determined with a percentage. It was assumed that
this consideration makes sense only fioe answers indicating a given source.

THEMES WITH POTENTTALAWAKE NEGATIMEGETIONS TOWARDIBWS
IN THEPOLAND

The last question, which was the crucial one for designing the media analysis, was to obtain
information on particular media events fromspondents. Of the proposed seven respondents,
were able to create their own list, which, according to their feelings, could reflect the potential for
generating negative attitudes towards Jews among Poles. The free response section, on the other
hand, ldt spacefor the respondents' own suggestions, which were not taken into account by the
researchers.

Among the media themes proposed in the question, by far the most frequent indication is the
theme of attacks on the Polish embassy in Israel, which betlesubgct of interest of national
media in the beginning of 2018. According to the answers received, negative emotions may
equally often accompany reports of inadequdtehaviourof Israeli citizens in memorial places.
Both such events are rather incidsrthatthe media have lived for a short term. Another case is
indicated by the respondents in third plaeenformation about the IsraelPalestinian conflict,
which is stretched over time and takes the form of a media play. On the other hand, the tifread
the amendment to the IPN Act, which sparked a worldwide discussion and even tension (especially
between Poland and Israel), was not considered by the respondents to be a matter that could stir
extreme emotions towards Jews. Despite such a ranking, hemvelre subject should not be
underestimated, as there is a high probability that, due to the time distance of these events, the
recipients of the media did not associate this issue with the Rédisteli diplomatic conflict.

Among the free answers thekgere mary interesting suggestions not proposed in the general list

of topics. Those most frequently asked indicated that the issue of Jewish claims againstr pre
property (more commonly known as Act 447) is a burning issue when it comes to generating
negative enotions towards Jews. It is a media theme that is definitely easy to determine and
monitor, as well as other indications: the anniversary of the pogrom in Jedwabne or the
anniversary of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. The respondents also mentionedisshiesvhich

they feel have an antsemitic potential, however, they are too general to be studied with care:
religious ceremonies, public prayer rituals, traditional costumes and marches, devastation of
Jewish property, accusations towards Poles ofasponsilility for the Holocaust or the Jewish
Culture Festival.
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Based on current monitoring of the media and observation of international political relations, an
additional topic has been identified which is current, short term, but which arouses muclie@mot
Thi is the resignation of Polish President Andrzej Duda from participating in the Auschwitz

liberation celebrations organized in Israel. The event was famous in the media at the turn of
January and February 2020.
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Anti-Semitism 2.0 irSlovakia

INTRODUCTND AND GENERAL CHARBRISTICS O
THE SAMPLE

Social media is nowadays a common space which allows the shari
hate speech, hoaxes and fake news which to some people, who
usually not considered part of the majority of society and are depriv
of beingequal in society, could be harmful. Thisearch is focused on
looking for factors which influence the adoption of aSgmitic hate

speech amongst the users of the digital space.

Table 1. The research sample according the predetermined cont

characers (%) Yet, nearly 6 decades

SEX Men 47.6 after the Holocaust 2
Women 52.6 concluded, Anti =
AGE 15-24 years 21.7 Semitism still exists as E
2534 28.3 the scaurge of the world. 3
3544 26.1 *E
4554 14.8 <
55-64 6.7
65 and more 2.3
EDUCATION Primary 5.6
Secondary withouMaturita exam 10.1
Secondary wittMaturita exam 47.9
Tertiary 26.4
STATUS Employed 62.9
Selfemployed 6.7
Unemployed 4.0
Retired 44

Unable to work due to long standin 3.8
health problems / disability

pensioner

Student 12.3
Fulfilling domestic tasks 4.6
Other 1.3

Note: N=167. Figures in percentages.

The aim of this remarch is to create olkit in the field of fight against
anti-Semitic hate speech (ASHS) in the digital space for the pg
makers, law enforcement and other specialigt.together 1067 users
of the digital space in Slovakia participated in the syng@ut of which
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52,6%were women and 456% men. Younger respondents prevailed in this surveRp¥%tn the

age range 18l4). Slovakia is divided into 8 regions and we can conclude that all were almost

equally represented; ¢ NBY 6 Ny RA & (1 NR@% respandents flom NB @G0 R A & G NRA O
Based on the population, the respondents are unequally distributed but after a dtadewe can

see that the number of respondents is relative to the size of the settlement.

Since we do not know the exact numbers in comparison to dtfigtie of Slovak population, who

are users of the online environment, the research cannot be considerdusk representative.
However, according the method used for the selection of the respondents, let us assume that the
results are fairly close to the akstate of affairs. Realities and tendencies, showed in the results,
can serve as a valuable sourcéngpothesis for more detailed representative researsbhme data

in tables are lower than 30, which means that the percentage from such a low numbeat desnn
considered to be reflect reality. Such low numbers are considered in representation only when
necessary.

ACTIVITY OF THE RESBENTS ON THETERNET AND SOCIATWORKS

As an activity on the internet, we can also consider commenting and partiajpiatiza discussion.
The activity can be influenced by the competence of people to act in the onlineesphdrtheir
ability to be critical to the content on the internet and also the possibility to stay in anonymity
online.

Table1.2. Activity of the users of the digital space through comments under news articles on
Facebook

Activity Sum
Rate Number % Number %
Active Daily 85 8.0% 149 14.0%
4-5 times per week 64 6.0%
An average| 2-3 times per week 93 8.7% 219 20.5%
activity Once pemweek 126 11.8%
Sometimes 2-3 times per month 80 7.5% 181 17.0%
active Once a month 101 9.5%
Rarely 307 28.7% 518 485%
Unactive Never 211 19.8%
Sum 1067 100.0% 1067 100.0%

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

Activity of the respondents through comments can be observed by the data from questions Q4

and Q5. Data in table2 observe thatrespondé i a Y2 aid 2F0GSy OK22aS 2LIAz2y
GYSOSNE OMPpPy20d ¢KSNBET2NBIZI ¢ ® belragtiveJReyf iolMRSNJ ny @p
GK2aS ¢6K2 IINB OGAQGSsS GKS Y2aild LIB2LASSOKRIBABsESY
(8.7%). Wecang0a ARSNJ 6 K2aS a aly | @SNI3IS OGADAGEE GAI
FNB (K2asS oK2 ¢S (ONFSOIEMT dur20vS 1RKASEtimeSPery 8 (G KS@& |



Y2Y(GKE oOoTOp:0 2N a2y
GFr OQGADPSE OmMNndE0d |y
week (6.06)

O0S | Y2y i(Ké O dadwmrwedal! vy R
R Ay (KAA& 3INEP daStimedier NB &

Tablel.3 Activity of the respondents in discussions with other Facebook users.

Rate Activity Number % Sum
Number %
Active Daily 82 7.7% 138 12.9%
4-5 times per week 56 5.2%
An average| 2-3 times per week 106 9.9% 228 21.4%
activity Once per week 122 11.5%
Sometimes 113 10.6% 217 20.3%
active 2-3 times per month
104 9.7%
Once a month
Inactive Rarely 337 31.6% 484 454
Never 147 13.8%
Sum 1067 100.0% 1067 100.0%

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

Taking into consideration the activity of respondents on the internet and their agreement with the
anti- Semitic speech, there is high number of respondevitéch are undecided if they agree or
disagree with antSenitic hate speech. And almost half of them declare to be inactive by writing
comments on the Internet. There is also a high proportion of those who cannot answer whether
or not they agree with antBemitic statements (from 30% to 11%), depending on the ddirzohti-
Semitic statement. And even here, more than half of them declare that they are not active on the
Internet by writing comments. In other words, half of those who do not have a clear wiew o
whether they agree or disagree with as8emitic statemert are inactive. However, there is a big
part of inactive users among those who agree with &@mitic statements as well as those who
disagree with them. It is very roughly one third in each grddevertheless, it is possible to find a
link between actiity on the Internet and receiving arBemitic statements. For arBemitic
prejudice, the susceptibility to agree with it decreases with decreasing activity on the Internet, but
at the same time,it is higher in all types of activity than tendency to djsement or
indecisiveness, or to the "don't know" answer. As Internet activity is declining, tendency to agree
to quasineutral statements about the Jews also decreases. In a clearhSantiticclaim, this
connection is lost.

There seems to be some @hvariable in addition to internet activity. It will probably be a factor
which helps some respondents to be active and others less active. For example, a factor of
competence, an educational fae, etc. may play a role. Generally, however, it can beestthat

with the decreasing activity of respondents on the internet, their tendency to receivesSamtiitic

claims decreases.

Competency in Usage of Social Media or Online Applications

Based onhe data in tablel.4 we can observe that respondents are not modest when it comes to
their competency. But to some extent, they were also critical of themselves because with the rising
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demands, their level of perception of their own competency is slowdpping. Closer atteiion
is paid to it at table 4.4. Confident respondents who have no doubts about their competence have
representation of 63.1%.

Table 1.4 Selfevaluation of the competence on social medias and online applications of the
respondentsg in % and in numbers.

Competency Agree Neither agree Disagree Do not Sum
nor disagree know

LQY +totS d2 Jd 8L3% 13.8% 3.9% 1.0%

information and content | want (867) (147) (42) (11)

on social media (question Q3.1

I understand the role social 70.4% 22.4% 5.1% 2.1%

media websites play ishaping (751) (239) (55) (22) 100.0%

the information and content |

see. (question Q3.3)

| know what to do if someone 70.4% 18.0% 8.5% 3.1% (1067)

FOda 2ytAyS Ay (751) (192) (91) (33)

(question Q1.C)

L (c¥nfident creating and 63.1% 23.1% 10.6% 3.2%

sharing my own social media (673) (246) (114) (34)

messages. (question Q3.4)
Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.
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From the data fromtabld56 S Ol y 20a SNBSS (KI i HhtkeSntiGediikSy 08 G2
claims is enhanced by the declared competencies in digital space. Those who claim to have these
competences make up a majority amongst all respondents, and at the same time there are 43.1%

of those who express their agreement with aBtimitic prejudice. At the same time, it cannot be

2OSNI 221SR 0GKIFIG FY2y3a (GK2a$S NBalLRyRSyida G§KSNB |
RA&AFANBS 2N KPS yagSNBR blbefBedtithisiaverygbd | & A
large group with aclear potential. At the same time, those who disagree with -Saiinitic

prejudice are among those who declare their competence at only 16.1%. T.&laiso observes

that with less awareness of seldbmpeterce, the tendency to accept arfiemitic prejudie also

decreases, with an unclear, unprofessional opinion on whether to "agree" or "disagree" with such

a statement.

Tablel.5 Users of the digital space, their sedissessment of the competencies on the behaviour
on the internet and at the same timeate of agreementwiththeant{ SYAGA O Of F AYaY & WS¢
I NBFf AyFfdzSyOS 2y g2NIR YIylFr3aSySyid LINBOSaasSa |

Agreement ate with antiSemitic Agree Disagree Neither Do not Sum
prejudice m agree nor know
disagree

Declared level of competence
Declared competencies to behay 43.1% 16.1% 24.4% 16.4% 100.0%
in the digital space a (1021) (381) (185) (390) (2369)




Declared incompetent to behav 36.7% 23.0% 22.4% 17.0% 100.0%

in the digital space b (69) (42) (32) (188)
(45)

Unclear stand to selissess own 29.8% 15.6% 40.8% 13.8% 100.0%

competencies in the digital spac{ c (172) (236) (80) (578)
(90)

Unwillingness or inability to self 28.8% 9.1% 27.3% 34.8% 100.0%

assess the competencies in th d (19) (6) (18) (23) (66)

digital space

b23SY w2g alaY ! yagSNBR 2y GKS ljdSaiAzya vm/ b voodm
gSNB IylrteaSR (23SU0KSNE w26 ao6daY ! yasSNR 2y (KS jdzSa
@iNRBy3Ife RAAIINBSERY wiXlS djd@sa iAeyHaSNIM/ b vodm b vo
RA&F3INBSad w2é aRaY ! yasSNA 2y GKS ljdzSadazya vm/ b v

Table1.6 Declared level of the selfompetence in the usage of the digi space and their rate
of agreement with the anti{f SYAGAO &a0SNB2GelLISY awSga KI @S
YIEYylF3SYSyid LINRPOS&dasSa yR SO02y2Ye oé

Rate of agreement with anti| Agree Disagree Neither Do not | Sum
{SYAGAO LINB2dzR A agree  nor| know
disagree
Declared leel of confidence in
ONBIFidAy3 FyR a
messages
Enough confidence 43.7% 16.5% 251% 14.7% 100.0%
(294) (111) (169) (99) (673)
Not enough confidence 32.5% 27.2% 22.8% 17.5% 100.0%
(37) (31) (26) (20) (114)
Not agree neither disagree 35.8% 10.6% 35.8% 17.8% 100.0%
(88) (26) (88) (44) (246)
Do not know, or do not want tq 23.5% 17.6% 235% 35.4% 100.0%
answer (8) (6) (8) (12) (34)
40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0%
Sum (427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

The data in tabld..6 is not different from that which is in table5 This means that respondents'
high selfassessment of their own competences of behaviour in the digital space also imply high
tendency to receive antSemitic claims. As in the case of Internet activity, it is unclear why the
declared high level of se#fssessment on the Internet should be the factor that increases the
tendency to receive antbemitic claims. Also, in this case, wedtivdeal with a hidden variable

in the background that allows most respondents to declare such a highassdtsment on #ir
behaviour on the internet. We can suppose that one of those variables is "subject of the study",
more specifically technical edation.

Critical and reflexive relationship towards the internet and assessment of the anonymity on the
internet

Questions Q1A + B and Q2B + C deal with the critical relationship of the internet and hate speech
on it. The question of anonymity on the Imtet is dealt with in question Q1G. Based on the data
from tables1.7 and 1.8, it can be generally said that bothitical and norcritical (or reflexive and
non-reflexive) relationships on the internet do not affect the tendency to receive-Sainitic
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claims. Between the respondents with critical and also-uodtical relations is a higher liability to
perceive antiSemitic prejudice (44.7% and 42.8%).

¢CKS LINRPotSY Aa (KFIG AGQa KFLIWISYyAy3dI Ay GKS 2yfAyS
of rationality, while they do not take in the consideration irrational and emotive sphere, which is

often dealing withhidden or repressed prejudice. And another explanation can be that there is no

direct link between the degree of critical and reflexive atiéuto the Internet and the adoption

of antiSemitic messages. Whether one option or the other is true, it is aesplzat is not

sufficiently used to prevent anemitic attitudes. This direction of reflection is amplified by the

already established lowsage of the Internet as a source of information about the Jews.

Table 1.7 Different types of critical and reflexie relationship to the respondents based on the
opinion of the users of the digital space

Neither
Claims about the internet Agree agree nor Disagree Do not Sum
disagree know
| feel free from Vviolence 22.2% 44.3% 32.5% 1.0%
symptoms on the internet| a (237) (473) (346) (12)
o (question Q1A)
(N | find other people are kind an 16.4% 48.4% 33.0% 2.2%
g helpful on the internet. (questior| b (175) (516) (352) (24) 100.0%
= Q1B)
g Hate speech online is just word; 14.4% 22.4% 61.8% 1.4%
n (question Q2B) c (154) (239) (659) (15) (1067)
= Hate speech online reflects th 69.6% 19.0% 9.5% 1.8%
< tensions within a society| d (743) (203) (102) (19)
(question Q2C)

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages

Table1.8 Critical or notcritical relationship of the respondents to the internet and their rate of
agreementwiththeant{ SYAGA O a0GSNB2G&LIS awSga KIBS I NBFf )
processes an® 02y 2 Y& d¢

Agreement rate with the ani Neither
Semitic stereotype . (e} Agree Disagree agree nor Do not
disagree know Sum
Relationship with the internet
Not critical relationship 44.7% 17.4% 231% 14.8% 100.0%
a (220) (86) (114) (73) (493)
42.8% 17.3% 24.1% 15.8% 100.0%
Critical relationship b (747) (303 (421) (277) (1748)
Neither critical nor not 33.4% 14.5% 35.7% 16.4% 100.0%
critical relationship c (306) (131) (328) (150) (915)
| cannot specify my 17.8% 4.4% 22.2% 55.6% 100.0%
relationship d (8) (2) (10) (25) (45)
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Tablel.9 Opinion of the users of the digital space on the anonymity of the digital spade %

and in numbers

Claims about the anonymity in the digit{ Agree Neither Disagree Donot Sum
space agree nor know

disagree
It is easier for me to show ngpinions, even| 33.9% 28.4% 36.5% 1.2% 100.0%
if they are controversial, because (361) (303) (390) (13) (1067)
anonymity in the orine sphere. (question
Q1F)
| think that anonymity catalyses stron 67.7% 19.2% 11.9% 1.2% 100.0%
opinionsand emotions. (question Q1G) (722) (205) (127) (13) (1067)

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

The same can be observed in relation to the anonymity of the digital space, based on the data

from tables1.9 and 1.10: the aronymity of the digital space does not affect the respondents’
tendency to receive antbemitic claims in itself. Its influencestsown by other hidden variables.

This general statement requires comme@uestions Q1F and Q1G focus directly to the anotyymi

of the digital space. However, both of them ask about different aspects of the anonymity of the
digital space, so the answerlsa differ. A third of respondents agreed that the anonymity in the
digital space makes it easier for them to freely preséwmin opinion, even if it is controversial, a
little more than a third disagree with it, and a little less than a third do not tzagkear opinion.

Table1.10 Anonymity in the digital space by the respondents used as a means to more freely
express opimns and the agreement rate with the anfsemitic claims

Rate of agreemen{ Agree Disagree Neither agree nor| Do not know Sum

with the antiSemitic disagree

claims

Anonymity does (not

ease the presentatior]

of the rei LJ2 ¥ R

opinions

1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Ease 429 | 205| 29,6 | 18,0 | 42,4 | 155 | 24,4 | 26,6 | 26,3 | 14,7 | 10,5 | 28,6 | 100%
(361)

Does not ease 42,6 | 9,0 | 19,0 | 17,2 | 53,3 | 13,6 | 23,0 | 28,0 | 33,3 | 17,2 | 9,7 | 34,1 | 100%
(390)

Neither ease, neithey 33,0 | 11,2 | 195 | 13,5| 31,0 | 109 | 36,3 | 443 | 435 | 17,2 | 135| 26,1 | 100%

does not ease (303)

Do not know W w (&) W w w (&) W w W w 100%

Anti-Semitism 2.0
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Sum 40,0 16,3 27,3 16,4 100%

(1067)
Note: Columns 2,5, 8amMY ! YGA&ASYAGAO &0 S NiteAcé énldbrid mansgSngedt précksgeS || NB | €
FyR SO2y2Yé admu 2t MGt &S v EASHSY¥AIGAO aGSNB2Ge LIS a WSsa
KFiS aLISSOK (261 NRa 13 QuUasy Scdai NI 2t d2¥ yf & Yn 3 o12>dzddeniostdic WSS aY o L.
a01KGS GKIFG aeadSylFdaolrtte 2LIINBaaSR yR RAaLX I OSR tItSad

The second question asks about the emotions in connection with the Igidae, and in that case
67.7% of respondents believe that the anonymity of the digital space leadsotog opinions and
emotions, and 11.9% disagree with theata in Tabld.10 answer the question of whether the
anonymity in the digital space, relies or does not relieve the pressure to correctly express
oneself on the internet, has an influence orethcceptance or rejection of ariemitic claims.
From those who think that the digital space relieves them of this pressure, 42.9% of respondents
agreewith anti-Semitic prejudice. From those who think the digital space does not relieve them
of this pressire, 42.6% of respondents agree with aBgmitic prejudice. As we can see there is
no difference. Similarly, with only a lower representation, it ishinsse who disagree with anti
Semitic prejudice 18.0% and 17.2%. Some influence can be seen in tivasclan clear anti
Semitic claims. Those who claim that anonymity on the Internet does not make it easier for them
to present their views have the probte of agreeing with antSemitic prejudice (only 9.0% of
them) and a significantly smaller is the problefdisagreeing with it (53.3% of them). This means
that the anonymity of the digital space does not release a 'rational' reasonedamitism, which

is muted by the transparent social control but releases the irrationat@ethitism, which works

with hidden prejudices and negative emotions. This means that the anonymity of the Internet in
itself does not strengthen the tendency to receive aémiticclaims, but only amplifies when it

is connected with prejudices.
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What also draws attention is the datd those who do not have a clear view of the anonymity on
the Internet. Nearly half of them did not take a clear stand of the "agreement" or "disagm&me
with anti-Semitic claims. It can be assumed that these people are unclear whether they should be
guided by prejudice or not or they do not care at all. They, therefore, form a group with
unpredictably unstable behaviour, a group that can be capturea ftyonger emotion associated

with a view presented by the authority. Based on the data from Tall@, their number can be
estimated from the most unstable approximately 15% of respondents to approximately one third.
Although the answers to both questie differ, the tendency to receive arfBemitic claims is
almost identical for both questions. Anonymitythe digital space or its form has no effect on this
vulnerability without the influence of other variables.

RESPONDENTATTITUDES TOWARDSNRIRITES

As an activity on the internet, we can also consider commenting and participating in a discussion.
The activity can be influenced by the competence of people to act in the online sphere and their
ability to be critical to the content on the internet andsalthe possibility to stay in anonymity
online.To research the prejudices based on the assessmehieadirect questions is not correct.

It is a lot more beneficial to use indirect questions.




Table 21 Opinion of the respondents users of the digital pace and the support of the given
organisations and groups in % and in numbers

Extent ’of the _ 53 c

suppdNIi T ‘; 5 Supported H H o
T = = o
g2 S o
22 | g2 3 E
3 c = °=x
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- z5 £ 5 é = % ) =

Type of organisatior 7} % g 2 5 [a)

The churches ang 10.0% 30.7% 28.6% 30.7% 59.3% + 49,3

religious (107) (328 (304) (328) (632)

organisations
32.0% 28.6% 14.7% 24.7% 39.4% +7,4

LGBTQ+ (342) (304) (157) (264) (421)

National and ethnic 17.9% 35.0% 25.6% 215% 47.1% +29,2

minorities (191) (373) (274) (229) (503)

Media 13.4% 34.3% 34.6% 17.7% 52.3% 100% | + 38,9
(143) (366) (369) (189) (558)

NGOs 35.5% 35.4% 17.2% 11.9% 29.1% -6,4
(379) (378) (183) (127) (310) 1067

Sports club 42.4% 30.9% 19.8% 6.9% 26.7% -15,7
(453) (329) (211) (74) (285)

SUM 25.2% 325% 234% 18.9% 42.3% 100% | +17,1
(1615) (2078) (1498) (1211) (2709) | (6402)

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

Data from Table 2. indicates that sport clubs are not supported enough (42.4% of the
respondents think that they are not supported sufficiently, inmgarison with 26.7% who
disagree with it and think that the suppois sufficient or overdone). When it comes to NGOs
35.5% of respondents think they are insufficiently supported over 29.1% of those who think they
are sufficiently or overly supported. Ohnet other hand, there are organizations and groups, whose
results @e not possible to see as an everyday outcome and which can often face stigmatization.
The support for these organisations is considered to be exaggerated by one fifth to one fourth of
the respondents. When it comes to the church and religious organisati@®.7% of the
respondents think that the support is overdone, in LGBT organisations 24.7%, in nationalistic and
ethnic minorities 21.5% and in media 17.7%. Among those we should be Idokipepple with
prejudices.

Table 22 clearly points out that the highest tendency to adopt the eéimitic prejudice have
those respondents who agree with the a®emitic prejudice and at the same time have the
objections to the amount of money whick given to the church, religious orgaations and
national, ethnic organisations (in both cases more than half of the respondents at the same agree
with the antiSemitic prejudice). Data in table 2.6 also show us that those respondents which think
that anorganisation or a group is overlymuorted (we can suppose it applies to at least minimal
showcase of antipathy to a group or an organisation but probably escalates to the prejudice
towards it) increases the risk of those people to agree with the Sentiitic prejudice.
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Table 22 Opinion of the respondents; users of the digital space and the support of the given
2NBFyAaliA2yad YR 3INRdzZJA (G23SGKSNI g6AGK GKSANI 3N
influence on world management processes and §c8 Y & i % and in numbers

Agreement rate with the  anti-
Semitic stereotype s) Neither
Agree Disagree agree nor Do not Sum
Opinion towards the support of thg disagree know
organisations and groups
Oversupported 47.6% 155% 20.1% 16.8% 100.0%
The Churches (156) (51) (66) (55) (328)
and religious| Neither too much 33.2% 14.3% 37.9% 14.6% 100.0%
organisations | nor not enough (109) (47) (124) (48) (328)
Not supported 36.5% 16.8% 27.1% 19.6% 100.0%
(39) (18) (29) (21) (107)
National and Oversupported 51.5% 10.9% 214% 16.2% 100.0%
(118) (25) (49) (37) (229)
ethnic Neither too much 33.9% 14.7% 34.0% 17.4% 100.0%
nor not enough (126) (55) (127) (65) (373)
minorities Not supported 29.9% 27.2% 23.0% 19.9% 100.0%
(57) (52) (44) (38) (191)
Oversupported 39.2% 17.6% 21.6% 21.6% 100.0%
(29) (13) (16) (16) (74)
Sports clubs Neither too much 33.1% 15.5% 34.7% 16.7% 100.0%
nor not enough (109) (51) (114) (55) (329)
Not supported 44.4% 17.4% 22.3% 159% 100.0%
(201) (79) (101) (72) (453)

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

Objections towards the support of the groups focused on national, ethnical minorities and
churches, religious organisations showcases in a greater extent the tendency to adopt the anti
Semitic prejudices. i on the other hand, those who think that thoseganisations are
insufficiently supported have decreased in adoption of the-&atimitic prejudice. In other words,

we can suppose that higher rate of prejudices increases the tendency to adopt th&aamitic
claims.

Question Q7 is asking the respondemthich minorities are in their opinion the most exposed to

0KS KIFGS aLISSOKd ¢KS IyasgSNI 2F (KS NBalLRyRSyid ak
GKAY]l GKFIG GKAA YAYy2NR&e 123 GKIFI KERSOBKREKINF 2 NE |
respondent is truly trying to reflect on the opinions of the others and this does not reflect their

opinion to a certain extent. We can also suppose that in combination with question Q11 which

focuses on the agement/disagreement of the respondents with diféat antiSemitic claims,

these two types of answers differ.

Table 23 Opinion of the users of the digital space on which minorities are exposed to hate
speech.

Minority group Number %

Roma 535 50.2%
L&BT 217 20.3%
Muslims 85 8.0%
Disabled 81 7.6%




Jews 22 2.1%
Others 24 2.2%
Could not think of any minority 103 9.6%
SUM 1067 100.0%

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

Data from table 2 showcase the overview about what different minorities aneposed to
RAFTFSNBYyG KIFIGS &ALISSOKZI o0lFaSR 2y GKS NBaLRyRS
can consider Roma (50.2% respondents), then LGBT community (20.3%), Muslims (8.0%), and as
last the disabled (7.6%). It is noteworthy that Jews @asidered to be a minority community

only by a small number of the respondents (2.1%). Also, 9.6% of the respondents could not think

of any minority

In combination with the answers to thguestion Q11, we get a different picture. Data from table

2 4 showcases that from the number of the respondents which agree with-@atnitic claims the

most dominant group are those who think that the aB&mitic claims focus on Roma. But from

the tendercy to agree with the antbemitic claims dominate those, who calesi the minority

groups of the Jews (54.5%) and Muslims which are exposed to hate speech. A bit smaller tendency
is showcased by those who consider to be minagitisabled (40.8%) and Ron¥0.5%). What

these two minorities have in common is that the wrty thinks that they are very easily
recognisable due to the visible physiological differences. However, there is one difference. Many
Roma and disabled people are considered by the miajdri | & G2 dzNBé d ¢KAa R2S
and Muslims, which be{63 (2 GKS 3INRdzZL) a@AaAiroftS FyR FT2NB
perceived as the ones which can be threat to the homogeneity of society and also to its security.
This harsher attitude twards them results in deeper prejudices and therefore higher teagi¢o

adopt ASHS.

Anti-Semitism 2.0

Table 24 Opinion of the users of the digital space on which minorities are exposed to hate
ALISSOK IyR GKSANI FANBSYSy(d NI Gisfluedcé orkKworldK S Of
YFEYF3ASYSyd LINEOSzkSandinyiltbes O2y 2 Y& ¢

Agreement rate with the antiSemitic stereotype s}
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Minorities exposed to hate speech < ,céa 23 c 8 £ n

405% | 16.3% | 264% | 16.8% | 100.0%

Roma 17) | 87) | (@41 | (90) | (535)
332% | 230% | 230% | 20.8% | 1000%
LGBT 72) | 50) | (50) | (45) | (217)
545% | 182% | 228% | 45% | 1000%
Jews 12) | @ (5) 1) (22)
408% | 14.8% | 37.0% | 7.4% | 1000%
Disabled (33 | 12) | (30) (6) (81)
53.0% | 106% | 223% | 14.1% | 1000%
Muslims @5) | (9 19 | 12 | (85
625% | 84% | 208% | 8.3% | 1000%
Others 15 | (@ (5) ) (24)

320% | 9.7% | 399% | 184% | 100.0%
Do not know (33) (10) (41) (19) (103)




40.0% | 163% | 27.3% | 164% | 1000%
Sum (427) | (174) (291) (A75) | (1067)
Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

Table 25 Users of the digital space evaluate the beficiality of the variety for the Slovak society
¢ in % and in number

Evaluation s} Negative Neither negative nor Positive Sum
Type of variety positive
Ethnic 32.8% 50.8% 16.4%
(350) (542) (175)
Religious 27.1% 50.6% 22.3%
(289) (540) (238) 100.0%
Cultural 25.9% 45.0% 29.1% (1067)
(277) (480) (310)
Language 21.6% 47.0% 314%
(231) (502) (334)
Sum 26.8% 48.4% 24.8% 100.0%
(1147) (2064) (1057) (4268)

Note: N=1067. Figures in percentages.

Prejudices are also influencing how exaluate the variety in society. Data provided in tabl 2.

shows how the respondents evaluate different types of varieties in society. From the data, we can

see how each of those differentiations is by half of the respondents evaluated neither positively

nor negatively. This is a big part of the respondents wihoat take a clear stand and it is way too

many people taategorizdl KSY | & dadzyl OO02dzyiilofSé¢d LG A& Y2NB f ]
between what the traditional upbringing says and wheasaid by the modern society. In here we

probably found agace for educational activities which would aim at increasing the toleration.
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The other half of the respondents, those who take a clear stand, have aligned their evaluation of
traditionallystigmdizedand conflicting differences in society (ethnic antigieus) evaluate more
negatively in comparison with the differences, through which there is cooperation in society
running (language and cultural differenceBhe combination of answers from qu&ms Q8 and

Q11 allows us to observe that negative relasbips to those different groups increases the
tendency to adopt ASHS. In other words, those who evaluate traditional parts of society which are
in conflict (ethnic and religious) negatively arenmdikely to adopt ASHS.

THEJEWS ANTISEMITISM AND HABPEECH BIOVAKIA

Every source which provides information is adapting the information based on their own
perspective and point of view. Therefore, it is good to know the sources which people dige an
it has an impact on their opions.

Table 26 Scale of selected and unselected sources of information on Jews by respondents




Source of information Sources chosen by the Sources not chosen by the
respondents respondents
Number % Number %

Personatontact with the Jews 116 4.5% 951 11.8%
Contact with friends and relatives 200 7.7% 867 10.7%
Famous people 156 6.0% 911 113
Traditional media 460 17.8% 607 7.5%
Social media 246 9.5% 821 10.2
Literature 381 14.7% 686 8.5%
Movies 428 16.7% 639 7.9%
Culturalinstitutions and events 299 11.6% 768 9.5%
Other sources 25 1.0% 1042 12.8%
Does not search for such a information 272 10.5% 795 9.8%
SUM 2583 100.0% 8087 1000%

Data from table & says that 1067 respondents from the list of provided sosittede up of 2583
combinations (respondents could choose more sources). Therefore, an average respondent chose
2-3 sources which they use as a source about the Jews. It represents 24.2% ofpossites

what does not lead into a great interest about timormation about the Jews. In the structure of
sources, which were interesting for respondents, one group is more dominant, which could be
OFff SR GaLKSNB 27T Odz (i astilBtions,eveits] SoNJraadiNGAS.0% 2 O A
From the poit of view of general sources almost one fifth of the cases (17.8%), of the respondents
use traditional media as a source of information. Only 4.5% of the respondents chose a personal
contact withJews. But at the same time, it is the most reliable soufcmformation. It is also
interesting to note that the source which have an immediate influence on the respondents, and
they are exposed to the environment dadythe personal contact with relates and friends, the
respondents do not consider it to besignificant source about the Jews (7.7% of the choices).
l'y20KSN] a2dzNODSE gKAOK A& AYLRNIFYG Ay 2G0§KSNJI
in very low outcome; only 6.0%. Both thes& 2 dzNDSa ¢S OFy Llzi Ayid2 2y
It is irteresting to note that society which presents itself by preferring authority, had such a low
outcome of the choices which are directly connected to it. Also, social media had a very small
outcomeas a source of information. Taking into consideration, thatrespondents are the users

of the digital space, outcome of 9.5%, does not show a high interest in this type of source.

Table 27 The difference in the scope of agreement with as8emitic steeotype and
respondents, which have chosen specific typesofurce on information about Jews (+) and who
RARYOUG o

Agreement with  anti Semitic  stereotype Agree Disagree Neither Do not
s} agree nor know
disagree

Source of information about the Jews

Personal contact with the Jews +11,2 +2,0 -5,5 -7,7
Contact with friends and relatives +8,0 -0,4 -3,4 -4,2
Famous people +10,8 +0,5 -4,9 -6,4
Traditional media +17,9 -1,9 -8,6 -7,4
Social media +9,2 +0,5 -1,1 -8,6

Literature +15,8 + 3,6 -7,7 -11,7
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Movies +11,2 +2,8 -5,3 -8,7
Cultural institutions and events + 13,7 +3,3 -8,6 -8,4
Othersources +12,3 -0,3 +0,7 -12,7
Does not seek for information on Jews -23,6 -0,6 +7,4 + 20,4
SUM +7,9 +0,7 -4,0 -4,6

Taking into consideration that respondents could choose from every source of their preference it
is interesting to observe the reianship between these choices and their agreement or
disagreement with ant{f SYAGA O aGSNB2GeLISY dnW&ld mandgen@8 | NB I €
LN OSa4aSa yR SO2y2Y@éd CNRY SOSNEB &a2d2NOS 6KAOK |
that the numberof those who agreed with anfsemitic claim rose higher compared to the share

of those, who agreed with the ar8emitic clain in comparison with the same source where the
respondents did not choose it. It looks like all the sources provided to the resptsdmplify

their tendency to agree with the arSemitic prejudice. It starts with the traditional media, then
literature, cultural institutions, movies and lastly personal contact with Jews. Schematically more
precise it can be seen tabler21n that able, we can see that the agreement with the a&émitic
prejudice is amplified by the chosen source. Also, the disagreewitmnthe antiSemitic prejudice

is amplified with the chosen sourgebut not by every category and not that significantly but we
can still conclude the amplification. The same applies to the respondents which are undecided and
do not take any stand towds the antiSemitic prejudice. To them applies the opposite influence

¢ the indecisiveness in a phenomenon have a higher rate these who did not choose a source.

But these answers are based on the initial assessment do not seem to be truthful. lty seeie

do not have literature, movies, cultural institutions etc. which could be filled bySentiitic
content and therefore amdly the tendency to adopt the ansemitic prejudices. We can conclude

two explanations. Either respondents did not answethfully, which could happen with a small
portion of the respondents, or from the sources which the respondents chose, they astivady

adopt due to already present arBemitic prejudice. The second option is more likely.

The fact that almost half dhe choices of which were made by the people which agree with the

anti-Semitic prejudice is not a good outcome. Also, almost Hati@se who did not choose the

a2dz2NOS INB fa2 dzyRSOARSR 4 KS (K SHemitic rSjédiced | INB S ¢
which makes it worse. It means that given resources were unable to convince them to disagree

with the antiSemitic prejudice. Quarétive research, however, is not providing answers to

question-g KA OK &2 dzNDSa Ay Tt dzSyOS (weSvayNbda ajesgdRcEy (1 Qa 2 LY
perspective Q11 is crucial because it studies how the respondents adof8eamitic claims about
Jews.Qua i A2y vmm o064t fSIasS akKFINBzZ 2y | ao0ltS 2F FADE
a0l GSYSylGadeé 0 A atthe giedzl SniSergitié clainis yiich yha& usérsdef the

digital space most adopt. Types of the claims can be divided to thres:typ

1. Traditional antiSemitic stereotypes (it is about the claims which are part of the societal
discourse in Central Europayt are pushed to the back and therefore are not part of the
GO2NB¢ 2F GKS a20Alf 02yl NP fadmeceskal/&vil anNB j dzA S (-
majority of the people come across them in their life and will have to take a stand towards
them. (For Jewish people, Israel is more important than Hungary/ Czech/ Poland/
SlovakiaJews have a real influence on world management psees and economy he
WSga R2 y2G OOSLI LIS2LXS gAGK 20KSNJ NBf A3IA2
his miserliness stz Ry Qiéi 0SS &a4SSy la 2FFSyargdsS G261 NR&A N



2. Current antiSemitic claims (it is about the current claims which are wialay anti
Semitic, they are categorised as secatass antisemitism and are under the social
control in sense that it isnbecoming to agree with anemitic claims(The Holocaust
still gets too much attention in public debatéews are guilty of theselves, that there is
hate speech towards them\nti-Semitic stereotypes how, what Jews are really)like

3. Current quasneutra claims about the Jews (it is about the claims from the present times
where the presence of antisemitism is harder to identifye firejudices are the deciding
factor therefore they are not subjected to the social contigdyael in a nordemocratic
state that systematically oppressed and displaced Palestinkéate. speech towards Jews
is a common phenomenon.

From Table2.8 it can be observed that 39.9% of the respondents are more likely to adopt
traditional antiSemitic stereotypes in the digital space. In significantly smaller rates users are
prone to accept quasieutral claims (20.9%). The smallest potentiality of acaepe ca be
observed in open antbemitic claims (17.1%Jhis potential of acceptance of the ai@emitic
claims is only supported by the results on the rate of disagreement. The order is revitrse
highest potential of unacceptance have clear and opeti-Semitic claims (33.6%), the next are

the quasineutral claims (24.1%) and the lowest potential have traditional&ethitic stereotypes
(17.1%)Accuracy of the results can be questioned, because of the high range of the answers in
which the respondnts ada § SNER Gy SAGKSNI | INBES y2NJ RA&I INB
they prefer not to comment given claims, they are unclear etc. Over half of the answers fall into
these two categories which have created a negative potential. We may supposénénatisa

high rate of people who when are in the environment which is saturated with theSartiitic
claims, have the tendency to lean towards acceptance or at least not clearly deny t&eanitic
claims. The highest potential from this perspectivesdndhos respondents who chose quasi
neutral antiSemitic claims. This leads to two possible solutions. Firstly, the control of societal
pressure against antemitism will be eased, which can potentially lead to mass spread of open
anti-Semitism. If the@ntrol will at persist or increase, it will result in strengthening the prevention
against antiSemitism.

Table2.8 Types of claims about Jews, which the users in the digital space are prone to agree
with (Q11)

Agreement  with

anti-Semitic claimg Agree Disagree Neither agree nor] Do not know Sum
o) disagree

NO % NO % NO % NO % Numb %
Anti-Semitic claimd er

Traditional anti| 1704 | 399% | 728 17.1% 1014 238% | 822 19.2% 4268 | 100.0%
Semitic
stereotypes

Neutral claims 447 | 209% | 515 24.1% 733 344% | 439 | 20.6% 2134 | 1000%

546 17.1% | 1075 | 33.6% 1131 35.3% | 449 14.0% 3201 | 100.0%
Anti-Semitic claimg

2697 | 281% | 2318 | 24.1% 2878 30.0% 171 17.8% 9603 | 100.0%
Total sum 0
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From the data in tables, we can conclude that from every type of@emiitic clainis possible to

take one, which will be representing all types and continue working with only this one. From the

OF G S32NE d ¢SeinifstérdoBpas fA 0 yAIZA 6Sad NBLINBaSyGaSR oe&
real influence on world management procestey R SO2y 2Ye ®¢é¢ CNR-BemitikS (& L)S ¢
Ot FAYaé¢d Aa GKS NBLNBaSyalraaAgsS OftlFAY D awsSsga | NB
026 NRACNIKS Y®PE-FSdzti A &8 A Of F AYA | 02dzi GKS WSgaé¢ Aa
GLAN) StdenBYNEF GXDYy a0 3GS GKFEG aeadSYl G§AOBasdde 2 LILINB &
2y GUKS 20aSNBFiA2y 2F (GKS RIGlF T Na&wyhakaie#d
AYyFidzsSyO0S 2y 62NIR YIylFI3aSySyid LINROSaasSsa |
therefore, it will be necessary to work with it in the next text.

I o
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Table2.9 Claims about the Jews with which the users of the digital space are pronagiee
with ¢ based on the number of answers (Q11)

Agreement with the anti| Agree Disagree (Do| o =
Semitic claims s} (Accept) not accept) IS % . ‘é =
Certainly More More Certai % E g 8 _% c
likely likely nly = 9 S
Anti-Semitic claims © (”
Traditional B 243 271 59 34 254 206 1067
anti-Semitic C 177 250 116 58 175 291 1067
stereotypes D 64 149 204 99 324 227 1067
E 226 324 104 54 261 98 1067
H 710 994 483 245 1014 822 4268
H H 1704 728 1014 822 4268
Open F 96 180 224 130 359 78 1067
Anti-Semitic G 37 108 224 235 343 120 1067
claims H 28 97 141 121 429 251 1067
H, 161 385 589 486 1131 449 3201
HH 546 1075 1131 449 3201
Quast A 39 165 252 120 373 118 1067
Neutral | 83 160 101 42 360 321 1067
claims H 122 325 353 | 162 733 439 2134
about the Jews [~ 447 515 733 439 2134
Sum 993 ’ 1704 1425 | 893 2878 1710 9603
2697 2318 2878 1710 9603

Table2.10 Claims about the Jews with which the users of the digital space are prone to agree
with ¢in %. (Q11)

Extent of acceptancd Agree Disagree = o 5 _ -
o) (Accept) (Do not accept) 5% 9 25 e 2 g
Certainly | More | More | Certainly | 2E-= 57 8 £ n

Claims likely | likely °

Traditional B 228 254 55 3.2 238 19.3 1000

anti-Semitic C 16.6 234 109 54 164 27.3 1000

stereotypes D 6.0 14.0 19.1 9.3 30.3 213 1000
E 212 30.3 9.7 5.1 245 9.2 1000
H 16.6 233 11.3 5.7 238 19.3 1000
H H 39.9 17.0 238 193 1000




F 9.0 169 | 210 122 336 7.3 1000
Anti-Semitic | G 35 101 | 210 22.0 322 11.2 1000
claims H 2.6 91 | 132 113 40.3 235 1000
H 5.0 120 | 184 15.2 354 14.0 1000

HA| 170 336 354 140 1000

Neutral A 3.7 155 | 235 112 350 111 1000
claims [ 7.8 150 | 95 3.9 33.7 30.1 1000
H 5.7 152 | 165 7.6 34.4 20.6 1000

20.9 24.1 34.4 20.6 1000

Sum 103 | 177 | 148 | 93 30.1 17.8 1000
280 241 30.1 178 1000

Table 2.12 Users of the digital space based on their sex and their agreement with the -anti
Semitic stereotyped WS ga KI @S | NBIFf AyFidSyOS 2y g2NIR
¢ in % and numbers

Agreement with the antBemitic Agree Disagree Neither Do not know Sum
stereotype agree not
disagree
Sex of the respondents
Male 44.1% 16.6% 24.9% 14.4% 100.0%
(223) (84) (126) (73) (506) o
Female 36.4% 16.0% 29.4% 18.2% 100.0% o
(204) (90) (165) (102) (561) %
Sum 40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0% =]
(427) (174) (291) (175) 1067 g
)
<
From the data in table .21, we can conclude that males are more likely to agree tithanti <

Semitic prejudices than females, females are on the other hand more likely to lean towards the
opinions which are unclear or unstable.

Table 2.12 Users of thedigital space based on their age and agreement with aggmitic
A0SNB2G& LIS NBWS s 3 yRHAS yIOS 2y 62NI R YI¥in®dSYSyi
and in numbers.

Agreement with the arBemitic Agee Disagree | Neither agree Do not Sum
Sereotypes [ nor disagree know
Age of the respondents
27.6% 237% 27.6% 211% 100.0%
15¢ 24 years (64) (55) (64) 49 (232)
34.7% 20.9% 285% 15.9% 100.0%
25¢ 34 years (105) (63) (86) (48) (302)
41.2% 12.2% 31.2% 15.4% 100.0%
35¢ 44 years (115) (34) (87) (43) (279)
53.8% 10.8% 19.6% 15.8% 100.0%
45¢ 54 years (85) (17) (31) (25) (158)
53.5% 7.0% 26.8% 12.7% 100.0%
55¢ 64 years (38) (5) (19) (9) (71)
80.0% - 16.0% 4.0% 100.0%
65+ years (20) - (4) (1) (25)
40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0%
Sum (427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)
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From the data from tabl@.12we can conclude that with the rising age of respondents also directly

rises the tendency to agree with the ai8emitic stereotypes (which accounts for 588846 of the

age group) and decreasese tendency to disagree with the stereotype (up to 10%)

Resg YRSy i(a o6K2 aySAGKSNI FINBS y2N) RAA&AFINBS: FyR
category and account for around 4686%. This is an especially bad signal in relation to the

younger generatin. This means that the prevention should be focusing espgaallyounger

categoriec2 Y G dzy RSOARSR¢ |yR (K2&S ¢K2 alF ANBSe gAGK [
category. In older age group the good outcome would be to doubt their agreeing positio

Data from table2.13show us that with the rising educatidevel, also the tendency to agree with

the antiSemitic stereotypes rises. It is in conflict with the generally accepted opinion that the

higher the level of education, the higherthe toleréh® LG aSSya GKFd @gAGK GKS
SRdzOl GA2 ¢y B8SRaAK2f Gl 1S Ayld2 O2y&aARSNI GA2Yy dGadz eS8
from this research we are unable to verify it. Although based on the experience, we can suppose

that alumni of tecmological subjects of study can have a lower level of critiicadking.

Respondents in this research are people who use digital space therefore, we can suppose that

there are more people with technological subject of the study. This theory can be yatialled

by the data about the competencies of the respondeatsl the level of critical thinking with

relation to the digital space. However, all these explanations are not substantial enough to validate

this result or apply it to the general context. Thfore, we cannot conclude that with the rising

level of educabn also raises the rate of agreement with the a®&mitic claims.

Data in table.13and2.14show a different picture. In clearly arfliemitic clainwith the rising

attained education, théendency to agree with the anSemitic statements drop. Tendey in

comparison with the antBemitic stereotypes is even lower, which raises concerns. On the other

hand, in quasneutral claims about the Jews the tendency paradoxically rises independasntly

the level of attained education and fluctuates at roughtgund 25%. It looks like the level of

attained education has no influence. The influence of level of education showed in those who
FyYyasgSNBRY aL R2 y2i 1y2¢¢ JtaineKedddian we dani gée they Ay ONB |
inability or reluctance to taga stand.

Table 2.13 Users of the digital space based on the level of attained education and their
agreementratewithant{ SYAGA O aiSNB2G&LISY¢é¢ WSga KIF@S I NBI
LINE OSaaSa I ¢if HdilniRbéd ® ¢

Agreementwith  anti-Semiticstereotype '
Attainedlevel educatiorof the respondents Agree Disagree Neither Do not Sum
agree nor know
disagree
Primary 25.0% 26.7% 30.0% 183% 100.0%
(15) (16) (18) (11) (60)
Secondary without maturita 34.3% 16.7% 32.3% 16.7% 100.0%
(37) (18) (35) (18) (108)
Secondary with maturita 38.0% 15.7% 30.1% 16.2% 100.0%
(194) (80) (154 (83) (511)
46.6% 155% 21.6% 16.3% 100.0%
Tertiary (181) (60) (84) (63) (388)
40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0%
SUM (427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)




The explanation is providedyldifferent influences of social control. Behind higher acceptance
tendency and typical ansemitic stereotype. (Table 1.4.1) We can see the influence subtly in the
culture of the accepted antbemitic prejudices whitare not under the pressure of diresocial
control and are seemingly socially accepted. These did not create strict negative denial from the
message carrier. The same influence is showing in the relation with the tendency to accept
quastneutral claimsabout the JewsThose who do not diggee with the claims about arSemitic
claims give this seemingly negative claim @#mitic meaning which translates to a higher rate

of agreeability. On the other hand, agreeing with a clear-8etnitic claim meanfor the carrier

of the message opeand clear disagreement with the social background, which is also shown in
table. This different influence of the social control is translated through every result of this
research. This also shows that main problenthie mere existence of the influence dfie
subconscious traditional ar8emitic prejudices which has been following us for many generations
and high representation of the respondents (from 43.4% to 63.8%pends on the antBemitic
claim), which do notake a clear stand or are unsure. Taisisually high representation may be

the reason to be cautious but also an opportunity to effectively get rid of traditional antisemitism
which increases the netraditional antisemitism.

2.14Users of the digital sace based on the level of education driheir agreement rate with

anti-{ SYAGAO OflAY awSga IINB 3IJdzafde 2F (GKAvasSt @9

% and in numbers

Agreement with — anti-
Semitic stereotype 'h Agree Disagree Neither agree Do not Sum
nor disagree know

Level of education of the

respondents

Primary 13.3% 53.3% 26.7% 6.7% 100.0%
(8) (32) (16) 4) (60)

Secondary without 24.1% 23.1% 35.2% 17.6% 100.0%

maturita (26) (25) (38 (19) (108)

Secmdary with maturita 12.9% 43.8% 321% 11.2% 100.0%
(66) (224) (164) (57) (511)

Tertiary 11.6% 45.9% 322% 10.3% 100.0%
(45) (178) (125) (40) (388)

SUM 13.6% 43.0% 321% 11.3% 100.0%
(145) (459) (343) (120) (1067)

Table2.15 Users of the digital spacbased on the level oéducation and their agreement rate
gAGK GKS OfFAY I 02 dzidembétafic SWS that systdmatindllySoppressgd I
YR RA&LX I OSchn%ahdindanibars/ A | y & €

Agreement withanti-Semitic stereotyp€h | Agree | Disagree| Neither Do not Sum
agree not know
Level of education of the responden disagree
25.0% 15.0% 25.0% 35.0% 100.0%
Elementary (15) (9) (15) (21) (60)
Secondaryvithout maturita 28.7% 7.4% 42.6% 21.3% 100.0%
(€19) 8 (46) (23) (108)
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Secomlarywith maturita 20.5% 15.1% 34.5% 29.9% 100.0%
(105) (77) (176) (153) (511)
23.7% 12.6% 317% 32.0% 100.0%
Tertiary (92) (49) (123) (124) (388)
22.8% 13.4% 33.7% 30.1% 100.0%
SUM (243) (143) (360) (321) (1067)
Table2.16 Users of the digital spackased on region and theiagreement with antiSemitic
A0SNB2GeLIS awSga KIFE@S || NBFE AyFidSyGghwry 62NIR
and in numbers
Agreementwith anti-Semitic stereotypdb Agree Disagree Neither Do not Sum
agree nor | know
Regional division of the respondents disagree
44.7% 184% 27.0% 9.9% 100.0%
Bratislava region (63) (26) (38) (14) 141
44.2% 14.2% 23.3% 18.3% 100.0%
Trnava region (53) (17) (28) (22) (120)
40.4% 18.4% 21.9% 19.3% 100.0%
Trencinregion (46) (21) (25) (22) (114)
42.7% 12.1% 27.5% 17.7% 100.0%
Nitria region (53) (15) (34) (22) (124)
40.6% 9.8% 28.6% 21.0% 100.0%
o Zilina region (54) (13) (38) (28) (133)
~ 27.6% 21.3% 33.0% 18.1% 100.0%
= BanskaBystrica region (35) (27) (42) (23) (127)
2 36.1% 21.5% 29.1% 133% 100.0%
IS Presov region (57) (34) (46) (21) (158)
% 44.0% 14.0% 26.7% 15.3% 100.0%
= Kosice region (66) (22) (40) (23) (150)
< 40.0% 16.3% 273% | 164% | 1000%
SUM (427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)

Datafrom Table2.17 shows that respondents in settlements which have populations updoQL
inhabitants and over 2000 show a higher tendency to adopt the aBemitic stereotype in
comparison with the settlements which have populations fro®0D to 20000inhabitants. Jat

like at the attained education, it is not with the commonly used preconception, that with the
higher the population in the settlement also increases the tolerance. We can assume that the
subject of study plays a big role and in smalilsaients it is he outflow of young people to bigger
settlements.

Table2.17 Users of the digital space based on the size of the settlement and their level of
agreementwiththeant{ SYAGA O aGSNB2GeLIS awSga KIFFS || NBIf
processes and O 2 y 2¢¥h&%and in numbers

Agreement with  anti-Semiticstereotype ' Agree | Disagree| Neither agree| Do not Sum

Size of the settlement of the respondents nor disagree | know

<1000 44.2% 16.2% 24.0% 15.6% | 100.0%
(68) (25) (37) (24) (154)

1 000¢ 4 999 36.8% 15.6% 31.6% 16.0% | 100.0%
(106) (45) (91) (46) (288)

5000¢g 19 P9 34.3% 19.9% 24.7% 211% | 1000%
(57) (3.3) (41) (35) (166)

20000699 999 41.5% 15.0% 25.9% 17.6% | 100.0%
(125) (45) (78) (53) (301)




100000 < 44.9% 16.5% 27.8% 10.8% | 100.0%
(72) (26) (44) a7) (158)
SUM 40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% | 100.0%
(427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)
Table2.18Users of the digital space based on their status and their level of agreement with anti
{SYAGAO aGSNB2GeLIS awSga KIFI @S || NBIf AyFf dzsSy(
¢ in % and in numbers
Agreement with  anti-Semiticstereotype ' Agree Disagree| Neither Do not Sum
agree nor |  know
Status of the respondents disagree
Employed 39.0% 16.4% 27.3% 17.3% 100.0%
(262) (110) 183 (116) (671)
Seltemployed 52.1% 11.3% 253% 11.3% 100.0%
(37) (8) (18) (8) (71)
Unemployed 34.9% 18.6% 20.9% 25.6% 100.0%
(15) (8) ) (11) (43)
Pensioner 66.0% 4.3% 23.3% 6.4 100.0%
(31) 2 (11) 3 (47)
Disability pensioner 53.7% 9.7% 31.7% 4.9% 100.0%
(22) 4 (13) 2 (41)
Stayat-home 30.6% 12.2% 47.0% 10.2% 100.0%
(15) (6) (23) ©) (49)
Sudent 282% 26.0% 237% 221% 100.0%
(37) (34) (31) (29) (131)
Other 57.1% 14.3% 21.4% 7.1% 100.0%
(8) 2 3) (€] 14)
SUM 40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0%
(427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)

Table2.18is about the correlation between the status of the pemdents and their tendency to

adopt antiSemitic stereotype. Due to the decreased participation in the majority of the
respondents, it is difficult to draw a thorough conclusion. But we can genérally® G KI & & & i
as a variable does not influence ahiytg in itself. If there is a hidden variable, then the rate of
influence deviates from the average (e.g. sestay-at-home, sefemployed or age; pension,
student). If the variable is not hidden,dtrate of influence is coming near to an averag#d%
6SPId Aadl Gdza GaSYLX 28SRéE0OD CKSNBEF2NBZ ¢S oAt
respondentsWe can perceive and consider the differences in the perception as an opportunity
for developmentor threat. But we can also ignore them or do not tdkem into account, which

could lead to a greater threat of the hidden discrimination towards the minority group. The way
how we perceive different people is influenced through our prejudices, our tecygléowards
conformity and pieces of information whiete gather about different people.

Conformity

Tendency towards conformity and the influence of the authority to a certain extent influence how
we perceive differences in society and how we readhm. Conformity can be divided to three
parts. The firsts to copy behaviour of other members of society. The second is the pressured
behaviour from the social control. The third is the attempt to not be in any conflict with the
dominant part of societyAll three types of conformity are overlapping but they agg identical.

Anti-Semitism 2.0



Table 2.9 Agreement/disagreement with the respondents of the users of the digital space with
the claims about the conformity in % and in numbers

Claims about the conformity Agee Disagree| Neither Donot Sum
agree nor| know
disagree
| find it easier to be myself online than when 1 § 23.8% 43.7% 31.8% 0.7% 100.0%
with people faceto-face. (Q1D) (254) (466) (339) (8) (1067)
| talk about different things online than | dehen | 26.0% 41.8 30.9% 1.3% 100.0%
speaking to people faem-face. (Q1E) (277) (446 (330) (14) (1067)
It is easier for me to show my opinions, even if th  33.9% 36.5% 28.4% 1.2% 100.0%
are controversial, because of anonymity in the-q (361) (390) (303) (13) (1067)
line sphere. (Q1F)

To research the tendencies toves conformity, we used the answers from questions Q1D, Q1E
and Q1F. Question Q1D is asking whether we can be ourselves on the internet, question Q1E is
asking whether internet ifreeing us from the pressure of the societal control and the demands

of correctness. Question Q1F is asking whether thanks to the anonymity, we can freely express
our opinion regardless of the opinions of othei&able 2.9 shows that around 40% of the
respondents do not agree with the statement that express themselves more fiaelp any
different way for that matter than in other environments. Almost one third of the respondents did

not answer this question clearly. From 23.8% to 33.9% of the resposdagteed with the
questions, but it varied based on each individual claim.
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We can say that generally between a third and a fourth of the respondents appreciate the

anonymity of the internet because it allows them to speak freely without restrictionsther o

words, between a third and a fourth of the respondents feel restrictethe real social relations

and activities by social control or more precisely by the demands of certain opinions in society.

The anonymity of the internet space allows them tsedhe societal pressure with which they

are not identified with. Inathire ¥ GKS NBaLRyRSyidia ¢S OFy SELISOG o
y2G RA&FIANBSE 2NJaR2 y20 (y26¢e0 OGKIFG Ay + adzadl o
which prevails inaciety. In the remaining third of the respondents, who did not agree with the

claims we can suppose they do not have a problem with accepting the stance of society as if it was

their own. And the tendency towards the conforming behaviour which is enfoogesbciety is

lower. One could assume that the respondents, which have thdéacy towards conformity, are

liberated from the pressure of society which pushes them to conformity and eases their natural

behaviour on the internet. However, data in table @shows that it is not the natural behaviour

but behaviour which is influendeby the prejudices which are part of the societal culture but
subconsciously, their presence is not conscious.

From the data gathered in Table Q.R is clear that amongst theespondents who agree with

traditional antrSemitic claims there are those wlare more represented which we can consider

to be the respondents with the tendency towards conformity (in questions Q1D, E, F agree with

claims about the anonymous and free spam the internet)¢ KS RAFTFSNBYy O0SQa y2i4 GK
from 4.3 per centri question Q1D up to 0.4% in question Q1F in comparison with those who

disagree. The difference here means that in the real social relations and actions these people do

not encourter a problem when it comes to presenting their own agreement with traditi@mdi-




Semitic prejudices. Their agreement is not bound by anonymous environment of the internet but
is rather bound to subconscious sharing gB¢imitic prejudices in society.

Table 2.2 Tendency towards conformity in respondentsusers of the digitalspace and their
agreement with ant{ SYAGA O aGSNB2GeLS awSga KIS I NBI
LINE OSaaSa | ¢ &hdianiRbés o é

Agreement with ~ anti-Semitic Agree Disagree Neither Do not Sum
stereotype s} agree nor know
Tendency towards conformity i disagree
different areas yes (+), n(
40.0% 15.4% 25.6% 15.0% 100.0%
Agree (+) (112) (39) (65) (38) (254)
Question 39.7% 19.1% 23.4% 17.8% 100.0%
Q1D Disagree-) (185) (89) (109) (83) (466)
Neither agree nor 37.4% 13.3% 33.7% 15.6% 100.0%
disagree (130) (46) (117) (54) (347)
41.5% 19.1% 252% 14.1% 100.0%
Agree (+) (115) (53) (70) (39) (277)
Question 41.0% 17.9% 22.0% 19.1% 100.0%
Q1E Disagree-) (183) (80) (98) (85) (446) o
Neither agree nor 37.5% 11.9% 35.8% 14.8% 100.0% N
disagree (129) (41) (123) (51) (344) e
42.9% 18.0% 24.4% 14.7% 100.0% ;2
Agree (+) (155) (65) (88) (53) (361) g
Question 42.5% 17.2% 23.1% 17.2% 100.0% n
Q1F Disagree- (166) (67) (90) (67) (390) =
Neither agree nor 335% 13.3% 35.8% 17.4% 100.0% <
disagree (106) (42) (113) (55) (316)
Notes Question QI1D: | find it easier to be myself online than when | am with peégieto-face.
Question QI1E: | talk about difemt things online than | do when speaking to people -factce.

Question Q1F: It is easier for me to show my opinions, even if they are controversial, because of anonymityliiretephane.

Similarly the tendency to conform is also present amadhg respondents who lean towards open

ant-{f SYAGAO OfFAY awSga | NB 3Idzatide 2F (GKSyasSto
G). Respondents with the tendency towards conformity present their agreemightclear anti

Semiitic claims in a highertesin comparison with the respondents who disagree with claims about

free internet space. The extensive difference from 7.4% in a question Q1D, 9.2% in question Q1E
and even up to 11.5% in a question Q1F. Imeotwords, in a real social relations and witiés

these people feel to a greater extent to be bound by a social control. And anonymous internet
SYO@ANRYYSylG SyloftSa GKSY (2 akKz2g¢g GKSANI ayl {dz
conditioned by tke existence of subconscious aSgmitic prejdices).

¢2 Iy S@Sy 3ANBFGSNI SEGSyd dGKA&a GaFNBSAy3IéE | a
neutral claims about Jews. The difference between those who show tendencies to conformity and
agreewith the claims and those who do not show a tendetwgonformity but at the same time
agreement with the claims is even greater than in a previous&@mnitic claim. The difference is

from 10.6% in question Q1F, 12.6% in a question Q1D and up to Ma3gtiéstion QLE. In other
words, in real social rations and activities these people have tendencies to attribute even
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seemingly neutrally looking claims af#temitic meaning. And it is not a small number either. From
1067 respondents 204 people were aaated for what makes up almost 20%.

Relationship tathe Jews is necessary to explore within the context to other minority groups.
Question Q9 is asking the users of the digital space about their relationship to Roma, Jews,
Muslims and black people. Dateopided in Table 3.1 showcase this relationshiptimbers. Even
though, people are most likely to find the Jews the most likeable minority (26.0%) and then the
black people (24.6%), one fourth of the sympathizers does not mean that Jews are highly liked i
society. Other two groupg Muslims and Roma peaplgot significantly lower likability (6.3%
Muslims, 6.5% Roma).

2 KSy Al 0O02YSa (2 ayz2i tA1SrofS |G Ffféxr GKS NBa
Roma (53.4%) and then Muslims (50.226), Ol 1 S32NE ay20 tA1SlIofSé¢ WSg
of the respondents and for 17.8% it is black people. In both categotiksable and not likeable

the range is not very high. Majority of the respondents preferred to be neutral, towards the Jews

it was 62.1% and towards the black people 57.7% respotsddiis shows us two things. Those

who do not have prejudices and do not judge the ethnic group as a group but see the individual

LJS2 L) S5 KIFER y2 20§KSNJ OK2AOS 0 dzii alfo2choselttoseS &y S dzi
respondents who do not see individls but one group. We are unable to make this distinction

based on the data from the survey. But, when we consider two facts: Central European culture

and Slovak history, we cannot suppose that thera isigh representation of those who chose

&y S dzibON99d) and siee the individuals behind the ethnic group and not the group as a whole.

In other words, around half of the respondents has an ambivalent relationship with the Jews what

entails both positivand negative potential. Whether their stand will ither positive or negative

is given by the preferred political discoursghether towards refrainment from the different or

towards cooperation with them and how strong the social pressure to keep tineiples about

respect and toleration toward othessill be.We can observe that the biggest part of ambivalence

can be found in the respondents towards the Jews (62.1%). And smallest part of ambivalence can

be found respondents towards Roma people (40.1B¥en though, this is the smallest part from

the data, it is a very high number. Also, when it comes to the Jews (62.1%).

The relationship between likeability towards a specific minority and their
agreement/disagreement with typical arlemitic prejudi€ aWSga KIF @S | NBFIf Ay ¥Ff
management 2 0SaasSa yR SO2y2Y@éd CNRY (GKS RFEGF Ay
people who agree with the anemitic prejudice and the Jews are not likeable for them are more
represented (54.8% of those whiteclare they are not likeable) but paradoxicallyoaisose who

think Muslims are not likeable (49.1%) and also 26.0% declare the Roma are not likeable. We can

see that with the increase in unlikability towards rdewish minorities there is also a rise in

agreement with the antSemitic prejudice. This gnkonfirms that once a person does not like

one minority, they will most likely have the same stand towards other minorifiemn this we

can conclude that an ambivalent stand towards minorities wiltease in the future. Also, the

tendency to spread likable behaviour towards other minorities not only one minority. This

repeatedly amplifies the need to educate people towards toleration and respect.

Perception of AntiSemitic Hate Behaviour

L

X
C

)



More than half of the respondents (51.5%Table2.21) declares that they never came across
hateful behaviour towards the Jews. In Central Europe and especially in Slovakia, it is highly
unlikely. If we suppose that all of the answers were truthful, we have twoilplessxplanations.

The first, the antSemitic hatdbehaviour that they came across did not categorise in their head

as antiSemitic hate behaviour but as something which is normal and natural. And the second,
they live in society where there is no aist@mitic hate behaviour and they do not pay attentiam t

the outside world. It is unlikely that the second option would encompass more than half of the
respondents. But we can specify our answer based on the analysis of the agreement/disagreement
of those repondents with their stand towards ar8emitic prejdices. Because these prejudices

are subconsciously part of our everyday cultural.

Table2.21 Users of the digital spacethey came across/did not come across hateful behaviour
towards the Jewg; in % and in numbers

Came across Did not come across Sum
People, who met with the anti 48.5% 51.5% 100.0%
Semitic hate speeckd) (517) (550) (1067

Table2.22 showcases with which arBemitic behaviour, suggested in question Q10, respondents
came across or which arfiemitic behaviour resonated with them timeost. Respondents could
choose more options. In the first part, there are caricatuoé Jews (41.3%), then insults (30.9%)
and at last, the antBemitic stereotypes (27.8%). It is not surprising that the most attention was
gathered by behaviours which aobosely connected with emotions. These emotions allow the
receiver to feel an artitial feeling of dominance, if they want to feel it.

Table2.22 Users of the digital space and with which hateful acts towards the Jews they came
acrossg in % and in numbes

People who met with hate speech against Je Came across Did not come across
M

Hatefulacts toward the Jews

Caricatures of the Jews 41.3% (313) 30.9% (754)
Insult 30.9% (234) 34.1% (833)
Repetition of the antiSemitic stereotype 27.8% (211) 35.0% (856)
Sum 100.0% (758) 100.0% (2443)

Table2.23 showcases to what extent the respondents declared whether they did or did not come
across the antBemitic hateful behaviour and whether they agree or disagree with specific claims.
From the data we can observe that those wholdeed that they did not coe across the hateful
behaviour towards Jews are more likely to agree with the-8etinitic behaviour (e.g. in question

Q11 C 41.7% did not come across them) than those who declared that had come across the anti
Semitic behaviou(e.g. question Q11C 34.08bthose who came across). Paradoxically, we can
say the same in relation to those who disagree with the-&atinitic stereotypes. Likewise, in the

rest of the questions. Those, who did not come across the-Zatiitic behaviour &ve higher
tendency to diagree with the antiSemitic behaviour (e.g. question Q11 C 20.7% of the
respondent who did not come across it) in comparison with those who declare they came across
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anti-Semitic behaviour (e.g. question Q11 C only 11.6% of thd®ecame across). Likewisa,
the rest of the questions.

Table2.23 Users of the digital space which did not come/came across the hateful behaviour the
Jews and at the same time agree with the ati@emitic claimg; in % and in numbers

Agreement rate withanti-
{SYAGAO Of
Neither
Agree Disagree agree nor Do not Sum
Anti-Semitic  statementd disagree know
with, which the
respondents meet or did
not meet
34.0% 11.6% 30.0% 24.4% 100.0%
Came across (176) (60) (155) (126) (517)
a 45.7% 20.7% 24.7% 8.9% 100.0%
Did not come across (251) (11,4) (136) (49) (550)
12.6% 36.8% 34.2% 16.4% 100.0%
Came across (65) (190) (177) (85) (517)
b 14.5% 48.9% 30.2% 6.4% 100.0%
Did not come across (80) (269) (166) (35) (550)
19.7% 11.0% 315% 37.8% 100.0%
Cameacross (102) (57) (163) (195) (517)
c 25.6% 15.6% 35.9% 22.9% 100.0%
Did not come across (141) (86) (197) (126) (550)
9.7% 38.9% 34.6% 16.8% 100.0%
Came across (50) (201) (179) (87) (517)
d 28.0% 311% 35.3% 5.6% 100.0%
Did not come across (14) (171) (194) (31) (550)
Notes: A.Claimwith a potential to normalise the antisemitisqa WS 6& | NB 3JIdzaf e 2F GKSyasSt gSa
ALISSOK 26 NREemickiSraopgea W8 s By Kk @S || NB I tnagkmefitiprdeSsgedS 2y 62 NI

YR 8§02y2Ye 0éSehitleclaimttddga F WBA IdAf G 2F GKSYastosas GKIG
i KSY d¢ -riewral vlalak abdut the Jewsd L & NI S fdenfogfatid staté thaf systematically oppressed and
displaced | £ SAGAY ALl Y& ®f

From those who declare that they did not comeaas hateful behaviour towards Jews is 45.7%

of respondents who also agree with the aS@mitic prejudices. Which is above the average rate

of agreement (40.0%). Among those who declareth& S& O YS I ONRP&da GKAa o0SKI
also agree with the rai-Semitic prejudice, which is less than average. Similarly, it is in-quasi
neutral claims about Jews (between 25.6% and 19.7%). This strengthens the assumption that the
respondents who dealed that they did not come across the hateful behaviour towadhdsJews

are more likely to consider anrBemitic hateful behaviour as something normal what is
subconsciously part of our culture. Likewise, we can conclude that those respondents, who did
not come across it hesitated to agree with the modern &gimiticclaims. Amongst them, and at

a much higher rate we have those who do not agree with the statements (48.9%) than those who
agree with them (14.5%).

CKAA aK2g0laSa GKIE 1O0ONREAGKKI dRFEAL yBDEKODX 2 dzNJ (i 2
the same timeconsider antiSemitic prejudice as something normal, have problems with agreeing



with anti-Semitic claims. And at the same time, they have to go against the public opinion. Those
who declarei KI i GKS& aGaRAR y2i O02YS | ONR &sage inKI 6 S¥F

O2YLI NR&2Yy gA0GK (K2aS K2 aOl YS | ONER aSeniticLI NI R

prejudice, but also to disagree with them. There is only one explanattmse who dclare that
GKS®@ GRAR y2i0 02YS | ONZheddvs dd at BeFsduhe timeSdicag@d 2 dzN
with the antiSemitic prejudice live in a society which does not include S@nitic prejudice and
there is no hateful behaviour toward the Jews. Thame 114 respondents (10.7%) who represent
this category from ouresearch. It is also important to know about the existence of this category
and presence in real life like for us despite the fact that they are represented in very low numbers.
The need toincrease the numbers in this category lead to increased educatinards the
tolerance and respect, again.

THEMES WITH POTENTTALAWAKE NEGATIMEGETIONS TOWARDIBWS
IN THES_.OVAKIA

¢KS Yz2ald yS3IriAgdS Syziizy (26 aRESh {(iK SO pMSB &>
GaA3IANF GA2Y ONR&AAG AKS IyIBNRA ISIE 6t Ddz(it @AY SU- 3N yYSFEE AR
When we categorize into the groups all 7 topics offered to the respondents, we can assume, that
(see Tabl&.1), highly negative emotiortewards Jewish are induced by topics burdened by ASHS
propaganda, which is present in the media currently and the nearby past. On average, according

to 44.0% of respondents among these topics, the main one is ‘Migration crisis in Europe' (47.9%
of responents), then 'Reports on the Isra®lalestinian conflict' (43%) and as last 'Reports on

NGOs' activities allegedly supported by G. Soros (408#%fprically burdened ASHS claims
showcase negative emotion®n average around 38.0% of respondents. TReNNR a2y | @SN
is appropriately used because both themeshia group differ significantly in their ability to evoke
negative emotions towards the Jews. 52.3% of the respondents raise them with the topic "Political
Party LSNS" and 23.7% of the respondenwith the topic "Historical Heritage of the Slovak State".

It is obvious that the active participation and participation of the Slovak State in the Holocaust is
unknown to many respondents, or it is hidden in the cl&@scist mythology.

Interestingly,a group of themes which are not burdened by ASHS propaganda, and are rated by
nearly a third of the respondents, are topics that can evoke negative emotions towards Jews. The
G2LIAOCA I NB GaadzNRSNJ 2F Wty YeagOddents!) WRR di (NS aM\RBES
St SOGA2ya YR @GAOG2NER 27F Ydzd | y-Semikes, hddribfah@deé o |
FYR LINPOlofeée Yrye 20KSNJ aySdziNI ¢ (2LIAOa | NB
08 | awSgé o ¢ & e rRimbernf thd godi@iréndeds omiatsout a fourth to slightly

more than a third of the number of respondente can assume that the evaluation of topics that

may cause negative emotions towards the Jews in society will have an impact on the addption

the news ad information about the Jews. Tabl82, 3.3 and3.4 show that we can talk about

such an influence, in other words, the impact of negative emotions on Jews and on how
information about them is received.
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Table3.1 Themesphenomena, events which my leadttriggering negative emotions towards
Jews in certain parts of society based on the users of the digital space

Themes, phenomena, events None or small Average (Extremely) high SUM
negative negative negative
emptions emotions emotions
Burdened by the moern ASHS 24.6% 314% 44.0% 100.0%
propaganda (788) (1004) (1409) (3201)
Historically burdened by ASHs 32.0% 30.0% 38.0% 100.0%
(683) (640) (811) (2134)
Bearing no burden of ASH 44.0% 24.9% 31.1% 100.0%
propaganda (939) (531) (664) (2134)
SUM 32.3% 29.1% 38.6% 100.0%
(2410) (2175) (2884) (7469)

Notes: ASH&anti-Semitic hate speech

From question Q13, 3 topics were selected, one from each group, which has resonated in public

opinion recently. These are the topics "Migration Crisis in Europe”, "RblR@arty LSS " and

badzNRSNJ yR Ly@SadAaal iaz2y 2showsitkaSin edczhopiSatbug ¥ W Yy Y
40% of respondents who claim that the topic may provoke large to high negative emotions

towards Jews (about 50% of respondents) agree waitti-Semitic prejudice (e.g. about a fourth

of the total number of respondents). Buait the same time, the same can be said about the

respondents, according to which the topic evokes no or only a small negative emotion towards

the Jews. They are also regented at about 40%. At first glance, the effect of emotions is little to

none.
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Table 3.2 Agreement rate with hateful and degrading comments on the internet due to
triggering behaviour of other users of the digital space

Agree Disagree Neither
Question agree nor| Do SUM
Strongly | More | Sum More Strongly | Sum | disagree | not
likely likely know
Q2A 2.7% 9.4% | 121% 33.6% 27.8% 61.4% 24.7% 1.8% | 100.0%
(29) (100) | (129) (359) (296) 655 (264) (19) (1067)

Note: Question Q2 A: It is OK to send hatef degrading messages against someone online if they start to attack
you, your friends or family first.

But when we realize that only in the topic "Political Patt$NS" it is possible to find a connection
with the Jews; the other two themes are ncbnnected to the Jews. It means that in these other
two topicsthere should not be high negative emotions in connection to-&etmitic prejudice.

But they people connect them, and the existence of this connection indicates the existence of
some correlatn between the two variableOne way to get rid of negative erions is to find

the culprit instead of finding a solution. In the emotions which we experience in relation to what
is happening in public space, Jews, sometimes other minorities, are oftemaal as such culprits.
Table3.2 shows the proportion of respalents that not only have a tendency to have negative




emotions in relation to this topic but also these negative emotions result in writing hateful or
degrading comments. It turns out that 1246 of respondents admit such a negative emotion and
related aggessive behaviour, 24.7% are not sure of their reaction.

How does this negative emotion reflect in the tendency to accept&ainitic prejudice or, in

other words, in the susceptibility of skieg the culprit in the Jews? The data suggests that the
tendeng/ to address the negative emotions acquired on the Internet by writing hateful or
degrading messages at the same time increases the tendency to agree with a clegeraitic

claim and a quasheutral claim about the Jews. But the rate of this interconitet does not
exceed the average value for all respondents (39.9%), so it is difficult to talk about any great impact
of negative emotions acquired on the Internet. This statement is alsowstggbby the data of the
extent of agreement with antBemitic pejudice for those who accept the writing of hate
messages as a result of internet attacks on their loved ones and those who do not. In both cases,
the extent of agreement with antsemitic pejudice is virtually the same (41.9% and 41.5%). The
tendency toaddress negative emotions on the Internet by writing hate messages is only marginally
related to antiSemitic prejudice. To some extent, this claim is supported by the fact that there are
not many respondents who admit that provoked negative emotionsvating to address hateful

or degrading reports on the Internet (see TaBl2), only 12.1% of respondents and only around
42% declares its acceptance of aBémitic prejudice, thus potentiglturning their anger towards

the Jews. =
N
e
2
Table3.3 Satisfaction rate of the users of the digital space with their own life §
{1 GAaTEOGAZ2Y NI | Number Sum % Sum of % IS
Very satisfied 176 16.5% <
Rather satisfied 515 691 48.3% 64.7%
Neither satisfied,nor dissatisfied 211 211 19.8% 19.8%
Rather dissatisfied 120 11.2%
Very dissatisfied 40 160 3.7% 15.0%
Do not know/ Prefer not to answer 5 5 05% 0.5%
SUM 1067 1067 100.0% 100.0%

LT ¢S GFft]1 lo2dai GKS O2¢yyBOG2ARY GRFAISKRARBIRYAE
statements, then it is not possible to forget such an important emotion as satisfaction. In our case,
satisfaction with one's own life and satisfaction with the current political situation in Slovkia.

you can segonly 15% of respondents are dissaédfiwith their lives, which is not something
concerning. On the other hand, the data in TaBk is not that satisfying. Not surprisingly, 50%

of those dissatisfied with their lives agree with the agémitic claintJews have a real influence

on world marmgement processes and economy” and 25.6% "neither agree nor disagree". It is
worrying, however, that among those who express their approval of a typicalSentitic
prejudice (427 respondents), those who are sadfwith their lives are highly prevalenthese

are 269 respondents out of a total of 427 respondents, which is 63% and 38.9% respectively of all
satisfied. Thus, life satisfaction does not have the power to reduce the respondents' overall
tendency to recve the antiSemitic prejudice (40.0%).
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Table3.4 Satisfaction of the users of the digital space with their own life and their agreement

rate withant-{ SYAGAO OfFAY awSga KIFI@S | NBIf AyFtdsSyOoS
S 02 y 2 Mrie% ahd in nmbers.
Agreement rate with antBemitic Agree Disagree Neither Do not Sum
LINB2dzRA OS agree nor know
disagree
{FGAaFlrOlA2Yy NI
38.9% 18.7% 25.9% 16.5% 100.0%
Satisfied (269) 129 (179) (114) (691)
50.0% 10.6% 25.6% 13.8% 100.0%
Dissatisfied (80) (17) (41) (22) (160)
37.0% 12.8% 331% 17.1% 100.0%
Neithersatisfiednor dissatisfied (78) (27) (70) (36) (211)
- W () () 100.0%
Do not know () () (1) 3) (5)
40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0%
Sum (427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)

Table3.5 Satisfaction of the users of the digital space with current political situation in Slovakia

Satisfaction rate with current political situation Number Sum % Sum of %
Slovakia

Very satisfied 25 2.3%

Rather satisfied 71 96 6.7% 9.0%
Neithersatisfied, nor dissatisfied 190 190 17.8% 17.8%
Rather dissatisfied 318 29.8%

Very dissatisfied 425 743 39.8% 69.6%
Do not know/ Prefer not to answer 38 38 3.6% 3.6%
SUM 1067 1067 100.0% 100.0%

A similar picture can be obtained for as@mitic claims of a different type than arBiemitic
prejudices. Also, for these claims, the data show the same tendency as the data ir3Bable
Among those who agree with arfiemitic claims, those who declasatisfaction with their lives

are highly prgalent, and among those who are satisfied with their lives, the representation of
those who agree with artsemitic claims is the same as the representation of all respondents.
Thus, life satisfaction does not Ve the power to reduce respondents' overallinerability to
adopt ASHS. This means that dissatisfaction with your life increases the tendency to agree with
ASHS, but satisfaction with your own life does not in itself reduce it. In other wordsanmet

rely on the country full of happy people valitomatically make antisemitism disappear. However,
antisemitism may increase if people are dissatisfied with their IMés get a different picture of
satisfaction when we are interested in satisfaatiwith the current political situation in Slovakia.
Table3.5 shows that almost 70% of respondents are dissatisfied with this situation, almost 18%
are unable to decide whether they are satisfied or dissatisfied, and only 9% are satisfied.

Table 3.6 Satigaction rate of the users of the digital space witturrent political situation in
Slovakia and their agreementrate withanfi SYAGA O Of FAY awSga KI @S
YIEYylF3SYSyid LINE OS dinSsandinhBnb&OD2y 2Ye ¢ ®
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Agreement rate with the antr Agree Disagree | Neither agree Do not Sum

{SYAGAO aGSNB210 nor disagree know

Satisfaction rate with curren

political situation in Slovakia

Very satisfied 31.3% 22.9% 32.3% 13.5% 100.0%
(30) (22) (31) (13) (96)

Rather satisfied 43.4% 16.8% 24.2% 15.6% 100.0%
(322) (125) (180) (116) (743)

Neither satisfied, nor dissatisfied 33.2% 13.2% 37.8% 15.8% 100.0%
(63) (25) (72) (30)

Rather dissatisfied 31.6% 5.3% 21.1% 42.0% 100.0%
(12) (2) (8) (16) (38)

Verydissatisfied 40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0%
(427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)

Do not know/ Prefer not to answe 31.6% 5.3% 21.1% 42.0% 100.0%
(12) (2) (8) (16) (38)

SUM 40.0% 16.3% 27.3% 16.4% 100.0%
(427) (174) (291) (175) (1067)

A different picture of satisfaction does not automatically mean a different connection wih th
agreement rate of antBemitic claims. Data in Tat8é says that among those who agree with
anti-Semitic prejudice and are highly dissatisfied with ploitical situation it is 322 respondents

out of 427, which is up to 75% representation, whichmisre than in the previous case of
satisfaction with one's own life. The proportion of respondents disagreeing with theSantitic
prejudice is also higheamong respondents dissatisfied with the political situation (43.4%) than
the proportion of respondets among all respondents (40.0%). In case of dissatisfaction with one's
own life, it was up to 50.0% and 40.0%, which means that dissatisfaction witblitiegh situation
seems to have slightly less power to increase the tendency to receivSemitt prejudice than
dissatisfaction with one's own life. But this does not change the fact that both dissatisfactions
increase this tendency, but to a differeextent. A similar picture, however, at a much lower level

of impact, is seen from data on respomdg’ consent to openly antsemitic claims, as well as
seemingly neutral statements about the Jews (21.9% and 28.7%, dissatisfied with their lives and
14, 3% and 24.5% for those dissatisfied with the current political situation in Slovakia). In relation
to the respondents’ satisfaction with the political situation in Slovakia, the same applies to their
satisfaction with their own lifedissatisfaction withte political situation in Slovakia increases the
tendency of respondents to agree with ai@emiticclaims, but satisfaction with this situation does

not in itself reduce itThe survey cannot be considered to be representative. However, the way in
which espondents are selected justifies the conclusion that the results are close to the real status
quo. The facts and tendencies suggested by the survey may also serve as a significant source for
hypotheses for potential halepth representative research.

Fromthe data gathered in this survey we can observe that:

(1) 39.9% of respondents are prone to adopt traditional é¢imitic stereotypes. They are less
likely to accept quasieutral statements (20.9%). Open af@mitic statements have the least
accepancepotential (17.1%).This potential for receiving aBémitic claims is confirmed by the
extent of their noracceptance. The order is the opposite, the clearly-8etinitic statements
(33.6%) have the greatest potential for naoceptance, quasieutral statements (24.1%) have
smaller potential and traditional anemitic stereotypes have the smallest (17.1Phg clarity of
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these results is doubted by the high range of responses in which respondents did "neither agreed
nor disagreed" respectively votet don't know". However, there are almost half of those
responses, what represents significant negative poteritiaan be assumed that these people are
unclear about how they should navigate themselves in their lives, whether they should follow
prejudicesor not or what is also possible is that they don't care at all. They, therefore, form a
group with unstable behaviour, a group that can be captured by a stronger emotion associated
with an authoritatively presented view. It can also be assumed thaf twe largely people who

are likely to be subject to a tendency to adopt or at least not to reject@ainitic claims in the
anti-Semitic environment. This has a twofold nature. If the pressure of social control that opposes
anti-Semitic prejudice is redesed there is a risk of mass spread of open antisemitism. As long as
the pressure of social control persists, at least not to increase it, there is room for the necessary
preventive action.

(2) Men are more likely to accept ariemitic prejudice than woen, while women are more

prone to opinions that are unclear or uncertain. With increasing age, the respondents' tendency
to agree with the antiSemitic stereotype (up to 50980% of the age group) is increasing and the
tendency to disagree with the stevgype (up to 10% 0% of the age group) decreaseshe
proportion of respondents who are undecided, unable to take a clear position, is around 40%
50% in each age group. This is especially concerning information in relation to the younger age
groups. Tis means that prevention should focus primarily on younger age greopsundecided

and in agreement with the aim being to move them to the "disagree" category. For older age
groups, it will be a success if their opinion is challeng§edpondents' tendeay to adopt an anti
Semitic stereotype is around 40.0% in all regions. Only in Banska Bystrica region is this value
significantly lower. This may be a coincidence, but it may also indicate that in a consistently
representative survey, regional disparitiesuld play a significant role.

The "status" variable does not in itself affect the tendency to receive-Zetiitic claims. Its
influence is conditioned by such variables as age, sex, educatioResgondents in settlements
below 1 000 inhabitants andver 20 000 inhabitants show a higher tendency to adopt an-anti
Semitic stereotype than respondents in settlements from 1 000 to 20 000 inhabitants. It is not in
line with the common belief that as the size of the settlement increases, tolerance of papulati

iy ONBlFasSa a ¢gStftod tNrolofteé GKS NRES LXIFI&SR o8

losing younger people with their move to bigger settlements.

(3) The respondents' tendency to agree with the aBdmitic stereotype is increasing a tlevel

of education increases. For other types of éémitic claims with increasing education, this
susceptibility decreases to some extent. It is right to believe that respondents are mostly
graduates of technical education, but this explanation of ghewing acceptance of anfsemitic
stereotypes with increasing education is not sufficient enough.

There is an explanation of the different effects of social control. Beyond the higher level of
acceptance of the traditional and typical af®&mitic steretype, the impact of subliminal anti
Semiitic prejudices present in the culture, which are not under the pressure of direct social control
and as socially acceptable, does not evoke a clear negative condemnation. The same influence is
also manifested in reteon to the susceptibility to accepting a seemingly neutral statement on
JewsThose who do not reject the validity of traditional af&mitic prejudices give this seemingly
neutral statement antiSemitic meaning, which translates into a higher tendecggee with it.

On the other hand, consent to a clear and openly -8&mitic statement is associated with clear



and open opposition of the social environment to its bearer, which was also reflected in the data
in the table. This different effect of sotiemtrol is blamed as a red thread for the results of the
entire survey.

(4) However, it means that the main problem is the existence of subconscious traditional anti
Semiitic prejudices that have been following us for generations and the related higbrpowpof
respondents (from 43.4 to 63.8% of respondents depending on the type ebantitic statement)

who cannot or are unsure about the stand towards this topic. This unusually high representation
is a cause for concern, but also an opportunity totiply effective efforts to get rid of traditional
antisemitism, which indirectly reinforces secondary antisemitism.

(5) In the answers to almost every important question, there is a large proportion of people who
do not have a clear opinion. It is usualyou half of the respondents. It is also too many people

to consider their answers all buglassing. Rather, this can be seen as disorientation of these
people, who have something preached by the traditional education and something else by modern
society. Thae seems to be a lot of room to pursue education focusing on tolerance.

(6) From the point of view of the sources from which the respondents draw information about the
Jews, it is interesting not what sources the respondents draw from, but what saieedid not
choose. Almost half of those who did not choosere made by those who could not decide
whether to agree with antSemitic prejudice or not. This means that the sources could not
persuade them to reject ansemitic prejudice.

(7) The reservons about support for national and ethnic minorities and churches and their
organizations are reflected in an increased tendency to accepiSattiitic prejudice. On the other
hand, those who think that these organizations and groups are not supportgdseaa reduced
tendency in receiving anfemitic prejudice. It can be assumed that a higher level of prejudice
increases the tendency to receive aSémitic statements.
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society and foremost its security. This harsher starmeards them also showcases stronger
prejudices, therefore, the higher tendency to adopt ASHN#h this also comes hand in hand how

society perceives the differences, those who negatively assess the traditional conflicts in society
(ethnic and religious)ra more prone to adopt the antBemitic claims.

(9) It has been shown that around half of the respondents have an ambivalent relationship with
the Jews, this entails considerable negative or positive potential, depending on which direction
the policymaked Qtitutles will evolve- whether towards refrainment or cooperation with
others. And how strong the pressure of social control to respect the principles of tolerance and
respect for others will beThe greatest share of ambivalence is perceived by resieots in
relation to the Jews (62.1% of respondents !! who are unable to decide whether to address them
GKSANI a@YLI GKe 2N FYGdALI dKeod ' YR GKS aavlff
by the respondents in relation to Roma (40.1% of resfsmis). A high proportion of ambivalent
attitudes towards minorities, as well as the tendency of respondents to transfer their
dissatisfaction from one minority to another, seem to be a challenge for the future. This reaffirms
the need foreducation for toleance and respect.
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(10) There is about 10% of respondents who declare that they have not encountered hate speech
against the Jews and at the same time disagree with-@athitic prejudice. Apparently, they live

in a society in which theris no prejudgmentl thinking and no hate speech against Jews. It is
important to know that such an environment exists, although its extent is not large. The need for
enlargement is just another reason to amplify the previous finding tteat effective éucation

for tolerance and respect is needed.

(12) With increasing activity on the Internet and increasingly declared competence in behaviour
on the Internet, respondents' tendency to accept aB&mitic claims is increasing. Also, in this
case, we have taleal with a hiddenvariable in the background that allows most of the
respondents to declare high Internet behaviours. It can be assumed that such a variable is the
technical education. This shows one of the target groups of preventive measures.

(12) Critical or uncriticalind reflexive or nomeflexive relationships with the Internet do not affect

the suscepitibility to receive anSemitic claims. In both groups, the average susceptibility is higher
than of receiving antSemitic prejudice. Probably thegblem is that respndents perceive and
judge what is happening on the Internet at the level of rationally, and do not appreciate the
irrational and emotional layer that is hidden on the second plan which works with their hidden or
suppressed prejudicesnd another explanabn offered is that there is no direct link between the
degree of critical and reflexive attitude to the Internet and the reception of-8etinitic messages.
Either way, the digital space is probably the space that is not sufficiergly iesprevent anti
Semitic attitudes. This statement is reinforced by the low use of the Internet as a source of
information about the Jews.

(13) The anonymity of the Internet in itself strengthens the susceptibility to receiveSentiitic
claims, it is ehanced only in theonnection with prejudices.

(14) It is striking that almost a quarter of respondents associate negative emotions towards Jews
with topics that have nothing to do with the Jews. It is yet another form of subconscious action of
deeprooted antiSemitic prajidices.

(15) Dissatisfaction with their lives increases the tendency to acceptSemiitic claims, but
satisfaction with their own lives does not in itself reduce it. In other words, we cannot rely on the
fact that if a country is fulbf happy people, anSemitism will disappear somehow by itself. But
anti-Semitism can be expected to increase if people are dissatisfied with their lives. The
respondents thus seem to remind us of this old truth about the scapegoat and encourage us to
prevent antiSemitismfrom spreading.

(16) In relation to the respondents' satisfaction with the political situation in Slovakia, the same
applies to their satisfaction with their own lifedissatisfaction with the political situation in
Slovakia increaseshé¢ tendency of therespondents to agree with anSemitic claims, but
satisfaction with this situation does not reduce it.



