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Abstract

Our study aims to investigate whether ‘informational interventions’ can help

reduce anti-minority sentiments. Specifically, we will conduct an online survey in

the Czech Republic. The Roma community in the Czech Republic continues to

be one of the most marginalized and discriminated against groups in Europe. Ini-

tially, we elicit people’s attitudes towards the Roma community. Some participants

are then shown a video portraying the fictional life story of a Roma girl, aimed at

evoking compassion. Finally, we assess participants’ willingness to support the

Roma community using self-reported and behavioral measures. This report out-

lines our survey, its questions as well as our plan for analyzing the data, including

our main specification of interest and heterogeneity dimensions.
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1 Introduction

Our study seeks to advance our understanding of how ‘information’ interventions can
be effectively employed to combat negative attitudes against marginalized communi-
ties such as the Roma. Previous studies, particularly in the migration context, have
focused on providing factual information to correct misconceptions, such as the size of
the immigrant population or the labor market impacts of immigrants (see Haaland et al.
2023 for a review). In contrast, our ‘information’ intervention aims primarily to evoke
compassion towards the Roma community.

To achieve this objective, we will conduct an online survey experiment with a rep-
resentative sample of the Czech majority population. Firstly, we elicit participants’
attitudes towards Roma children and Roma people in general. Using a between-subject
design, we randomly assign participants to one of two treatment groups or one control
group. In both treatment groups, participants watch a video portraying the fictional life
story of a Roma girl that is arguably representative of the experience of many Roma
children. We present her story with the aim of evoking compassion. In the first treat-
ment group, her life is presented by a well-known Czech actor, while in the second
treatment group, a priest narrates it. This allows us to determine whether popularity or
moral authority is more effective in reducing discrimination.

Following the intervention, we assess participants’ support for the Roma commu-
nity by asking their opinions on two policy issues. The first issue pertains to increasing
funding for Roma pupils in schools, while the second addresses helping Roma candi-
dates to find jobs by means of increased government funding. Importantly, we provide
participants with the option to donate money to a charity supporting Roma children.
We also pose several questions to gauge participants’ knowledge about the Roma com-
munity, their attitudes towards them, and their perceptions of the speakers, with the aim
of shedding light on various mechanisms through which the interventions may change
discriminatory attitudes towards the Roma community.

We will conduct an ‘obfuscated’ follow-up study (Haaland and Roth 2020), wherein
participants are not informed about the relationship between the main study and the
follow-up. This allows us to investigate whether the treatment effects persist over time
and to measure the treatment effects in a setting where concerns about experimenter
demand effects are no longer relevant.
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2 Experimental Design

2.1 Treatments, data collection and sample size/power

Our design consists of two treatments (‘Actor’ and ‘Priest’) and a control condition. In
addition, there are two waves of data collections: We will implement our main survey in
the first wave while the second wave implements an obfuscated follow-up (for details,
see below). Critically, due to financial limitations, we will only implement a follow-up
for our treatments but not for the control condition. For the treatments, we aim to elicit
our main behavioral outcome variable (‘charity donation’ – see below) roughly half of
the time directly after the informational intervention in the main survey and half of the
time – with a two weeks delay – in the follow-up. To achieve our objectives, we plan to
reach the following numbers of subjects per treatment:

• Control: 800 subjects

• ‘Actor’: 2,100 subjects, of which 900 will directly decide about the charitable do-
nation after seeing our intervention video while 1,200 will not make this decision
initially but have the opportunity in the follow up (due to attrition, we expect that
only about 900 out of the 1,200 will actually make a decision)

• ‘Priest’: 2,100 subjects (similar to ’Actor’).

The assignment of subjects to control and two treatment variations will be done by
“stratified randomization”, using the following subject characteristics for stratification:
age, gender, education (main survey) and gender (for the follow-up). Overall, we aim at
recruiting 5000 people with the help of a survey company (“Median inc.”). Our sample
gives us 0.8 power to detect an effect size of 0.12 of a standard deviation between the
control group and treatments at a 0.05 significance level.

2.2 Survey Structure

Consent, demographics and additional questions

To begin the study, subjects are required to provide their consent to participate. We then
ask them to complete a demographic questionnaire, which covers information such as
gender, age, income, political orientation, and majority/minority status, among other
factors. In addition to standard demographic questions, we also explore questions relat-
ing to religiosity, empathy and attitudes towards charities. This is particularly relevant
as one of our speakers is a priest and empathy and charitable donations play a key role
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in our study. The appendix depicts our complete questionnaire (sections A-D, H/Q and
P comprise the questions discussed in this section).

Prior belief/mechanism questions

As a next step, we begin by assessing subjects’ pre-existing attitudes towards Roma
as well as their knowledge about this group (sections E and G in the appendix). In
terms of attitudes, we ask subjects whether they mind having a Roma neighbor (“Don’t
mind at all” to “Totally mind”) and whether they consider themselves prejudiced against
Roma children (“Not at all prejudiced” to “Very prejudiced”). To gather additional
information, we inquire whether subjects have any Roma relatives, friends, colleagues
or neighbors, and explore the reasons behind any negative attitudes towards Roma,
such as cultural or economic factors (section F). In terms of knowledge, we simply ask
subjects to rate their own level of knowledge regarding the Roma population.

Treatments: Information Intervention

In our experimental survey, we plan to implement two treatment conditions. In both
conditions, subjects are shown a video portraying the life story of a Roma girl named
Nikola. In the first condition, the story will be narrated by a well-known Czech ac-
tor, while in the second condition, a priest will serve as the narrator. Nikola’s life
story, which is arguably representative of the experiences of many Roma children, be-
gins with the difficult circumstances surrounding her birth and upbringing in a small,
mold-ridden flat. The story goes on to describe the challenges Nikola faces, includ-
ing poverty, harassment, and dropping out of school. Towards the end of the story, we
describe Nikola’s hope for a better future as an adult woman, but also highlighted the
difficulties she may face due to discrimination and a lack of qualifications to succeed
in the workforce. The interventions ends by asking subjects whether they would like to
help children like Nikola.

Control

Subjects in the control group do not receive any information video and go straight from
the prior belief/mechanism questions to the outcome questions.

Outcome questions

To measure subjects’ willingness to support or oppose Roma, we use two self-reported
measures (section J in the appendix) and one behavioral measure (section K). For the
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self-reported measures, we ask two policy questions. First, we ask whether subjects
would support or oppose the government increasing funding for programs that help
Roma children perform better in school. Second, we ask whether subjects would sup-
port or oppose the government increasing funding to help Roma get a job (both on a
“strongly oppose” to “strongly support” scale). We will randomize the order of these
questions to control for order effects.

In addition to these self-reported measures, we also include a behavioral measure.
We inform subjects that they are automatically enrolled in a lottery to win CZK 10,000
(approximately $450) by taking part in the survey. Then we ask how much of this
amount they would be willing to donate to a charity helping Roma children if they
won the lottery. Critically, we consider this behavioral measure as our most important
outcome measure. For this and practical reasons, half of our subjects in the treatment
conditions will answer this lottery/charity question directly after our intervention in the
main survey while half of them will only answer it in the follow up, with a two weeks
delay. As they can be easily rephrased, we always ask policy questions in the main
survey and follow up. For subjects, for which both types of questions are asked, we
vary the order of the self-reported policy questions and the behavioral lottery question
to control for order effects.

Posterior belief/mechanism questions

As a final step, we reassess subjects’ attitudes towards Roma as well as their knowledge
about this group (after the intervention). Critically, we rephrase both the two attitudes
questions (about Roma chidren and Roma in general) as well as the knowledge question
(section L/M in the appendix).

Follow-up

Approximately two weeks after the main study, we invite a subject to a follow-up study
to investigate whether any treatment effects persist over time. To address concerns about
experimenter demand effects, we obfuscate the purpose of the follow-up study. We at-
tempt to make it seem like an independent study by asking subjects some filler questions
about environmental issues (section R in the appendix). Finally, we ask the same out-
come and belief questions regarding Roma as in the main study (sections S/T/U/V).
Notably, our behavioral charity question is however only asked in the main survey or in
the follow up. To ensure that subjects do not realize the relationship between the two
studies, we rephrase our policy questions.
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3 Hypotheses

We have one main hypothesis and one research question:

Hypothesis 1 (Treatment effect) Participants who are in the treatment group – i.e.,

receive the compassionate message either narrated by the actor or the priest – will be

more supportive of Roma than participants in the control group. In particular, they

will on average donate more (behavioral measure) and be more approving of policies

assisting Roma (self-reported measure).

Research question 1 (Priest vs. Actor) To the extent a treatment effect exists, does the

effectiveness of the treatment vary with the identity of the sender (actor vs. priest)?

4 Analysis

4.1 Main specification and hypothesis

Our main specification of interest investigates whether the treatments affect our out-
come variables (policy question and charitable donation) and posterior beliefs.

Yi = φ0 + φ1Ti + ΦNCi + εi,

where Yi is the relevant outcome or posterior belief of interest (see section J, K, L, M,
S, T, U, V in the appendix), Ti is an indicator whether subject i watched a video or
not. In addition, Ci represents a vector of controls (see section 5.3). Finally, εi is an
individual-specific error term. In line with Hypothesis 1, we expect that φ1 > 0.

Notably, we will implement our main specification of interest separately for our
two treatments but also present a joint regression. We will report the results of our main
specifications also without any controls. In addition, we build on this specification to
analyze the follow-up survey.

4.2 Research question

To analyze whether any treatment effect is influenced by whether the intervention was
delivered by the priest or the actor, we will incorporate the sender identity in our main
specification. To investigate potential channels of such a treatment difference, we will
assess whether the two senders are evaluated differently. For example, we will analyze
whether or not the moral authority of the priest is perceived as being higher than that of
the actor (see section N in the appendix).
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4.3 Additional analysis and heterogeneity

Apart from our regression analysis, we may also rely on additional non-parametric
tests. Furthermore, we will analyze whether any potential treatment effect mainly op-
erates through increasing compassionate attitudes towards Roma or through improving
information about the Roma’s situation. This analysis will be facilitated by our poste-
rior belief questions concerning attitudes toward Roma and the knowledge level about
Roma.

We will also perform a number of additional analyses concerning heterogeneous
treatment effects. First, we will analyze whether subjects with different pre-treatment
beliefs react differently to information. For that purpose, we will incorporate pre-
treatment standardized attitudes about Roma in our main specification. In particular,
we are interested in the interaction of these beliefs with the treatment indicator, i.e.,
whether a larger (or smaller) treatment effect is observed for participants with more
negative evaluations of Roma. Relatedly, we will evaluate whether the reasons for hav-
ing negative attitudes towards Roma (primarily economic vs. cultural concerns, see
section F in the appendix) play a role in the response to our treatments. Second, we will
examine heterogeneous treatment effects with respect to our respondents’ prior con-
tact of Roma (see section E), following the idea of the contact hypothesis (Amir 1969,
Paolini et al. 2010). Third, we will investigate heterogeneous treatment effects by em-
pathy (as elicited about our empathy question, see section D in the appendix) and – for
our interventions narrated by the priest – by the level of religiosity (as collected by our
religiosity questions, see section C in the appendix). Fourth, we will look at the influ-
ence of socio-economic factors such as income, education and employment status. For
the latter heterogeneity checks, we will rely on aggregating questionnaire responses, as
indicated in section 5.2.1

4.4 Multiple testing adjustments

To deal with the issue of multiple hypotheses testing, we aggregate different variables
into a family of outcomes (as discussed in section 5.2) and – at least for robustness –
control for the False Discovery Rate (Anderson 2008) for this family of outcomes but
also report unadjusted p-values.

1Of course, when analyzing our data, we will control for various other characteristics such as age,
sex, household size. In addition, when analyzing charitable donations, we will control for attitudes
towards charities (as elicited by our questions about charities, section H, which we will aggregate).
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5 Definition of variables

5.1 Self-reported measures

For simplicity, we will consider all of the self-reported measures, assessing support or
opposition towards a certain statement or measure, as continuous. For instance, when
subjects need to state to what extent they agree with a particular statement, we will code
“Strongly oppose” as 1, “Oppose” as 2, “Neither support nor oppose” as 3, “Support”
as 4, and “Strongly support” as 5.

5.2 Aggregation of different variables

With respect to self-reported policy measures, we have a family of outcomes, for which
we will aggregate individual variables. Thus, we will look at an aggregate of people’s

• policy preferences based on our two policy preferences (Roma children & school,
Roma adults & labor market, see section J in the appendix).2

In addition, to analyze heterogeneity, we aggregate variables to reflect our subjects’

• attitudes towards Roma based on our two attitudes questions (attitudes towards
Roma children and Roma adults, see section E in the appendix).

• level of religiosity (aggregating questions C18-C21),

• level of empathy (aggregating questions D25-D27),

• as well as their socio-economic status (aggregating variables such as income,
education and employment status).

5.3 Control variables

Section B in the appendix elicits the following control variables:

• Gender

• Age

• Household income

• Education
2Additionally, we also have our behavioral outcome measure (‘lottery question’), for which we will

not control for multiple testing.
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• Employment status

• Political preferences

• Marital status

• Household size

• Place of residence within the Czech Republic/postal code

• whether one is a Czech citizen/ whether one belongs to a minority

• whether both of the respondents’ parents were born in the Czech Republic
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