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            Abstract

            
               
Hate speech has become a widespread phenomenon, however, it remains largely unclear why adolescents engage in it and which
                  factors are associated with their motivations for perpetrating hate speech. To this end, we developed the multidimensional
                  “Motivations for Hate Speech Perpetration Scale” (MHATE) and  evaluated the psychometric properties. We also explored the
                  associations between social norms and adolescents’ motivations for hate speech perpetration. The sample consisted of 346 adolescents
                  from Switzerland (54.6% boys; Mage=14; SD=0.96) who reported engagement in hate speech as perpetrators. The analyses revealed good psychometric properties for
                  the MHATE, including good internal consistency. The most frequently endorsed subscale was revenge, followed by ideology, group
                  conformity, status enhancement,  exhilaration, and power.  The results also showed that descriptive norms and peer pressure
                  were related to a wide range of different motivations for perpetrating hate speech. Injunctive norms, however, were only associated
                  with power. In conclusion, findings indicate that hate speech fulfills various functions. We argue that knowing the specific
                  motivations that underlie hate speech could help us derive individually tailored prevention strategies (e.g., anger management,
                  promoting an inclusive classroom climate). Furthermore, we suggest that practitioners working in the field of hate speech
                  prevention give special attention to social norms surrounding adolescents.
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            Resumen

            
               
El discurso de odio se ha convertido en un fenómeno generalizado. Sin embargo, todavía no está claro por qué los adolescentes
                  se involucran en el discurso de odio y qué factores están asociados con las motivaciones para perpetrarlo. Con esta finalidad,
                  desarrollamos una medida multidimensional, la «Escala de Motivaciones para Perpetrar Discurso de Odio» (MHATE), y evaluamos
                  sus propiedades psicométricas. Asimismo, investigamos las asociaciones entre las normas sociales y las motivaciones para participar
                  en el discurso de odio. La muestra estuvo compuesta por 346 adolescentes suizos (54,6% chicos; Medad=14; DT=0,96) que informaron haber perpetrado discurso de odio. Los análisis revelaron buenas propiedades psicométricas de
                  MHATE, incluyendo adecuada consistencia interna. La subescala con mayor frecuencia fue venganza, seguida de las de ideología,
                  conformidad con el grupo, mejora del estatus, regocijo y poder. Las normas descriptivas y la presión de iguales estuvieron
                  relacionadas con varias motivaciones para perpetrar discurso de odio. Las normas prescriptivas, sin embargo, solo se asociaron
                  con el poder. En conclusión, los hallazgos indican que el discurso de odio cumple varias funciones. Conocer las motivaciones
                  específicas para el discurso de odio ayuda a derivar estrategias de intervención individualmente adaptadas (ej., manejo de
                  la ira, promover un clima escolar inclusivo). Además, sugerimos que los profesionales que trabajan en la prevención del discurso
                  de odio presten especial atención a las normas sociales que rodean a los adolescentes.
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               Introduction

            Hate speech can be defined as any communicative form of expression that deliberately promotes, justifies, or disseminates
               the exclusion, contempt, or devaluation of particular social groups (e.g., due to ethnicity, nationality, religion, sexual
               orientation, disability, gender etc. Lehman, 2020; Wachs et al., 2020). We know that adolescents are not only the witnesses
               and victims of hate speech but also that they actively engage in hate speech as perpetrators (Wachs et al., 2021). But there
               is an important gap in the literature regarding the motivations why adolescents perpetrate hate speech and which factors are
               associated with the self-reported motivations for devaluing and harassing particular social groups (Ballaschk et al., 2021).
               Furthermore, not much is known about factors that influence adolescents’ motivations for perpetrating hate speech. However,
               the relevance of social norms for adolescents’ deviant behavior and prejudices has been well-established (Allport, 1954; Van-de-Bongardt
               et al., 2015; Váradi et al., 2021). Whether or not social norms also drive adolescents’ motivation to perpetrate hate speech,
               however, has not yet been investigated. Thus, the present study was conducted to fill these gaps in the literature. 

            Pinker (2011) developed a taxonomy of motivations for people’s violent behavior that includes revenge, power, sadism, ideology,
               and practical violence. As hate speech can be considered a specific form of violence, it is likely that hate speech has comparable
               motivations. Ballaschk et al. (2021) found—based on qualitative interviews with students, teachers, and school social workers—evidence
               for similar causes of hate speech as those proposed by Pinker (2011). Additionally, their analyses highlighted the relevance
               of peer group conformity and status enhancement among peers as additional motivations that should be considered. We will therefore
               combine the findings of Pinker (2011) and Ballaschk et al. (2021) as the basis of our investigation into the motivations for
               hate speech perpetration among adolescents.
            

            The drive to revenge oneself is a natural human impulse (Pinker, 2011). Some adolescents may use hate speech as a means of
               revenge when they feel threatened, unfairly treated, frustrated, or angry. Indeed, feelings of frustration and inferiority
               have been found to be positively related to hate speech perpetration among adolescents (Ballaschk et al., 2021). In addition
               to this, research has shown that hate speech victimization and perpetration are correlated, which might also indicate that
               some victims intend to take revenge on their perpetrators or members of other social groups (Wachs & Wright, 2021). The notion
               that revenge is a cause of hate speech is also supported by research that has highlighted that revenge is particularly relevant
               in traditional bullying and cyberbullying perpetration (Fluck, 2017; Runions et al., 2018; Tanrikulu & Erdur-Baker, 2021).
               Power can be understood as an individual's ability to influence others, to experience themselves as strong, and desire for
               dominance and control over others (McClelland, 1975; Pinker, 2011). 
            

            The desire for power is centered on experiencing strength and self-confidence and is countered by the fear of losing this
               power (Sokolowski & Heckhausen, 2010). It is well known that violence can be traced back to a need to exercise power (Gradinger
               et al., 2012; Tanrikulu & Erdur-Baker, 2021; Wettstein, 2008). And yet, there is limited evidence about the role of power
               in hate speech perpetration. Only one study indicates that a desire for power is related to hate speech perpetration among
               adolescents (Ballaschk et al., 2021). Pinker (2011) cited sadism as a motivation for perpetrating violence, describing it
               as a feeling of pleasure from watching another person’s suffering, discomfort, or pain. To avoid any confusion with the psychological
               disorder of sadism, we use the term exhilaration in the present study. There is some empirical evidence that exhilaration
               can explain why people engage in hate speech (Ballaschk et al., 2021; Erjavec & Kovačič, 2012). Exhilaration has also been
               shown to be a relevant cause of violence in research on aggression and bullying (Gradinger et al., 2012; Wettstein, 2008).
               
            

            Hate speech is rooted in in- and out-group processes (Ballaschk et al., 2021). The social groups that people feel part of
               and identify with are the in-groups, whereas social groups people do not feel a part of or cannot identify with are the out-groups.
               The positive evaluation of the in-group often goes hand-in-hand with a tendency to devalue the out-group (Tajfel & Turner,
               2004). Members of out-groups are generally assigned negative characteristics and members of the in-group feel contempt towards
               those not included in it. This rejection is often justified by inhumane and discriminatory positions and threatening behaviors.
               This in-group favoritism can lead to violence, discriminatory behavior, and hate speech between members of in- and out-groups
               (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Inhumane worldviews are also prevalent among adolescents (Möller et al., 2016). Hate speech perpetrators
               normally target people who are assigned to the out-group and label these groups as enemies while trying to defend their political
               and ideological values against others through hatred (Erjavec & Kovačič, 2012). More recent research on online hate speech
               has identified ideological beliefs as the driving force behind such behavior (Ballaschk et al., 2021). Whereas Fluck (2017)
               found that ideology was not a relevant cause for perpetrating bullying, ideology might play a major role for hate speech perpetration
               due to the reasons outlined here. Adolescents seek a sense of belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and acceptance from their
               peer groups, leading to conforming behavior with existing group norms, even if those norms are anti-social and discriminatory
               against certain groups (Allport, 1954). 
            

            Hence, it can be assumed that group conformity might also drive adolescents to perpetrate hate speech. This assumption is
               supported by initial research on hate speech (Ballaschk et al., 2021) and cyberbullying (Gradinger et al., 2012), but clearly
               warrants more empirical evidence. Pinker (2011) noted that people use violence to achieve a goal they cannot reach through
               non-violent means and labelled this practical or predatory violence. Based on Ballaschk et al.’s (2021) findings, we will
               operationalize this motivation as a form of status enhancement among peers, as this study revealed that hate speech is used
               instrumentally to enhance one’s own status within the peer group. Peer groups are hierarchically organized systems in which
               adolescents strive for high social status (Salmivalli & Peets, 2009). Studies on bullying also show that the pursuit of high-status
               positions within the peer group is an essential motivation for bullying (Olthof et al., 2011; Salmivalli & Peets, 2009). 
            

            In sum, it can be assumed that there are various motivations for hate speech perpetration. Only one qualitative study, however,
               has investigated the motivations for perpetrating hate speech among adolescents. Consequently, no validated scale exists that
               measures motivations for hate speech perpetration as a multidimensional construct. And in the only existing study in which
               the participants reported why they believe adolescents perpetrate hate speech, no hate speech perpetrators were interviewed.
               We are thus missing research that investigates self-reported motivations for engaging in hate speech. Our first research aim
               was consequently to test the psychometric properties of a newly developed multidimensional scale for measuring motivations
               for hate speech perpetration. 

            Three types of social norms can be distinguished. Firstly, injunctive norms, which describe those that inform us about people’s
               perception of attitudes, i.e., what behaviors are typically approved or disapproved by others. Then descriptive norms, which
               reflect people’s perceptions of behaviors typically performed by others. And finally, peer pressure, which can be defined
               as peers’ active encouragement to exhibit a certain behavior (Cialdini & Trost, 1998; Van-de-Bongardt et al., 2015). In his
               seminal work on the nature of prejudice, Allport (1954) argued that the majority of negative attitudes and feelings towards
               social groups arise from social norms and attempts to conform to them. What has not yet been the subject of empirical research
               is the question of whether social norms might also be relevant variables in explaining the motivations for hate speech perpetration.
               However, initial research revealed a positive relation between social norms and hate speech perpetration (Ballaschk et al.,
               2021; Wachs et al., in press). In addition, related research showed a positive association between social norms, prejudices,
               and aggression (Bastiaensens et al., 2016; Cook et al., 2010; Lee & Wong, 2009; Váradi et al., 2021). To add to the current
               knowledge on hate speech perpetration, the second aim of the present study was to investigate associations between social
               norms and adolescents’ motivations for perpetrating hate speech.
            

         

         
               Material and methods

            The total sample consisted of 1,381 participants (44.5% boys, 54% girls, 1.4% gender diverse) between 11 and 18 years old
               (Mage=13.92; SD=0.98) from 7th to 9th grade (7th grade: 29.9%, n=413; 8th grade: 27.1%, n=374; 9th grade: 27.8%, n=384; age-mixed grade: 15.2%, n=210) from 119 classes of 22 German-speaking schools across two cantons in
               Switzerland. Based on prior qualitative research (Ballaschk et al., 2021; Krause et al., 2021), an item was created to measure
               the frequency of hate speech perpetration in schools. The participants were first shown a short video presenting a definition
               of hate speech. Afterwards they were asked to rate the following item, “In the past 12 months how often have you perpetrated
               hate speech at your school?”, on a five-point scale (“never”, “1 or 2 times within the last month”, “2 or 3 times per month”,
               “about once a week”, “several times a week”). If students answered that they had perpetrated hate speech at least once, they
               were asked for their motivations. The obtained subsample included 346 adolescents (54.6% boys, 43.6% girls, 1.7% gender diverse)
               between the ages of 12 and 18 (Mage=14; SD=0.96) from 106 classes in 19 schools. Regarding migration background, 52.3% (n=165) reported that they had a migration
               background. Concerning socio-economic status (SES), 31.2% (n=108) of participants reported living in families of low afﬂuence,
               34.4% (n=119) in families of medium afﬂuence, and 34.4% (n=119) in families of high afﬂuence.
            

            As no existing scale to investigate the motivations for hate speech perpetration was available, we developed the Motivations
               for Hate Speech Perpetration Scale (MHATE). To develop the MHATE, qualitative interviews with students and school staff were
               conducted focused on the motivations why students engaged in hate speech perpetration at school (Ballaschk et al., 2021).
               We then reviewed the literature on motives for perpetrating aggression, bullying, and cyberbullying. Based on these findings,
               a set of 12 items was developed, which were assumed to reflect six different motivations, namely revenge, power, exhilaration,
               ideology, group conformity, and status enhancement. Table 1 gives a full overview of all items. Each item could be rated on
               a five-point scale from “absolutely disagree” (1) to “absolutely agree” (5). 
            

            Descriptive hate speech norms were measured by asking participants if they had witnessed hate speech. The scale was developed
               based on qualitative research (Ballaschk et al., 2021; Krause et al., 2021) and in reference to existing instruments (Reichelmann
               et al., 2020). Items included, for example: “Someone distributed discriminatory symbols, stickers, pictures, memes, or videos
               against a specific group of people,” and: “Someone made insulting jokes about a certain group of people.” Possible answers
               ranged from “never” (1) to “often” (4). The McDonald’s ω was good: .83. Perceived injunctive anti-hate speech norms were measured
               using three items, which the participants were asked to rate after reading a text-based vignette describing an online or offline
               hate speech scenario. The three items were: “My close friends don't like it when you say that about other people,” “My family
               doesn’t like it when you say this about other people,” and “The teachers at my school don't like it when you say that about
               other people.” All items could be answered on a five-point scale from “absolutely disagree” (1) to “absolutely agree” (5).
               The McDonald’s ω was acceptable: .74. To measure deviant peer pressure, the following four items were modified from Santor
               et al. (2000): “At times, I’ve broken rules because classmates have urged me to,” “At times, I’ve done dangerous or foolish
               things because classmates dared me to.,” “I’ve skipped classes, when classmates have urged me to,” and “If a group of classmates
               at school asked me to do something forbidden, it would be difficult to say no.” All items could be answered on a five-point
               scale from “absolutely disagree” (1) to “absolutely agree” (5). The McDonald’s ω was acceptable: .78.
            

            Participants were asked for their age and gender (male, female, diverse). Grade was added afterwards according to class codes
               that were used to fill out the questionnaires. Migration background (the standard measure of ethnic diversity in German-speaking
               countries) was assessed by asking whether the participants themselves, one, or both parents were born in a country other than
               Switzerland. The socio-economic status (SES) was measured using the Family Affluence Scale (FAS; Hartley et al., 2016). Based
               on a composite FAS score, an individual FAS category was calculated for each participant (low, medium, and high socioeconomic
               status). After obtaining ethical clearance from the University of Potsdam Ethics Committee (UP65/2018), 22 Swiss schools were
               invited to take part in this study. From these 22 schools, 20 agreed to participate in the study (participation rate at the
               school level: 91%). From 2,593 invited students, 1,381 participated (participation rate at the individual level: 53%). The
               students and their parent or legal guardian had to sign a written consent form to participate in the study. Data collection
               took place via an online survey during a school lesson between December 2020 and April 2021. Participants received an access
               code to the survey via e-mail and subsequently completed the online questionnaire. Participants were told that partaking in
               the study was optional and participation in the survey could be stopped at any time, without needing to give a reason and
               without fear of negative consequences. Completion time was 37 minutes on average.
            

            To investigate the construct validity of the MHATE, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) and analyzed composite
               reliability (CR). We then conducted a series of multi-group confirmatory factor analyses (MGCFA) maximum likelihood parameter
               estimates with standard errors (MLR) in Mplus version 8.3 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) to analyze the measurement invariance of
               the MHATE among different demographic groups. To evaluate the measurement invariance assumptions, Chen's (2007) recommendations
               were followed, according to which decreases in ∆CFI>0.010 and increases in ∆RMSEA>0.015 indicate that the assumption of measurement
               invariance is not met. If scalar measurement invariance is established, the meaning of the items can be considered as equal
               across the groups and latent mean differences can be compared (Van-de-Schoot et al., 2012). Cohen’s d was used as a measure
               of effect sizes for latent factor means. Cohen’s d was calculated by dividing the difference between factor means by the pooled
               factor standard deviation. 
            

            Finally, structural equation modelling was used to test the associations between social norms and the MHATE. The model fit
               was examined by considering the following fit indices: Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square
               Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). The quality of each model was evaluated
               using typical cut-off scores reflecting good and adequate fit of the data, respectively: CFI and TLI > .95 and .90; RMSEA<.06
               and .08, and SRMR<.10 and .05 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). To account for the multilevel structure of the data (i.e., adolescents
               nested within schools), standard errors were corrected by using the complex sampling option () in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén,
               2017).
            

         

         
               Results

            
                  Construct validity of the motivations for perpetrating hate speech scale

               Regarding hate speech perpetration, 74.9% (n=1,035) of participants answered that they had never engaged in this behavior;
                  16.4% (n=227) reported this behavior one or two times within the last month; 4.6% (n=63) two or three times per month, 1.7%
                  (n=23); about once a week; and 2.4% (n=33) several times a week. 
               

               
                     Figure 1
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               For the following analyses, only the subsample of hate speech perpetrators (n=346) was used. First, we tested a model in which
                  all 12 items of the MHATE loaded on one single factor. Results showed that the data did not fit well, χ2=853.64, df=54, χ2/df=15.52, p<.001, CFI=.564, TLI=0.467, RMSEA=0.207, SRMR=0.115, with standardized factor loadings between
                  0.18 and 0.70. Then we tested a second model with the proposed six-factor structure of the MHATE. The second model showed
                  a good model fit, χ2=90.49, df=40, χ2/df=2.26, p<.001, CFI =.972, TLI=0.955, RMSEA=0.060, SRMR=0.034. All standardized factor loadings were significant (p<.001)
                  and ranged between 0.78 and 0.90 (Figure 1). The CR was .79 for revenge, .90 for power, .81 for exhilaration, .76 for ideology,
                  .79 for group conformity, and .82 for status enhancement, indicating evidence for factor validity of the MHATE.
               

            

            
                  Frequency rates of motivations for hate speech perpetration

               Table 1 gives a full summary of frequencies, M, and SD of all items and the subscales of the MHATE. The three most frequently
                  reported motivations were: “Because I was made angry by others” (38.4%; REV1), “Because I was hurt or annoyed by others” (33.8%;
                  REV2), and “Because that is the way we talk to each other in my class” (25.4%; GROU1). The three least frequently reported
                  motivations were: “To show who is the boss” (5.7%; PWR2), “To be respected and belong to the cool kids” (7%; STAT1), and “Because
                  it feels good” (7.8%; EXH2). The most frequently endorsed subscale was revenge (M=2.78; SD=1.34), followed by ideology (M=2.17;
                  SD=1.15), group conformity (M=2.02; SD=1.12), status enhancement (M=1.73; SD=1.03), exhilaration (M=1.73; SD=1.05), and power
                  (M=1.59; SD=0.94).
               

               
                     Figure 2
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                  Measurement invariance testing and factor mean differences

               Overall, for all group comparisons (i.e., by gender, grade, migration background, and SES) no substantial reduction in model
                  fit (i.e., ∆CFI>0.010 and ∆RMSEA>0.015, Chen 2007) between the configural and metric invariance model and between the metric
                  and scalar invariance model was found (Table 2). These findings indicate scalar measurement invariance of the MHATE scale
                  across these groups and imply that latent means can be compared across groups. The  scalar measurement invariance model (Model 1) was used to compare latent means between boys and girls. Results showed that
                  boys showed lower means in ideology (p=.003, d=0.40) compared with girls. The scalar measurement invariance model (Model 2)
                  was used to compare latent means between 7th  /8th  graders vs. 9th graders. 
               

               Results revealed that 9th graders showed lower means in group conformity (p=.013, d=0.31) compared with 7/8th graders. Next, the  scalar measurement invariance model (Model 3) was used to compare latent means between adolescents with and without migration
                  background. Results showed that adolescents without migration background showed higher means in exhilaration (p<.001, d=0.55)
                  and group conformity (p<.001, d=0.46) compared with participants with migration background. Finally, the  scalar measurement invariance model was used to compare latent means between adolescents of high vs. low SES. Results showed
                  that adolescents with high SES showed higher means in revenge (p=.006, d=0.41) and power (p=.019, d=0.28) compared to adolescents
                  with low SES.
               

               
                     Figure 3
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                  Associations between social norms and motivations for perpetrating hate speech

               Bivariate correlations among the main variables are shown in Table 3.

               
                     Figure 4
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               The SEM to investigate the relationships between social norms and motivations for perpetrating hate speech is shown in Figure
                  2. The model fit was acceptable, χ2=420.45, df=263, p<.001, CFI=.946, TLI=0.934, RMSEA=0.042, SRMR=0.047, standardized factor loadings ranged between 0.51 to
                  0.91. The analyses showed that descriptive hate speech norms had a positive effect on revenge ( .22 SE=.06, p<.001), exhilaration
                  ( =.23, SE=.08, p<.001), ideology ( =.29, SE=.09, p<.001), and group conformity ( .17, SE=.09, p=.041). 
               

               Injunctive anti-hate speech norms had only a negative effect on power ( -.16, SE=.03, p<.001). Finally, deviant peer pressure  had a positive effect on power ( .28, SE=.06, p<.001), exhilaration ( .18, SE=.08, p=.030), group conformity ( .31, SE=.10,
                  p<.001), and status enhancement ( .41, SE=.06, p<.001). The proposed model explained 9% of variance in the subscale revenge
                  (R2=.088), 11% of variance in the subscale power (R2=.111), 12% of variance in the subscale exhilaration (R2=.124), 8% of variance in the subscale ideology (R2=.084), 15% of variance in the subscale group conformity (R2=.153), and 16% of variance in the subscale status enhancement (R2=.162).
               

               
                     Figure 5
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               Discussion and conclusion

            The aims of the present study were twofold. First, to investigate the psychometric properties of the multidimensional MHATE.
               Second, to investigate associations between social norms and adolescents’ motivations for perpetrating hate speech. Regarding
               our first aim, our analyses supported a six-factor structure of the MHATE. Testing multi-group measurement invariance of the
               MHATE revealed strong evidence for scalar measurement invariance across different groups (i.e., boys vs. girls, younger vs.
               older adolescents, adolescents with vs. without migration background, and higher vs. lower SES), indicating an agreement on
               how motivations of hate speech perpetration manifest between these groups. Our findings support the idea that hate speech
               fulfills various functions, serving as a defense against or reaction to a perceived threat, conveying a feeling of power,
               or instrumentally improving one’s position in the social group. The motivations to perpetrate hate speech found in this study
               align with qualitative research on adolescents' motivation (Ballaschk et al., 2021) and adults’ motivations (Erjavec & Kovačič,
               2012) for hate speech perpetration and with research on aggressive behavior (Fluck, 2017; Gradinger et al., 2012; Pinker 2011;
               Tanrikulu & Erdur-Baker, 2021; Wettstein, 2008). 
            

            The most frequently endorsed subscale was revenge, followed by ideology, group conformity, status enhancement and exhilaration
               (with both having the same mean), and then power. The high prevalence of the revenge and ideology subscales may be attributed
               to possible justification strategies of the perpetrators. Related research showed that revenge was also one of the most frequently
               reported motivation for traditional bullying and cyberbullying (Gradinger et al., 2012; Fluck, 2017; Tanrikulu & Erdur-Baker,
               2021). Whereas Fluck’s (2017) study showed that ideology was not a relevant motivation for cyberbullying, we found that ideology
               was an important motivation for hate speech perpetration. An explanation might be that ideological motives may be more relevant
               for hate speech than for cyberbullying. In addition, we found that power was the least frequently reported motivation for
               hate speech perpetration. This finding corresponds to Gradinger et al.’s (2012) study on cyberbullying but contradicts findings
               from Tanrikulu and Erdur-Baker (2021), who found that power was the second most often reported motivation for cyberbullying
               perpetration. 
            

            We also found that the various subscales of the MHATE showed differential intercorrelation patterns. Exhilaration and power,
               as well as exhilaration and group conformity, were most strongly correlated. These findings indicate that hate speech is often
               ostensibly expressed in the form of jokes to gain power and to conform to groups within adolescents’ peer networks. In contrast,
               the revenge subscale showed rather weak correlations, or even non-significant correlations with the other subscales. An explanation
               might be that revenge is a relatively independent motivation and an expression of perceived threat, while group-related hate
               speech represents controlled attempts to instrumentally attain goals or increase one's status within a given group. 
            

            Based on these findings, it appears to be imperative to educate adolescents on strategies of conflict management, the ability
               to deal with negative emotions and handle frustration to prevent adolescents from using hate speech as a means of revenge.
               The high endorsement of the ideology subscale highlights the need for democratic education in schools, thereby preventing
               hate speech perpetration. The approval ratings for group-motivated motivations (i.e., group conformity, status enhancement)
               indicate that promoting a positive and inclusive classroom climate and encouraging students to reflect on rules and norms
               are also important starting points for preventing hate speech among adolescents. 
            

            Our second aim was to investigate associations between social norms and adolescents' motivations for perpetrating hate speech.
               Generally, our results confirmed that social norms are associated with adolescents’ motivations for hate speech perpetration.
               This finding is in line with previous research on prejudices and aggressive behavior (Bastiaensens et al., 2016; Cook et al.,
               2010; Lee & Wong, 2009; Váradi et al., 2021) and initial research on hate speech (Ballaschk et al., 2021). The relationship
               between descriptive hate speech norms and adolescents’ motivation to engage in hate speech might be explained by observational
               learning (Wachs, in press). An explanation for the association between adolescents’ susceptibility to deviant peer pressure
               and their motivations to perpetrate hate speech might be that these adolescents want to avoid rejection or punishment by their
               peers. More specifically, the results indicated that motivations for hate speech perpetration are not associated with injunctive
               norms as much as it is with descriptive norms, as well as perceived peer pressure. It seems plausible that adolescents’ motivations
               are more strongly influenced by their perception of behaviors that are normally performed in their social environment (descriptive
               norms) or to which they are actively encouraged to (peer pressure) compared to their perception of behaviors that are perceived
               as typically approved or disapproved (injunctive norms). However, these findings should be interpreted with caution as the
               three scales for measuring social norms differed from each other, which might limit the comparability. According to this study,
               the motivation to perpetrate hate speech arises at least in part from the social dynamics of a given social environment, where
               reciprocal reactive processes, social recognition, social pressure, and imitation, may play an important role. These social
               dynamics should therefore also be the starting point for prevention measures. 
            

            This study has a few limitations which should be addressed by future research. Firstly, the present study tested important
               psychometric properties of the MHATE, namely construct validity and reliability. Future research should aim to test additional
               psychometric properties (e.g., predictive validity). In addition to this, the six factors included only two items each, which
               is often considered problematic for reliability. However, if the two indicators are highly correlated, two items are often
               sufficient (Hayduk & Littvay, 2012). Secondly, although the sample included a relatively large number of hate speech perpetrators,
               it cannot be considered representative for Swiss adolescents. Follow-up research should include a representative sample and
               try to replicate the findings of the present study. Thirdly, due to the cross-sectional study design, we were not able to
               determine temporal relationships between social norms and motivations for hate speech perpetration. Longitudinal studies are
               needed to overcome these methodological limitations. Fourthly, we included only interpersonal correlates of adolescents’ motivations
               for hate speech perpetration. Future research should also investigate intrapersonal factors (e.g., moral disengagement). Finally,
               we measured hate speech perpetration by using self-reports which might have affected the identification of perpetrators, as
               some participants might have been reluctant to report a socially undesirable behavior such as perpetration. Follow-up research
               should also use peer reports to overcome such methodological problems.
            

            In conclusion, the present study contributes to the literature by presenting a new instrument for measuring motivations for
               hate speech perpetration among adolescents and investigating the relationships with social norms. The findings highlight the
               need to understand hate speech perpetration by taking several motivations and relations to social norms into consideration.
               The most frequently reported motivations were revenge, ideology, and group conformity. Prevention programs that aim to tackle
               hate speech need to consider various strategies, including educating adolescents on social skills and democratic values and
               creating social environments in which adolescents are not exposed to hate speech or actively encouraged to engage in hate
               speech.
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