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Uvod

Socidlne médid su v sticasnostizaplavené nendvistnym obsahom. Vytvaraja tak prostredie, vktorom sa
rozli¢né socialne skupiny (najma etnické, rasové alebo nabozenské skupiny, LGBTI, ludia s postihnutiami,
zeny, mladez a dalsi) stretavaju s urdzkami, predsudkami a vyhrazkamiv réznej slovnej alebo grafickej
podobe. Na prislusnikov a prislusni¢ky tychto skupin to ma zavazné dopady vo forme kriatkodobych alebo
dlhodobych zdravotnych problémov, méze to viest k ich vyliceniu z diskusnych For (a tym aj z politického
a obdianskeho Zivota) alebo dokonca az k diskriminacnym praktikam alebo nasiliu.

Rozsirovanie nendvistného obsahu sa ¢asto mylne zamiena a odévodnuje prdvom naslobodu prejavu.
Pravo na slobodu prejavu vsak nie je absolitne a neumoznuje zneuzivanie prav inych jednotlivcov,
akym je napriklad pravo na zZivot bez diskriminacie, pravo na slobodu myslenia, ¢i pravo na slobodu
nabozenského vyznania. Pravo na slobodu prejavu v sebe preto nesie urcitl zodpovednost a uzivatelia
a uzivatelky socidlnych médii by sa mali zapojit do vytvarania bezpe¢ného digitdlneho prostredia,
v ktorom sa vsetci jednotlivci s rozlicnymi vlastnostami mozu slobodne zapajat do diskusii a vyjadrit
svoje nazory bez vystavenia sa urazkam alebo vyhrazaniu.

Okrem obmedzenia nendvistnych prejavov legislativhymi opatreniami existuje aj sibor makkych
nastrojov, ktoré je mozné pouzit na zmiernenie nenavistnych prejavov v online priestore bez zacatia
stihania, pravneho procesu a nasledne ulozenia sankcii. Nepriame nastroje konfrontacie nenavistnych
prejavov mbzu pouzit rozli¢ni aktéri, ktori by sa mali zapojit do procesu zmiernovania nenavistnych
prejavov v online priestore, a to od beznych pouzivatelov socidlnych médii, cez rodic¢ovsku a ucitelsku
verejnost, poskytovatelov internetovych sluzieb, az po vlddne a mimovladne organizacie.

Hlavnym cielom tejto prirucky je predstavit nastroje a stratégie, ktoré moézu rozlicni aktéri pouzit pri
konfrontacii s nenavistnymi prejavmiv online priestore. Snahou prirucky je motivovat tychto aktérov, aby
vyuzilirézne nastroje a aktivne sa zapojilido vytvarania bezpecného digitalneho priestoru. Prva kapitola
obsahuje definiciu nenavistnych prejavov v online priestore, ich rézne ciele, formy, frekvenciu a dopady
na cielové skupiny a jednotlivcov. Druha kapitola stru¢ne opisuje vzdelavanie ako primarny nastroj na
znizovanie nenavistnych prejavov. Tretia kapitola obsahuje analyzu rozli¢nych stratégii a nastrojov, ktoré
moézu vyuzit najma uzivatelia a uzivatelky internetu a poskytovateliainternetovych sluzieb na znizovanie
nenavistného obsahu v socidlnych médiach a online diskusiach. Stvrta kapitola opisuje a analyzuje
vysledky experimentdlneho testovania zvolenych stratégii protiargumentacie, konkrétne overovania
faktov a osobnej skisenosti, a to v kontexte zmiernovania nendvistnych prejavov smerovanych voci
¢lenom a ¢lenkam romskej komunity na socialnych sietach. Posledna kapitola je venovana Glohe médii
v boji proti nenavistnym prejavom.
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€o st nendvistné prejavy
(v online priestore)?

Nenavistné prejavy mozeme definovat ako
druh komunikacie alebo interakcie, kedy jednotli-
vec alebo celd spolocenska skupina zastrasovana
otvorenymi alebo nepriamymi urdzkami, vyhraz-
kami, politickymi vyjadreniami, ktoré vyvolavaju
nendvist, pohorsenie alebo nesympatie, ¢o vedie
k obtazovaniu, Gtlaku a diskriminacii . Nenavistné
prejavy st ¢asto spojené so zovseobecnovanim, pri
ktorom st urdzky smerované na celt spolocensku
skupinu, napriklad ,v$etci Rémovia st kriminalnici”
alebo ,vSetci moslimovia st teroristi“?. Nenavistné
prejavy mozu tiez podnecovat nasilie voci cielo-
vej skupine alebo jednotlivcom priamou formou
(napriklad povzbudzovanim ostatnych ludi, aby
zautocili na cielovi skupinu) alebo nepriamou
formou (napriklad prirovnavanim cielovej skupiny
ku zvieratam alebo hmyzu, ¢o pachatelom ulahcuje
nemat zlutovanie a pachat natejto skupine nasilie).?

~Nenavistné prejavy preto zahrnaju napriklad
nadadvky zaloZené na predsudkoch o identite, ur-
¢ité pouzivanie hanobenia a prirovnani, niektoré
extrémistické politické a ndboZenské prejavy (napr.
vyjadrenia smerujtce k tomu, Ze vsetci moslimovia
su teroristi, alebo Ze homosexudli su ludia druhej
kategorie), ako aj urcité zobrazenia ,nendvistnych
symbolov’(napr. svastiky alebo horiace krize). Takéto
konanie oznacujeme ako nendvistné prejavy vtedy
a do takej miery, ak vyjadruja ndzor, Ze prislusnost
k urcitej spolocenskej skupine opravriuje posudzo-
vat urcitého cloveka alebo pristupovat k nemu
s pohidanim.”

Robert Mark Simpson v publikacii ,Dignity, harm,
and hate speech”(,,Déstojnost, ujma a nendvistné pre-
Jjavy”) (2013, s.701)

1.1 Formy nenavistnych prejavov

Nendvistné prejavy v online priestore mézu mat
nasledujice formy*:
¢ slovnu alebo pisomnd Formu, ako napriklad
vulgarizmy, vyhrazky alebo urazky vychadzajice
z roznych charakteristik cielovej skupiny, ale aj
politické vyjadrenia o cielovej skupine.

¢ nenavistné symboly, ako napriklad svastiky ale-
bo urdité cisla symbolizujice nenavistné ideoldgie.
¢ iné grafické materialy, ako napriklad obrazky
alebo mémy, ktoré zobrazuju cielovid skupinu
urazlivym spésobom (napriklad ich zobrazovanie
ako kriminalnikov alebo deviantov).

Nendvistné prejavy mozu byt Sirené prostred-
nictvom verejne dostupnych materialov (napr.
prispevky alebo obrazky zdielané prostrednictvom
sieti Facebook, Instagram alebo Twitter) alebo vo
forme sikromnych sprav odosielanych do schra-
nok jednotlivcov (napr. prostrednictvom aplikacii
Facebook Messenger alebo WhatsApp).

Je dolezité uviest, Zze nendvistné prejavy ne-
musia predstavovat len otvorené urazky, napriklad
vulgarizmy alebo graficky materidl, ktory priamo
ponizuje cielovl skupinu. Nenavistné prejavy
mozu byt skryté a vyjadrené sofistikovanejsim
sposobom. Nenavistné komentare mézeme potom
rozdelit na*:

Otvorené odkazy - predstavuji otvorené a priame
urazky namierené voci jednotlivcom a skupinam.
Mo6zu sem patrit priame hanobenia a vulgarizmy
alebo graficky material, ktory otvorene Siri nena-
vist a predsudky voci cielovym skupinam alebo
jednotlivcom.

Skryté odkazy - predstavuji rafinovanejsispésob
urazania jednotlivcov a skupin. Skryté nendvistné
odkazy su Uzko spojené s takzvanymi,,maskovany-
mi webovymistrankami”, ktoré sa tvaria ako zdroje
poskytujuce neutralne faktografické informacie
o rozli¢nych historickych, spolocenskych, politic-
kych a kultarnych témach, ale v skutocnosti su
naplnené obsahom s predsudkami a nenavistnou
propagandou. Prikladmi takychto maskovanych
webovych lokalit je tlacovy a online format pseu-
dovedeckého c¢asopisu ZEM a VEK alebo rozli¢né
stranky na sieti Facebook ¢i webové lokality
orientované na histériu, ktoré predstavujd , prav-
divé" fakty o rozli¢nych historickych udalostiach
a obsahuju napriklad popieranie existencie alebo
rozsahu zidovskej genocidy, ¢o vedie k vyvolavaniu
antisemitizmu. V pripade propagandy zamerane;j
proti LGBTI ludom prezentuje americka webova
stranka Family Research Council (Rada pre vyskum
rodiny) nepravdivé vyskumné data ako dékaz skod-
livosti homosexuality. Cielom takychto webovych
lokalitje pritiahnut Studentov a Studentky, rodi¢ov,
ucitelov a ucitelky, alebo inych ludi so zdujmom
o tieto témy, aby ich ¢itali a verili, Ze ich obsah je



mozné povazovat za vedecky, a preto opravneny
areSpektovany.

»~Maskované webové stranky” charakterizuju
nové stratégie komunikacie s verejnostou alebo
s uréitymi cielovymi skupinami. Skupiny a jednot-
livci, ktori spravuju tieto webové lokality, zmenili
svojjazyk aich verejny prejav sa stal sofistikovanejsi
aslusnejsi. Tymto spésobom sa snazia stat akcep-
tovatelnejsimipre SirSie a r6znorodejsie publikum
a vyhnut sa tak postihom na zaklade legislativy
zameranej proti nendvistnym prejavoms,

Skryty sposob Sirenia nenavisti nema na cielové
skupiny mensie dopady ako otvorené nendvistné
odkazy. S tym suvisia zistenia studie’ z roku 1997,
realizovanejna Studentoch a Studentkach univerzit
azijského a belosského povodu, ktoré ukazali, ze
cielovasocidlna skupinavnimala ovela tvrdsi dopad
pri skrytych rasistickych odkazoch nez pri tych
otvorenych. Napriek tomu st tvrdé a poburujice
nendvistné spravanie a umysly zriedkavejsie aje zlo-
zitejsSie ich dokazovat. S podobnym zistenim prisla
aj ind studia, kde autorsky tim Mosher a Proenza
(1968) uvadzajq, ze prislusnici a prislusnicky cielovej
skupiny vystavenejrasovému hanobeniu nevnimali
rozdielnu ujmu v pripade tvrdych vyjadreni nena-
visti v porovnani s miernymis.

1.2 Ciele nenavistnych prejavov
(v online priestore)

Mo6zeme identifikovat rozlicné ciele nendvist-
nych prejavov, z ktorych niektoré mézu byt amy-
selné a systematické, ainé zase neimyselné, kedy
uzivatel'socidlnych médiisiriaci nendvistny obsah si
nie je vedomy désledkov svojho konania. V skutoc¢-
nosti moze nenavist Sirit kazdy z réznych dévodov,
napriklad ak ma niekto nizke sebavedomie alebo na
sebe osobne zaziva nenavist a Sikanovanie. Ciele
nenavistnych prejavov mézeme kategorizovat
nasledujicim spésobom?®:

» Ventildcia vlastnych obav a frustracii samotného
diskutujuceho a ich nasmerovanie na cielovd
skupinu, ktora je tak v pozicii obetného baranka

» Urazanie, obtazovanie a ponizovanie cielovej
skupiny

* Vyjadrenie podradnosti cielovej skupiny

« Upevnovanie predsudkov a Sirenie mytov o cie-
lovej skupine

Co st nendvistné prejavy (v online priestore)? / 7

 Vyvoladvanie nesympatii az nenavistivoci cielovej
skupine
» Vyvoldvanie Gtlaku a nésilia

1.3 Jednoduchost Sirenia nenavisti
v digitdlnom svete

Hoci sa nendvistné prejavy ¢asto objavuji na
rozli¢nych miestach, vratane verejnych priestorov,
pracovisk, domacnosti alebo prostrednictvom
médii, pre nendvistné prejavy v online priestore
je typicky jednoduchy spésobich Sirenia prostred-
nictvom ktoréhokolvek uzivatela alebo uzivatelky
socidlneho média, ktory ma pristup na internet.
V skutoc¢nosti moze jednotlivec ako uzivatel vy-
tvarat a Sirit v online priestore nenavistny obsah
zpohodliasvojho domova. A pretoze socialne mé-
dia (ako napriklad Facebook, Twitter arézne online
diskusné féra) pouziva velké mnozstvo uzivatelov,
takyto nenavistny obsah si mézu prezriet (a dalej
zdielat, lajkovat alebo komentovat) tisicky dalsich
uzivatelov a uzivateliek.

~Kazdy mézZe byt zverejriovatelom, aj ten najpri-
Sernejsi antisemita, rasista, bigot, homofob, sexista
alebo ploditel nendvisti. Lahkost a rychlost, s akou
Jje mozné vytvorit a v online priestore sirit webové
strdanky, stranky socidlnych médii, videa a zvukové
nahravky, okamzité spravy, vytvdraju nemoznost sle-
dovat, riadit a bojovat's propagandou na internete.”

Foxman & Wolf v publikacii ,Viral Hate: Containing
itsspread on the Internet”(,Virdlna nendvist: Pohlad
najej rozsirenie na internete”), (2013, s. 10)

Znamenato tiez, Zze uzivatelalebo organizovana
skupina uzivatelov a uzivateliek mézu ovplyviovat
verejny diskurz v online priestore, ktory ma vplyv
nanazory obrovského mnozstva ludi. Tymto sposo-
bom méze byt velmijednoduché rozsirit napriklad
mytus o nadmernej vyske socidlnych davok, ktoré
poberajd Romovia a Rémky v hmotnej nidzi na
Slovensku. Mytus sa da rozsirit rychlo a moéze byt
zdielany a lajkovany (¢o zvysSuje viditelnost obsahu),
a tak presvedcibeznl verejnost o privilegovanom
postaveni rémskych komunit. Vedie to k vyvola-
vaniu nendvisti a posiliovaniu uz existujucich
predsudkov vodi tejto etnickej mensine, ¢o vedie
k dalSim tvrdym opatreniam.
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Niektorivyskumniciavyskumni¢ky' naznacuju,
ze samotny dizajn diskusnych fér méze prispievat
k lahkosti Sirenia nenavistného obsahu v online
priestore, pretoze socialne siete ponukaju svojim
pouzivatelom oblibeny obsah alebo obsah, ktory
by saim mohol potencialne pacit (napr. ak lajkovali
podobny obsah), ¢im sa nenavistny material Siri
dalej. Takyto dizajn socialnych médii pomaha ludom
s podobnymi nenavistnymi ndzormi sa zdruzovat,
a nasledne radikalizovat. Na druhej strane mézu
socialne siete pomahat zdruzovat sa aj uzivatelom
auzivatelkdm s otvorenym pohladom nasvet, ktori
su proti nenavisti, a mobilizovatich, aby realizovali
aktivity proti nendvistnym prejavom (pozri napr.
¢ast 3.4 Komunitné ,protestné” akcie v online
priestore).

1.4 Frekvencia nenavistnych prejavov v online
priestore

Pretoze kazdy moze byt vydavatelom a mbze
sirit nendvistny obsah (vo forme prispevkov v so-
cidlnych médiach alebo vo forme komentarov,
blogov, sikromnych sprav atd'), nenavistné prejavy
st velmirozsirenym fenoménom. Vysledky online
prieskumu o nenavistnych prejavoch v digitadlnom
svete, ktory realizovala Rada Eurépy v roku 2016,
ukazuju, Zze 4 z 5 respondentov maju skdsenost
s nejakou formou nendvistnych prejavov, pricom
2 z 5 vnimajd osobné ohrozenie z nenavistnych
prejavov'.

Aj iné Studie ukazuju vysoky vyskyt nendvist-
ného obsahu na internete. Podla vyskumu, ktory
realizoval Institat pre verejné otazky v roku 2016
Mladi ludia v kyberpriestore — Sance a rizika pre
demokraciu®, 69 % mladych [udi na Slovensku ma
skisenost s nendvistnymi prejavmi na socialnych
sietach a inych diskusnych internetovych férach.
Ina $tddia™ zo Spojenych Stdtov americkych uvadza,
Ze 61 % zien respondentiek uviedlo, Ze st cielom
sexualne zameranych nendvistnych prejavov , kazdy
den”alebo ,c¢asto”, pricom 46 % Ucastnikov tmavej
pleti uviedlo, Ze bolo cielom rasovo zameranych

~

nendvistnych prejavov ,kazdy den” alebo ,¢asto”.

1.5 Dopady nenavistnych prejavov alebo
preco by sme im mali venovat pozornost?

Nenavistné prejavy nie sG novym fenoménom.
Nendvistné prejavy moézZzeme povazovat za sucast

Utlaku a diskrimindacie skupin na zaklade ich rasy,
etnicity, pohlavia, nabozenského vyznania a viery,
sexudlnej orientacie, postihnutia, veku alebo inych
znakov. Vacsina genocid a pogromov v dejinach
zacinala propagandou a zlomyselnymi tvrdeniami
o cielovej skupine. V dosledku toho viedli nena-
vistné prejavy v dejinach k nasiliu, Gtlaku a upev-
novaniu rasovych, etnickych a inych predsudkov,
a nasledne vylucovaniu urcitych mensin a inych
skupin z kazdého aspektu spoloc¢nosti.
Jednotlivci, ktori piSu nenavistné komentare,
si ¢asto neuvedomuji vazne dopady svojho kona-
nia. Najednejstrane mézu mat v momente svojho
hnevu chut napisat o urcitej osobe alebo skupine
nieco zlomyselné, ale nevnimaji nicivé désledky,
ktoré tym zapricinia. Na druhej strane vsak niektoré
nendvistné skupiny sisu plne vedomé svojho kona-
nia a Umyselne sa snazia Sirit nenavist vodi urcitej
skupine ludi, posilnovat predsudky voci nim a de-
monstrovat tak svoju silu (ide najma o organizované
skupiny vyzndvajuce rasistické ideoldgie).

1.5.1 Fyzické a psychologické dopady

Téma fyzickych a psychologickych dopadov
nenavistnych prejavov si ziskala zna¢ni pozornost
akademickej obce najma kvéli tomu, ze opravne-
nostvytvarania legislativnych obmedzenivodine-
navistnym prejavom (teda sidnym potrestanimich
Siritelov) musi byt dobre odévodnena a dokazan4,
aby bola akceptovana verejnostou a sidmi. Fyzic-
ké a psychologické dopady mézu byt kratkodobé
a dlhodobé. Kratkodobé fyzické a psychologické
dopady nenavistnych prejavov st charakterizované
siborom zdravotnych problémov, ktoré vyrazne
znizuja kvalitu Zivota dotknutych jednotlivcov.
Vyskum z roku 2004 ukazuje, Ze nendvistné prejavy
mozu zapricinit bolesti hlavy, vysoky krvny tlak,
vysokU tepovu frekvenciu alebo dokonca rizikové
spravanie, ako napriklad uzivanie drog. Okrem toho
nendvistné prejavy sposobuju strach, obavyalebo
smutok™.

Dlhodobé désledky opakujiceho sa zneuzi-
vania prostrednictvom nendvistnych prejavov
moézu zahfnat znizovanie sebavedomia alebo
komplex menejcennosti, stanovovanie si menej
ambiciéznych Zivotnych cielov, no¢né mory, stiah-
nutie sazo spolocenského zivota a depresie alebo
mentalne ochorenia, ktoré dokazuje mnozstvo
vyskumnych stadii'>. V tomto zmysle ma miera



vlastnej identifikacie s mensinovou skupinou do-
pad na uroven psychologickych nasledkov alebo
»nadosledky v podobe sebaobvinovania, zvnitor-
novania si negativnych hodnoteni a zlyhania pri
hladani napravy”. Cim viac sa obete nenavistnych
prejavov identifikuji so svojou spolocenskou sku-
pinou a nachadzaju v nej Gtocisko a Gtechu, tym
mensije nic¢ivy G¢inok'. Traumatizujicim aspektom
v nenadvistnych prejavoch je, ze cielové skupiny st
sivedomé extrémneho nasilia, ktoré zazivaju alebo
zaziliv minulostiich prislusnici a prislusnicky, a tak
ked'sa ter¢om nendvistnych prejavov, pripomina
im to, Ze aj oni sa jedného dna moézu stat obetou
nasilného Gtoku'. SU pozbavenisvojej dostojnosti,
reputdcie a istoty vlastnej momentalnej bezpec-
nostiabezpecnostisvojho socialneho postavenia'®.

1.5.2 Spolocenské dopady

Opakovanost a vysoky vyskyt nenavistnych
prejavov sposobuje, Ze sa nendvistné prejavy
a predsudky napriklad o menejcennosti urcitej
etnickej mensiny stavaju spolocensky akceptova-
telné. Spoloc¢nost napriklad za¢ne prijimat nazory,
ze urdita etnicka mensina je menejcenna alebo je
charakteristicka negativnymi vlastnostami.

....bezny vyskyt takychto naddvok znecitlivuje
cCitatelov a Citatelky, cim sa zacnd nendvistné prejavy
a znevazovanie mensin javit ako normdlne.”

Foxman & Wolf v publikacii , Viral Hate: Containing
its spread on the Internet”(,Virdlna nendvist: Pohlad
najej rozsirenie na internete”), (2013, s. 31-32)

Aké st sirSie spolocenské dosledky akceptacie
nenavistnych postojov voc¢i mensindm alebo inych
spolocenskym skupindm? K dotknutej skupine,
ktora je vhnimand negativnym spésobom, sa nespra-
vodlivo spravaji rozni clenovia spolo¢nosti, vratane
policajtov a policajtiek, vyucujacich, zamestnancov
a zamestnankyn Uradov prace, zamestnavatelov
a inych relevantnych aktérov. Tito prechovavaju
predsudky voci danej skupine tak isto ako zvysok
spolocnosti, a tak je velmi pravdepodobné, ze i oni
diskriminuji dotknuté skupiny v podobe odmietnu-
tia réznych sluzieb alebo poskytnutia dostato¢ne
kvalitnych sluzieb (napr. Grad prace neposkytne
rekvalifika¢né kurzy pre nezamestnanych alebo
Skola bude segregovat romske deti). Toto vedie
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k nizSej kvalite Zivota a chudobe. Dotknuté skupiny
mozu byt vyclenené z kultdrneho alebo politické-
ho zivota, kedze ¢lenom a ¢lenkam ,majority” sa
nepacdi, ked prave oni maju politickd moc.

1.5.3 Nenavistné prejavy ako hrozba
pre demokraciu

Nenavistné prejavy taktiez predstavuji ohro-
zenie demokracie, pretoze umléiavaju mensiny
aodradzajuich od zapajania sado verejnych online
diskusii. Pri snahe komunikovat cez rézne kanaly
azaraditsadospolocnosti, rézni diskutujici mézu
dat pocitit predstavitelom mensin, Ze tu nie su
vitani, ¢im ich umldia, ich ndzory zosmiesnia lebo
st vnimané ako menejcenné. Vo svojom dosledku
mozu byt mensiny menej zastipené v politickych
Struktdrach a mat mensi vplyv na verejné politiky
a celkovo politickd a verejna sféru™.

Toto sa tyka vsetkych verejnych fér, vratane
internetu, ktory moze byt tiez povazovany za po-
litickG arénu ¢i miesto vymeny a Sirenia nazorov,
miesto, kde ludia vytvaraja aliancie a ziskavaju
délezitéinformacie a ovplyviuji ndzory ostatnych
(vniektorych pripadoch, vmasovej miere pésobiac
na tisice ludi). Internet a obzvlast online socidlne
sietovanie moze preto napliat rézne demokratické
funkcie. M6ze byt priestorom pre ob¢iansku anga-
Zovanost a poskytovat ¢lenom urcitej mensiny pocit
plného obcianstva. Autori Citron a Nortonvich Stu-
dii*® zroku 2011 to nazyvaju, digitalne obcianstvo”.
Podla nich nenavistné prejavy predstavujd velmi
vazne ohrozenie tohto typu demokratickej angazo-
vanosti, kedZe to moze umlciavat a odradzat ¢lenov
mensin od ich participacie.

1.5.4 Bezpecnostné dopady

Pisanie nenavistnych komentarov mozno in-
terpretovat, Ze autor alebo autorka komentaru
.vypusta paru”, a teda Ze zverejnenim takéhoto
obsahu sa znizuje pravdepodobnost, ze skutoc¢ne
spacha aj trestny ¢in mimo online priestoru proti
danej skupine. Napriek tomu, nenavistné prejavy
nezabranuju pachaniu nendvistnych trestnych
¢inov. Nendvistné prejavy m6zu dokonca viest
k vyvolaniu nasilia a povzbudenia jednotlivcov
k pachaniu trestnych c¢inov. Autori Foxman
a Wolf?' zmienuju niekolko pripadov prenasle-
dovania, vrazd a samovrazd, ktoré boli vyvolané
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nenavistnymi prejavmi. Napriklad, v roku 1998
v USA bola na jednej rasistickej webovej stranke
zverejnené informacie o matke (Bonnie Jouhari)
dietatazmieSaného ,rasového” pévodu. Nasledne
bolavystavena nenavistnymi prejavmi, obtazovana
telefonatmi a prenasledovana aj doma. Vinom
pripade z roku 1999, David Copeland nastrazil
bombu s klincami, ktora zabila troch ludi a zranila
vySe stovku ludi. Neskér vysvetlil svoje konanie
slovami: ,,Zautocil som na cernochov, Pakistancov
a zvrhlikov”. Tyler Clementi spachal samovrazdu
ako désledok kybersikany od ludi, ktori ho videlina
videu vromantickej situacii s clovekom rovnakého
pohlavia na Twitteri. Tato situacia bola nelegalne
natocend tajnou kamerou jeho spolubyvajicim,
ktory video na Twitteri zverejnil.

Genocidy a pogromy su tiez izko prepojené
s nendvistnymi prejavmi, respektive, s nenavistnou
propagandou. Genocidy boli sprevadzané Sirenim
nendvisti, predsudkov a dehumanizujacich sprav
o dotknutych skupinach. Napriklad, genocide
v Rwande v roku 1994, resp. masovému zabijaniu
pachanému aj civilnym obyvatelstvom, ktoré pocas
100 dni viedlo k zavrazdeniu priblizne 500000 az
1000000 ludi, predchadzala nendvistna propra-
ganda. Clenovia a ¢lenky etnickej skupiny Tutsiov,
ktora bola hlavnym tercom masového zabijania,
bolinazyvani,$vabmi“ (inyenzi) a,,hadmi” (inzoka).
Tymvsak nemozno tvrdit, ze iba nenavistné prejavy
samotné spdsobuju genocidu. Nenavistné prejavy
predstavuju délezity nastroj na vytvaranie spolo-
censkej klimy, verejnej mienky a hlavne postojov
vocidotknutejskupine.V pripade genocidy v Rwan-
de, pomenovania Tutsiov boli cielene pouzité za
Uc¢elom dehumanizovat ich, teda vykreslit ich, ze
nie su ludskymi bytostami s cielom lahsie zapojit
vacsinové obyvatelstvo Hutuov do masového zabi-
jania. Konflikt v byvalej Juhoslavii v 90-tych rokoch
20. storodia bol taktiez vyvolany a podnecovany
nendvistnymi prejavmiv masmédidch vociréznym
etnickym a nabozenskym skupinam.

.Za ucelom podnietit jednotlivcov, aby pachali
genocidu, podnecovanie v zmysle navddzania nie
Jje dostacujuce; vyZaduje si to predoslé vytvorenie
urcitej klimy, v ktorej pdchanie takychto zlocinov je
umozZnené. Nendvistnd propaganda vedie k vytvo-
reniu takejto klimy”

W.K. Timmermann v publikacii ,, The relationship
between hate propaganda and incitement to ge-
nocide: A new trend in international law towards
criminalization of hate propaganda” (Vztah medzi
nenavistnou propagandou a podnecovanim ku
genocide: Nové trendy v medzindrodnom prdve
ku kriminalizdcii nendvistnej propagandy) (2005,
s.257)

Vzdelavanie a kampane
ako primarny spésob
odstranovania predsudkov

Vzdelavanie ako sp6sob odstranovania nena-
vistnych prejavov je zalozené na predpoklade, ze
v prvom rade je nutné adresovat korene nenavist-
nych prejavov, ktorymi st najma predsudky a myty
o roznych spoloc¢enskych skupinach (napriklad et-
nickych mensinach, zenach, LGBTI)?2. Vzdelavanie
je preto ¢asto odporucané odbornikmia odbornic-
kami z vedeckej obce ¢i aktivistami a aktivistkami,
ktori poukazuji na rézne vyhody tohto pristupu,
akymije okrem adresovania predsudkov aj podpora
medzikultirneho dialégu, zvySovanie povedomia
o tom, ako chranit seba samych, ale aj ostatnych
pred nendvistnymi prejavmi v online aj offline
svete.

KedZe detiamladez st obzvlast zranitelné voci
nendvistnym prejavom, je potrebné sa zameriavat
predovsetkym na tdto skupinu. Stcastou obsahu
vzdelavacich aktivit méze byt celd rada tém, akym
je napriklad zozndmenie sa s definiciou nenavist-
nych prejavov, s ich Skodlivym dopadom, ale aj
vSeobecne extrémizmom, demokraciou, ¢i ludsky-
mi pravami, a to osobitne tych najzranitelnejsich
skupin, akymi st napriklad mensiny. Vzdelavanie
nemusi prebiehat len v $kolskom prostredi, ale tiez
v domacnostiach, komunitach, prostrednictvom
médii, obcianskych zdruzeni, kultdrnych akcii i
v samotnom online priestore.??

Vyucovanie v triede

e Vzdelavanie o nenavistnych prejavoch, extrémiz-
me Ci predsudkoch moze byt zahrnuté do skolskych
osnov nielen na Urovni zdkladnych a strednych $kél,
ale v primeranej forme aj na predskolskej Grovni.
Osobitne dolezité je posiliovat kritické myslenie
a Citatelska gramotnosti. Okrem toho by mali byt
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detia mladdezvedené k tomu ako sa chranit v online
priestore a zaroven neubliZovat ostatnym.?
Non-formalne a neformalne ucenie

e Niektori autori a autorky navrhuju inovativne
a interaktivne spésoby ucenia o nenavistnych
prejavoch, ako napriklad prostrednictvom videi,
filmov ¢i divadelnych hier, ktoré vyvracaju pred-
sudky a presadzuju zaclenenie réznych skupin do
spolo¢nosti. Dalimi nastrojmiv tomto smere mozu
byt sutaze v pisani eseji o roznych témach, akymi
st napriklad vyhody spolocenského zaéleriovania
mensin, hudobné a umelecké festivaly, akym je
napriklad festival Fusion v Bratislave o novych
mensinach, vzdelavanie prostrednictvom médii
(napriklad programy pre deti o témach réznoro-
dosti), ale tiez tzv. mainstreaming, ktory méze byt
realizovany napriklad zac¢lenenim ¢lenov a ¢leniek
mensin do televiznych diskusii alebo filmov a to
tak, Zze st postupne brani ako stcast spolocnosti.?

Vzdelavanie novinarov a novinarok

e Osobitne délezité je vzdelavanie ludipracujucich
v médiach astudentov a Studentiek zurnalistiky ¢i
masmedialnej komunikacie a to tak, aby si tieto
skupiny osvojili citlivy jazyk a tym predchadzali
dalsiemu Sireniu predsudkov a mytov o réznych
spolocenskych skupinach.

Verejné kampane

Hlavnym cielom online a offline verejnych
kampani je zvySovat povedomie alebo zaujem
0 istl tému, v tomto pripade nenavistnych preja-
vov. Kampane vSak mozu slGzit na monitorovanie
nenavistného obsahu nainternete alebo dokonca
navrhuji riesenia ako s nim pracovat.

Verejné kampane m6zu mat rézne formy,
akymi st napriklad vide3, billboardy, mediédlne

¢lanky a blogy, a byt distribuované cez rozlicné
komunikacné platformy, akym je napriklad Face-
book, bezné webstranky, YouTube alebo dalsie
masmédia, akym je televizia, rddio a noviny.
Verejné kampane mo6zu byt rozdelené na:?®

+ Kampane urcené na zvysSovanie povedomia —
napriklad mézu zvysSovat povedomie o nena-
vistnych prejavoch alebo diskriminacii

« Kampane na pozitivne zviditelnenie ¢lenov
a cleniek mensin

- Kampane zamerané na zbieranie informacii
o diskrimindcii a zabranovanie diskriminacnych
praktik

Kampane na zvysSovanie povedomiaslizia na
vzdelavanie ludi napriklad o tom, ¢o je nenavistny
prejav, aké m6ze mat formy a negativne dopady.
Tieto kampane mézu byt zamerané tiez na to, ako
sa maju uzivatelia a uzivatelky internetu chranit
pred nenavistnymi prejavmi online, ako moézu
reagovat, kde takéto prejavy nahlasovat alebo
na koho sa maju obratit, pokial st tercom alebo
svedkom nenavistného obsahu?’. Jednym z prikla-
dov takejto online kampane je European Ins@fe,
ktorej cielom je poskytovat informéacie detom,
rodicom, pracovnikom a pracovnickam v Skolstve
a s mladdezou o tom ako sa v digitdlnom prostredi
chranit, ako pouzivat rézne online nastroje a za
tymto ucelom vytvarat rozne stratégie. Daldim
prikladom kampani na zvySovanie povedomia je
kampan ,Virtudlny rasizmus, skuto¢né dopady”
(ang. ,Virtualracism, real consequences"”) vedenou
brazilskou organizaciou s ndzvom Criola. Obsahom
kampane bolo umiestnit nendvistné prejavy na
internete na billboardy v blizkosti bydliska tych,
ktori ich Sirili (bez uvedenia ich identity) s cielom
poukazat nato, ¢o st nenavistné prejavy a povzbu-
dit [udi, aby proti nim vystapili.

Cielom kampani na pozitivne zviditelnenie
¢lenov a ¢leniek mensin (alebo inych skupin, ktoré
su tercom nendvisti ako st napriklad LGBTI alebo
nabozenské skupiny) je posilnitich postavenie, a to
prezentovanim ich v pozitivnom svetle?®. Jednym
z prikladov takejto kampane je ,,Syndrém Ro6m*,
ktorej cielom bolo predstavit Gspesnych Rémov
a Rémky pracujucich vo vede, v Skolstve, ¢i na
roznych poziciach v stkromnom sektore.

Kampane zamerané na zbieranie informacii
o diskriminacii a zabranovanie diskrimina¢nych
praktik sl(zia najma na monitorovanie webstranok,
sociadlnych médii ¢i tych, co nenavistné prispevky
siria?. Prikladmi takychto kampani, ktoré funguja
vo forme webstranok, je napriklad nemecka Hass-
-im netz.info alebo madarsky institit Athenea
monitorujice aktivity extrémistickych skupin na
internete. Takéto webstranky ¢asto poskytuju
internetovym uzivatelom a uzivatelkam informa-
cie nielen o strankach s nenavistnym obsahom,
ale aj rady ako sa pred nendvistnym obsahom na
internete chranit.
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Stratégie a nastroje
na zniZzovanie nenavistnych
prejavov v online priestore

Okrem legislativnych opatreni a vzdeldvania
mozeme identifikovat sibor makkych nastrojov,
ktoré mozu pouzivat rozli¢ni aktéri od ludi péso-
biacich v oblasti vzdelavania cez jednotlivych uzi-
vatelov internetu, poskytovatelov internetovych
sluzieb (PIS), organizovanych skupin a komunit, ako
napriklad mimovlddne alebo verejné organizacie,
a dalsich, ktori sa snazia zmiernovat nendvistné
prejavyvonline priestore. Zmiernovanie nenavist-
nych prejavov v online priestore si vyzaduje Sirsie
zapojenie a spoluprdcu medzi tymito aktérmi.
Podstatné je, ze ¢im viac su takéto stratégie pou-
zivané, tym vyraznejSie sa podari znizit nendvistné
prejavy v digitadlnom svete. U¢elom tejto ¢asti je
motivovat rozli¢nych aktérov k ¢inom a zapojeniu
sa do zmiernovania nendvistného obsahu.

Nasledujice nastroje je mozné vyuzit v soci-
alnych médiach a na internetovych diskusnych
forach: protiargumentacia (overovanie faktov,
osobna skusenost, ,predstav si seba” a obzvlast
vytvaranie ,spojencov” pomocou odkazov na
klicové slova (#, hashtag) ako doplnkovy nastroj
pri protiargumentacii), oznacovanie prispevkov
(tzv. flagging) a nahlasovanie, pomenovanie a za-
hanbenie, zvyraznenie pozitivnych komentarov,
pouzivanie filtrovacieho softvéru.

3.1 Protiargumentacia

Najzakladnejsou stratégiou na znizenie nena-
vistnych prejavov je ozvat sa proti nenavistnym pre-
javom s vlastnym prejavom. Inymi slovami, kazdy
jednotlivec sa méze ozvat a vyjadrit svoj nesthlas
s nenavistnymi prispevkami v online diskusii.

.Sndd'najdéleZitejsie je jednoducho poskytnut
nevyvratitelny dékaz, ktorym kaZzdému pripome-
nieme, Ze svet je plny ludi dobrej véle - ludi, ktori
odmietaju nenavist a drzia sa hodnét obcianstva
arespektu.”

Foxman & Wolfv publikacii ,Viral Hate: Containing
its spread on the Internet (Virdlna nendvist: Pohlad
na jej rozsirenie na internete)”, (2013, s. 132)

Z pohladujednotlivca sa moze zdat, Zze protiar-
gumentacia nema ziaden dopad a Ze jednotlivec
samotny ni¢ zdsadné nedokaze zmenit. Napriek
tomu ma v praxi protiargumentacia ¢asto Glohu
povzbudenia pre ostatnych uzivatelov a uzivatelky
socialnych médii, ktori ndjdu motivaciu prispiet do
diskusie, ked'uvidia, ze v diskusii st aj konstruktivne
komentare®. V désledku toho méze vzrast mnoz-
stvo protiargumentov, ktoré nadobudnu prevahu
nad ludmis nenavistnymi prejavmi, ktori moézu byt
v skutoc¢nosti v mensine.

Hlavné principy pri oponovani
voci nenavistnym komentarom

Konfrontovat nendvistné prejavy v online disku-
sidch sivyzaduje urcité pravidla, aby mala cela tato
aktivita Sancu byt G¢inna. Maja Nenadovic¢ navrhuje
vo svojom clanku?' z roku 2013 komplexnu stratégiu
nazvanu PLEASE, urcent na efektivne reagovanie
na ostatnych diskutujuicich na online diskusnych
férach. Odporuca aktivne sa zapajat do diskusii
a postupovat podla nasledujucich krokov:

1. Pause: Dajte si pauzu a neberte diskusiu osobne,

aby ste sa vyhli Gtokom a konfliktom.

. Listen: Poclvajte pozorne argumenty, aby ste
ich plne pochopili.

. Express empathy: Vyjadrite empatiu aj v pripa-
de rasistickych poznamok.

. Analyse: Analyzujte komentare a protiargumen-
ty, ako aj predpoklady, na ktorych st zalozené.

. Speak: Hovorte a vyjadrite nazory.

. Explain: Trpezlivo vysvetlujte vlastné nazory,
pretoze ludia m6zu mat odliSné vedomosti
a zivotné sklGsenosti.

Pouzivatelia m6zu vyuzit rozlicné Formy
protiargumentov, konkrétne:

Overovanie faktov — vyslovenie tvrdeni na zak-
lade faktov

Osobna sklsenost

.Predstav si seba"” alebo stratégia rozpravania
pribehov

Humor a sarkazmus
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3.1.1 Overovanie faktov

Pri zapojeni sa do diskusie s cielom konfron-
tovat nenavistné prejavy méze uzivatel vyuzit
rozlicné druhy argumentov. Jeden zo sp6sobov,
ako sa postavit voci nenadvistnym prejavom, je vy-
slovenie tvrdeni na zaklade Faktov (overovanie
Faktov), Co v praxiznamend vyvratit urcité vyroky,
napr. rasistické stereotypy, pomocou déveryhod-
nych dat alebo vedeckych dékazov?. Napriklad
pri diskutujucich na sieti Facebook, ktori tvrdia,
ze prislusnici rémskej alebo inej etnickej mensiny
poberajuspecidlne alebo nadmerné socialne davky
len kvéli svojmu etnickému povodu, a preto maju
privilégia oproti prislusnikom ,,majority*, je mozné
uviest Gdaje o skutocnej vyske socidlnych davok
podla zdrojov Uradu prace, socialnych veci a rodiny
a vyvratit takéto nepravdivé tvrdenia.

Vyslovenie tvrdeni na zaklade faktov a overo-
vanie faktov ako formu protiargumentdacie mozu
iniciovat nielen bezni pouzivateliainternetu, ale aj
Skoleni profesiondlia profesionalky, ako napriklad
moderatori a moderatorky internetovych diskusii,
novinari a novinarky (v pripade webovych stranok
spravodajskych médii) alebo knihovnici a knihov-
ni¢ky pracujuci s primarnymi zdrojmi, ktoré velmi
efektivne konfrontuju predsudky a nepravdivé in-
formacie a mézu byt vnimani ako autority, ktorych
intervenciu je mozné reSpektovat.

3.1.2 Osobna skdsenost

Dalsou stratégiou komunikovania s diskutu-
jlicimi v online priestore je pontkat argumenty
na zaklade osobnej skisenosti. Znamena to, Ze
nepouzijeme napriklad Statistiky alebo iné druhy
dat navyvratenie protiargumentov, ale pouzijeme
vlastnid osobn skdsenost. Napriklad pri konfron-
tacii s tvrdenim o neochote prislusnikov etnickej
mensiny alebo pristahovalcov pracovat, ktora je
pricinou vysokej nezamestnanosti tychto skupin
ludi, m6zeme pouzit vlastnd skisenost s tym, ze
velka cast pracovnikov na stavbach v Bratislave
je rémskeho pévodu. Takéto pribehy by mali po-
chadzat zo skutocného zivota, aby boli autentické
a pravdivé.

3.1.3 ,Predstavsiseba” alebo stratégia
rozpravania pribehov

Niektorivyskumnici a vyskumnicky?: uvadzaju,
ze ked'su protiargumenty predstavené narativ-
nym sposobom, teda vo forme pribehu, mézu ich
oponentilahsie prijat. Rovnako privyskume toho,
kedy maju ludia tendenciu suhlasit s intervenciou
v sociadlnych médiach (priboji proti kybernetickému
Sikanovaniu), vyskumnik van Laer vo svojej stadii*
z roku 2013 zistil, Zze ked'su fakty predloZzené vo
forme pribehu s prvkom odkazujacim na seba,
ludia maju tendenciu nechat sa [ahsie presvedcit,
ze reguldcia socidlnych médii je nutna. Napriklad
pouzivanie fraz typu ,predstavte si sami seba”
sa javi ako ucinné pri presviedcani ludi o urcitych
faktoch.

3.1.4 Humor asarkazmus

Dal$ou formou protiargumentacie je reagovat
s humorom na komentare obsahujice nenavistny
obsah, a ukazat tak absurdnost nenavistnych vy-
rokov (bud formou pisomného komentéra alebo
pripojenim mémov ku komentarom). Napriklad je
mozné reagovat na nepravdivé vyroky o vysokej
miere kriminality prislusnikov a prislusnic¢ok urcitej
etnickej skupiny komentarom o vysokej kriminalite
¢lenov a cleniek ,majority” v korupcnych kauzach.
Je vSak potrebné vediet, ze medzi sarkazmom
a osobnymi Gtokmi ¢i ponizovanim oponentov v dis-
kusii je len tenka hranica. Pouzivanie tejto formy
protiargumentacie by nemalo tiez viest k dalSiemu
prehibeniu neporozumenia medzi diskutujacimi
a teda odklonu od zmysluplnej diskusie. Preto by
tato forma protiargumentacie nemala prekrocit
hranicu medzi robenim si Zartov z nenavistnych
prispevkov a Gtokmi najednotlivych diskutujicich.

3.2 Vytvaranie ,spojencov” pomocou odkazov
na klacové slova (#, hashtag)

Konfrontdcia nendvistnych prejavov méze byt
vycCerpdvajlca a velmi stresujlca, pretoze uziva-
tel alebo uzivatelka méze zazit osobné Gtoky,
napriklad vulgarizmy alebo urazky, na vlastnej
kozi. A to nielen ak patri k urcitej primarnej cie-
lovej skupine (napr. etnickej mensine), ale aj ako
jej spojenec, ktory chce do diskusie priniest kon-
struktivne komentare. Protiargumentacia moze
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byt tiez navyse ¢asovo narocna kvoli potrebe vy-
hladévat fakty a data (napriklad privyvracani mytov
a predsudkov). Preto je vhodné, aby intervenovali
naraz viaceri diskutujlci, a aby sa navzajom zastali
a povzbudili. Jednym z nastrojov, ktory umoznuje
zhromazdit takychto spojencov v jednej diskusii
je pouzit odkazy na klicové slova (hashtag), ktoré
umoznuju pouzivatelom najst urcité miesto. V roku
2017 vznikla na Slovensku iniciativa #somtu?, ktora
pomaha zhromazdit takychto spojencov v disku-
sidch na sieti Facebook v pripade, Zze sa v istych
diskusiach vyskytne nendvistny obsah. Takyto od-
kaz naklic¢ové slova v praxivytvara komunitu ludi,
ktori mozu intervenovat voci tym diskutujacim,
ktori st ¢asto v prevahe a zapliaju online diskusie
nendvistnymikomentarmi, nepravdivymi tvrdenia-
mi, predsudkami alebo stereotypmi, a v désledku
toho odradzaja prislusnikov zranitelnych skupin
alebo kriticky mysliacich uzivatelov a uzivatelky
od zapojenia sa do diskusii.

3.3 Oznacovanie prispevkov a nahlasovanie

Stratégiu oznacovania prispevkov a nahla-
sovania mOézeme tiez povazovat za doplnkovu
k protiargumentdcii, pretoze funguje ako reakcia
na nenavistné komentare tym, Ze upozornuje
spravcov diskusie na porusenie pravidiel diskusie
alebo pomocou negativneho hlasovania vyjadruje
nesuhlas s komentarmi. Obe stratégie prenasaju
na komunitu uzivatelov a uzivatelok zodpovednost
za ochranu jej ¢lenov pred ujmou spésobenou
nendvistnymi prejavmi. Nahlasovanie prispevkov
vonline diskusidch sa pouzivav pripade porusenia
pravidiel diskusie, kedy konkrétny komentar poru-
Suje Standardy a pravidla diskusnej komunity. Tieto
Standardy a pravidla by preto mali byt uzivatelom
a uzivatelkdm dostupné a jasne napisané, aby sa
vsetci uzivatelia jednoducho oboznamili s defini-
ciou nenavistnych prejavov a tym, ktoré prejavy
porusuju prava inych ludi a ktoré nie.

Oznacovanie prispevkov slizi na vyjadrenie
nazoru negativnym hlasovanim o komentari,
ktoré moze viest aj k skrytiu komentara v online
diskusii. Napriklad niektoré platformy pre online
diskusie najma v ramci spravodajskych médii (SME,
Guardian, Independent atd.) umoznujd uzivatelom
auzivatelkdm negativne hlasovat o komentéroch,
ktoré sice neporusuju interné pravidla diskusie,
ale mnohé skupiny ludi by ich mohli povazovat za

urazlivé. Navyse to posiliuje postavenie komuni-
ty v rozhodovani o tejto otazke a definovani, ¢o
znamena neakceptovatelné spravanie a nezelany
prejav, a kedy by mal byt zakazany. To isté plati
o tlacidle ,lajku” v diskusiach na sieti Facebook.

3.4 Komunitné ,protestné” akcie v online
priestore

Protiargumentaciu nemusi koordinovat len
jednotlivec, ale m6ze mat aj podobu komunitne;j
alebo skupinovej akcie. Konkrétne napriklad pou-
Zivatel'siete Facebook méze vytvorit udalost alebo
fanusikovskua stranku, ktora by reagovala narézne
stereotypy alebo nenavistné skupiny, alebo by sa
vysmievala z ndzorov urcitych nenavistnych skupin
a zaroven by vznikla komunita ludi s podobnymi
nazormi diskutujiciminasieti Facebook. Na Sloven-
skubolinedavno viaceré priklady takychto iniciativ,
ako napriklad ,,Nase Slovensko”, ktoré sa vysmieva
z ultrapravicovej politickej strany Kotleba - Ludova
strana Nase Slovensko. Zverejiuje rozli¢né obrazky
parodujlce ¢lenov a sympatizantov tejto politickej
strany.

3.5 Pomenovanie a zahanbenie webovych
stranok s nenavistnym obsahom

V pripade uz zmienenych ,maskovanych web
stranok”, ktoré obsahujd nepravdivé historické,
politické alebo spolocenské fakty, je Gc¢innym
spésobom reagovania na ne, monitorovat a iden-
tifikovatich, aby bolaverejnost (bezni pouzivatelia
internetu, ktori hladaju informacie) dobre infor-
movana o ich déveryhodnosti. Slovensky projekt
konspiratori.sk pre beznych uzivatelov internetu
nielen monitoruje a uvadza zoznamy takychto
»maskovanych webovych stranok”, ale upozornuje
aj komeréné spolocnosti a odradza ich od umiest-
novaniaonline reklamy na takéto webové stranok.

3.6 Zvyraznenie pozitivnych komentarov

Potrebna je vsak nielen protiargumentacia,
nahlasovanie alebo negativne hlasovanie o Skod-
livom obsahu, ale velmi dolezita je aj moznost
uzivatelov zvyraznit dobré priklady pozitivhych
komentarov (ako napriklad komentare, ktoré vy-
vratia rasistické predsudky)3®. V diskusidch nasieti
Facebook moze ako takato stratégia slizit tlacidlo
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Jlajku”, pretoze ,lajkovanim” pozitivheho obsahu
(komentare, prispevky, vided, obrazky) podporuju
uzivatelia a uzivatelky inych ludi, ktori st autormi
urcitého pozitivheho materialu alebo konstruk-
tivhych nazorov, a vyjadruju sahlas s prislusSnym
obsahom. Zvyraznenie pozitivheho materialu
v online priestore méze byt moznostou vtedy, ak
sa pouzivatel z r6znych dévodov nechce aktivne
zapojit do online diskusie, napriklad ak sa obava
osobnych utokov inych diskutujicich alebo nema
c¢as pisat protiargumenty.

Poskytovatelia internetovych sluzieb
ako klucovi aktéri pri zmiernovani
nenavistnych prejavov v online priestore

Poskytovatelia internetovych sluzieb (PIS)
mozu zohravat vyznamnu Glohu pri adresovani
nenavistnych prejavov v online priestore, pretoze
mozu stanovit interné pravidla a postupy pre uzi-
vatelov a uzivatelky, ktorymi zakazu urcity obsah,
napriklad taky, ktory rasovo alebo etnicky urazlivy.
Najbeznejsimi prikladmi takychto internych politik
st Dohody o pouzivani sluzieb a Pravidla komuni-
ty, ktoré umoznuju poskytovatelom internetovych
sluzieb odstranit vsetok nendvistny obsah pomocou
definovania nendvistnych prejavov a inych foriem
neakceptovatelného spravaniav online priestore.
Preto je potrebné, aby PIS pouzivali svoje interné
politiky na rozhodnutie, ¢iide o nenavistné prejavy,
ariesenie tychto pripadov.

Interné politiky maju tiez vzdelavaciu Glohu.
Pravidla komunity nielenze umoznuju PIS zakazo-
vat a odstranovat nenavistny obsah, ale zaroven aj
vzdelavaju svojich uzivatelov a uzivatelky o ne-
akceptovatelnych prejavoch v online priestore
ainformuji oich zodpovednostichranit ostatnych
uzivatelov.

Pravidla diskusie st prinosom aj pre samotnych
PIS, pretoze ak by nenavistné prejavy v online
priestore a kyberneticka kriminalita neboli dosta-
tocne regulované, odradito uzivatelov od zapdjania
sa do verejnych online diskusii alebo akychkolvek
inych aktivit, priktorych nechct byt vystaveni pred-
sudkom a nenavisti, ale chcl diskutovat o rozlicnych
témach na urcitej Grovni kvality. S tym suvisia aj
tazkosti ohladom kvality komentarov, pretoze
konstruktivne komentare, ktoré poskytuju nové
pohlady a perspektivy, pritahujd konstruktivne

mysliacich uzivatelov, zatial ¢o nendvistné komen-
tare spésobuju opak®.

K internym politikdm st komplementarne uz
spomenuté systémy nahlasovania (ako napriklad
oznacovanie prispevkov, nahlasovacie tlacidl3, for-
mulare staznosti a horuca linka), ktoré umoznuju

uzivatelom nahlasovat skodlivy obsah, aby PIS mo-
holkonatvzmysle odstranenia akéhokolvek Skod-
livého obsahu, varovania uzivatelov, ktori porusuju
interné pravidl3, alebo ich blokovanie v pripade
zavazného alebo opakovaného porusenia“.

3.7 Filtrovaci softvér

Dalgim technologickym néstrojom, ktory by
mohol plnit funkciu stratégiu na odstranenie ne-
navistného obsahu v online priestore (nawebovych
strankach, nie v socialnych médiach), je filtrovaci
softvér, ktory méze blokovat nenavistny material.
Jednym z najstarsich dobre znamych Ffiltrovacich
softvérov je program Hatefilter, ktory vydala
organizacia Anti-Defamation League (Liga proti
hanobeniu) vroku 1998 v USA, ktory nielenze triedi
a blokuje webové stranky obsahujice nenavistny
obsah, ale poskytuje jej pouzivatelom a pouziva-
telkdm ajinformacie avzdelavanie o nendvistnych
prejavoch. Filtrovacie nastroje pouzivaja hlavne
rodicia a ich hlavnym cielom je chranit deti pred
nenavistnym materidlom nainternete. Patria medzi
ne rézne nastroje rodicovskej kontroly, napriklad
nastroje NetNanny, Surfwact, Parental Control
alebo Webwatcher. Je délezité uviest, Zze takyto
softvér filtruje a blokuje webové stranky, ktoré
bolinahlasené monitorovacimiorganizaciami (napr.
Anti-Defamation League, Gay and Lesbian Alliance
against Defamation), ktoré sleduju lokality s nena-
vistnym obsahom.

Filtrovacie nastroje méZzeme rozdelit do dvoch
kategérii, a to na nastroje pouzivané klientom
a nastroje pouzivané serverom. Filtrovacie na-
stroje na strane klienta iniciuji samotni uzivatelia
(napr. rodicia, Skoly, pracoviska), pricom nastroje na
strane serverainiciujdainstalujd PIS, pricom tieto
mozu napriklad blokovat webové stranky, ktoré
oznacili monitorovacie organizacie ako lokality
s nendvistnym obsahom.

Napriek tomu vsak filtrovaci softvér celi urdi-
tym obmedzeniam, najma v stvislosti s diskusiami
na socidlnych médiach (ako napriklad Facebook,
Twitter), kde je obsah dynamicky a neustale sa
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meni*'. Z tohto dévodu su diskusné platformy
sieti Faceboook a Twitter silne kritizované za to,
ze nechrania svojich uzivatelov a uzivatelky od
nendvistného obsahu.

3.8 Zhrnutie

KedZe nenavistny obsah vyrazne zaplavuje
kyberneticky svet, rozni aktériod beznychinterne-
tovych uzivatelov a uzivateliek, cez predstavitelov
médii, az po poskytovatelovinternetovych sluzieb
by mali zasahovat a zapojit sa do vytvarania bez-
pecného digitdlneho sveta. Ako sme uviedlivyssie,
tento ciel je mozné dosiahnut pomocou réznych
nastrojov. V nasledujucich kapitolach predstavime
experimentalne testovanie Gcinnosti dvoch foriem
protiargumentadcie, a to stratégiu overovania fak-
tov a stratégiu osobnej skisenosti, ako aj pohlady
predstavitelov médiiv oblastiboja s nenavistnymi
prejavmi.

Experiment zamerany
na zniZzenie nenavistnych
prejavov v sieti Facebook

4.1 Celkovy zamer

V tomto experimente sme my, autorsky kolek-
tiv tejto publikacie, chceli dosiahnut dva hlavné
ciele. Po prvé, chceli sme identifikovat, aké formy
nendvistnych prejavov voci romskej komunite sa
najcastejsie objavuji v diskusiach na sieti Facebook.
Po druhé, chceli sme otestovat, ako ludia reaguja,
ked' niekto vstipi do diskusie na sieti Facebook
s obhajobou rémskej mensiny, a ktoré stratégie
sajavia ako najuacinnejsie v konfrontacii s nenavist-
nymi prejavmi voci rémskej komunite.

4.2 Testované stratégie

Napriek nasej vedomosti o tom, ze existuji
viaceré stratégie konfrontacie s nenavistnymi
prejavmi (pozri kapitolu 3), v snahe o jednoduch-
Siu realizaciu a presnejsie zacielenie experimentu
sme sa rozhodli testovat len dve hlavné stratégie.
V rdmci prvej stratégie sme argumentovali po-
mocou osobnej skisenosti s konkrétnymi lud'mi
alebo ¢lovekom z rémskej komunity, ¢o narusilo

nendvistné alebo vocirémskej mensine zaujaté tvr-
denieiného diskutujiceho.Vramcidruhejstratégie
sme argumentovali pomocou overovania faktov
alebo vyskumnymi zisteniami, kvalitativhymialebo
kvantitativnymi zisteniamiréznych reSpektovanych
0s0b zvyskumnej sféry, vyskumnychinstitdcii ale-
bo pomocou oficialnych Gdajov (napriklad Uradu
prace, socialnych veci a rodiny), ktoré vyvracaju
nendvistné tvrdenie iného diskutujiceho.

Priklad stratégie na zdklade osobnej skisenosti:

,Kazdého istym spésobom poburuje predstava
toho, Ze Zivi niekoho, komu sa pracovat nechce.
Chcem vsak podotknut, Ze z mojej skusenosti to nie
JjevZdy tak, ako je to tu prezentované. Mdm kamara-
tov, znamych rémskeho pévodu. Jeden z nich dostal
sprdvu z agentury, cez ktoru sa chcel zamestnat, Ze
Romov neprijimaji. Chcem tym povedat, Ze sa méze
lahko stat, Ze niektori Romovia pracovat chct alebo
chceli, ale nebola im dand Sanca zamestnat sa.”

Priklad stratégie na zaklade overovania faktov:

,Nerozumiem vsak tomu, ako mézete verit nieco-
mu takému, Ze Romovia dostdvaju vdcsie davky ako
ostatni ludia, ktori Romovia nie sd. Nic také ako rom-
ske davky neexistuje. Ani stravu v skole nedostdvaju
len romske deti. Dostdvaju ju vsetky deti bez rozdielu,
ak pochddzaju zo socidlne znevyhodnenych rodin.
Tieto veci je mozné lahko si vygooglit cez upsvar.sk.
Mimochodom, davky dostane jednotlivec: 61,60 &€,
Jjednotlivecs 1-4 detmi: 117,20 €, dvojicas 1-4 det-
mi: 160,40 € a dvojica s viac ako 4 detmi v pausdlnej
sume 216,10 €s tym, Ze nezalezina tom, ¢ima 5 alebo
10 deti. Okrem toho, jednotlivci a rodiny mézZu pobe-
rat prispevok na byvanie, ¢o zvdcsa Rémovia nie st
oprdvnenipoberat, lebo na to potrebujd vlastnit byt/
dom alebo mat najomnt zmluvu, o teda v osaddch
nemaju. Odkaz http.;//www.upsvar.sk/socialne-ve-
ci-a-rodina/hmotna-nudza/pomoc-v-hmotnej-nudzi.
html?page_id=363675"

V tomto experimente sme prostrednictvom
stratégii uvedenych vyssie testovali dve hypotézy,
ktoré znejl nasledovne:

(1) Vstup do diskusii na sieti Facebook s prorém-
skymiargumentmizvysi celkovy podiel prorémsky
zameranych komentarov (pricom do celkového
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podielu nezapocitavame nase vlastné komentare).
Inymi slovami, Ze obhajoba rémskej mensiny bude
motivovat inych ludi s prorémskymi postojmi tiez
vstupovat do diskusii.

(2) Stratégia na zaklade osobnej skdsenosti
bude G¢innejsia pri odstranovani nendvistnych
prejavov voci romskej komunite nez stratégia na
zaklade overovania faktov.

Na otestovanie tychto dvoch hypotéz sme sa
rozhodli analyzovat spolu 60 diskusii, z ktorych
kazda sanachadzala pod postom nasieti Facebook,
ktory satykal romskej témy (napriklad spravodajsky
¢lanok o vysokej nezamestnanosti Romov zverejne-
ny na sieti Facebook vo forme postu s prilozenym
linkom na ¢lanok). VSetky tieto posty na sieti
Facebook boli zverejnené v obdobi od aprila 2016
dojanudra2017.Do 30 diskusii sme vstupilis prvou
alebo druhou stratégiou, pripadne s kombinaciou
oboch stratégii. Skupinu tychto 30 diskusii nazyva-
me ,intervencénaskupina”. Do zvysnych 30 diskusii
na sieti Facebook, ktoré sa tykali romskej témy,
sme nevstapilia nazyvameich , kontrolna skupina”.
Tymto spésobom mézeme porovnavat diskusie
v intervenc¢nej skupine a kontrolnej skupine, aby
sme mohli testovat prvi hypotézu. Na testovanie
druhej hypotézy sme porovndvali nase vlastné
komentare len v ramci intervencnej skupiny. V 10
tychto diskusiach sme pouzili vylu¢ne stratégiu na
zaklade osobnej skisenosti. V 10 diskusidch sme
pouzili vylu¢ne stratégiu na zaklade overovania
faktov. A vo zvysnych 10 diskusidch sme pouzili
kombinaciu oboch tychto stratégii.

V snahe testovat druhd hypotézu, teda ¢i je
jedna stratégia Ucinnejsia ako druha, sme museli
najprv definovat, co povazujeme za,i¢innG" alebo
LUuspesni”intervenciu.Zajednoznacéne neldspesnu
intervenciu v snahe odstranit nenavistné prejavy
sme povazovali situaciu, kedy diskutujuci (autor
povodného prispevku alebo iny diskutujaci v rdmci
rovnakého diskusného vldkna) reagoval na nas ko-
mentar dalSim komentidrom obsahujdcim nenavist-
ny prejav alebo predsudky. Za Gspesntalebo G¢innd
intervenciu sme povazovali nasledujlce situacie:

« diskutujuci Uplne uznal nas argument obhajujtci
romsku komunitu;

« diskutujuci ¢iasto¢ne uznal nds argument obha-
jujaci romsku komunitu;

« ziaden dalsi diskutujtci v rdmci prislusného dis-
kusného vldkna nereagoval na nds komentar, co
zastavilo nendvistné prejavy.

Poslednu uvedend situaciu je najviac problema-
tické povazovat za Uspech, pretoze nepozname do-
vody, pre ktoré diskutujuci nepokracovali v diskusii.
Moznym dévodom je to, Ze ich nase argumenty
presveddili, ale aj to, Ze si nevsimli nds komentar
alebojednoducho nemali chut pokracovat v disku-
sii napriek tomu, Ze sa ich nenavistny postoj vodi
romskej komunite vobec nezmenil. Jednako vsak
bol aj v tejto situdcii dosiahnuty celkovy zamer
odstranit nenavistné prejavyv priestore diskusii na
sieti Facebook, pretoze komentare s nendvistnym
obsahom nepokracovali. Preto sme aj tuto situaciu
hodnotili ako Gspesnd.

4.3 Platforma pre experiment

Tohto experimentu sa zGcastnil Stvorélenny
vyskumny tim. Ako vyskumny tim sme neustdle
vzajomne koordinovali nase postupy. Pévodne sme
sa snazili intervenovat z nasich vlastnych profilov
na sieti Facebook, ale nakoniec sme sa s cielom
ochrany pred osobnymi Gtokmi ostatnych disku-
tujucich rozhodlivytvorit jeden falosny profil, ktory
sme vSetci pouzivali priintervenovani.

Intervenovali sme v diskusidch pod postami
na sieti Facebook, ktoré sa tykali témy romskej
mensiny na Slovensku. Tieto posty boli zverejne-
né bud' konkrétnymi poslancami a poslankynami
Narodnejrady Slovenskej republiky alebo réznymi
slovenskymi spravodajskymi médiami, ako napri-
klad SME, aktuality.sk, RTVS a Topky, pretoze patria
medzi najpopuldrnejsie spravodajské internetové
stranky na Slovensku“?Ani politici a politi¢ky, ani
spravodajské média nezverejnuju ¢asto posty
orémskejkomunite. Preto sme v podstate vstupili
do vsetkych diskusii na sieti Facebook, ktoré sme
pocas vyskumnej fFazy nasli a ktoré boli Fyzicky
dostupné pre nasu intervenciu. Medzi tymito
postami sme nerobili ziadnu selekciu. Kontrolnd
skupinu diskusii tvorili vSetky posty, ktoré sme
prehliadli pocas vyskumnej fazy (pretoze autorsky
kolektiv pracoval aj nainych projektoch alebo pocas
dovoleniek nebol vzdy dostupny pre intervenciu).
Vtabulke 1 st zndzornené zdroje vsetkych postov
nasieti Facebook, ktoré sme zahrnulido nasejinter-
vencnej alebo kontrolnej skupiny diskusii. Rozli¢né
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online spravodajské média mierne prevysuja pocet
diskusii na sieti Facebook iniciovanych politickymi
predstavitelmi a predstavitelkami.

Priestor socialnej siete Facebook je velmi zivym
aneustale sa meniacim prostredim, ktoré prinieslo
mnozstvo vyziev pre samotny vyskum a moznost
nacrtnut akékolvek vseobecné vyskumné zavery.
Uvedme charakteristické vyzvy, ktoré ovplyvnuji
validitu tohto vyskumu:

« zdroje postov nasieti Facebook (Tabulka 1) sa vel-
mi liSili skladbou ich publika (socio-ekonomické
prostredie, dosiahnuté vzdelanie, voli¢ské pre-
ferencie atd');

» obsah postov sa vyrazne liSil, niektoré posty uz
samotné obsahovali nenavistné prejavy sistymi
emocionalnymikonotdciami, napr.,,Rémsky gang
napadol turistu”, zatial ¢o iné posty pouzivali
relativne neutralne vyrazy a obsah, napr. o po-
litikach byvania;

« dizka diskusii a po¢et komentarov v skimanych
diskusiach sa vyrazne lisil (najkratsia diskusia
obsahovala 35 komentarov, pricom najdlhsia

Tabulka 1: Zdroje skimanych diskusii na sieti Facebook

obsahovala 523 komentarov), rovnako sa lisila
aj viditelnost tychto diskusii prostrednictvom
zdielania a lajkovania na sieti Facebook.

4.4 Vysledky

Intervencia zvysuje podiel proromskych komentdrov

(Hypotéza 1)

V 60 skamanych diskusiach na sieti Facebook
bolo analyzovanych 7586 komentarov (4027 v in-
tervencnej skupine a 3559 v kontrolnej skupine).
Kazdy komentarsme oznadili nasledujicimi kédmi:
(1) prorémsky komentar; (2) protirémsky komentar;
(3) zmiesany komentar (obsahoval aj prorémske, aj
protirémske nazory) alebo (4) nepodstatny komen-
tar (netykal sa témy rémskej mensiny).

Ako je zndzornené v tabulke 2, najviac zastu-
pené v intervencnej aj kontrolnej skupine boli
nepodstatné komentdre. V intervencnej skupine
sme prispeli 362 prorémskymi komentarmi z cel-
kového poctu 4027 komentarov v tejto skupine.
Hoci celkovy podiel prorémskych komentarov bol

zdroi Kontrolna skupina [ Intervencna skupina
) (pocet prispevkov) | (pocet prispevkov)

Aktuality (online spravodajské médium) 9 15

Topky (online spravodajské médium) 8 2

Boris Kollar 5 5

(poslanec NR SR za hnutie Sme rodina - Boris Kollar)

Milan Krajniak 3 2

(poslanec NR SR za hnutie Sme rodina - Boris Kollar)

Lucia Nicholsonova 2 0

(poslankyna NR SR za stranu Sloboda a Solidarita)

Alojz Hlina (byvaly poslanec NR SR, 2 0

predseda Krestanskodemokratického hnutia)

Milan Uhrik (poslanec NR SR za stranu 1 0

Kotleba - Ludova strana Nase Slovensko)

SME (tlacové a online spravodajské médium) 0 3

RTVS (televizne, rozhlasové a online médium) 0 2

Lucia Zithanska (ministerka spravodlivosti za stranu Most-Hid) 0 1

Spolu 30 30




Tabulka 2: Podiel prorémskych a protirémskych komentdrov
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Intervenéna skupina
konqgiiére (%?ngg?i(ﬁ) protirémske zmiesané nepodstatné spolu
362 293 1203 78 2091 4027
9% 73% 29,9 % 1,95 % 51,9 % 100%

Kontrolna skupina

prorémske protirémske zmiesané nepodstatné spolu
160 1581 99 1719 3559
4,5% 44,4 % 2,8% 48,3 % 100%

vintervencnej aj kontrolnej skupine skor nizky, po
vyltceni nasich komentarov bol podiel prorém-
skych komentarov vyssi v intervencénej skupine
(7,3 %) v porovnani s kontrolnou skupinou (4,5 %).
Tento rozdiel je Statisticky vyznamny na hladine
pravdepodobnosti0,0117. Na zaklade tohto vysled-
ku moézeme usudzovat, ze nasa prva hypotézabola
potvrdend. Preto mozeme tvrdit, Ze prispievanie
proromskymiargumentami do diskusii na sieti Fa-
cebook motivujeinych ludivstupit do diskusie a tiez
sa zastat romskej komunity. Inymi slovami, oplati
sa branit diskriminovani spolocenskd skupinu na
online platforme, pretoze to nielen zvysuje celkovu
viditelnost inkluzivnych postojov, ale motivuje aj
inych prispiet k tejto viditelnosti.

Nie je rozdiel v icinnosti dvoch testovanych stratégii

(Hypotéza 2)

V 30 diskusiach v rdmci intervenénej skupiny
sme pouzili pri jednotlivych komentaroch bud'
stratégiu osobnej skisenosti alebo stratégiu
overovania faktov. Celkovy pocet komentarov so
stratégiou overovania faktov bol vyrazne vyssiako
so stratégiou osobnej skisenosti (195 s overova-
nim Faktova 79 sosobnou skisenostou). Vyskumny
tim bol zru¢nejsiv pouzivani faktov a d6kazov, ako
vo vytvarani vymyslenych osobnych skisenosti
v pripade chybajucej vlastnej osobnej skisenosti,
ktord by sa tykala diskutovanej témy. Tato vyrazna
nerovnovaha v pocte komentarov v ramci jednej

a druhej stratégie nesie so sebou obmedzenia pri
zovseobecneni vyskumnych zisteni.

Pri porovnavani komentarov so stratégiou
osobnej skdsenosti s komentarmi so stratégiou
overovania faktov sme zistili, Ze neexistuje Statis-
ticky vyznamny rozdiel vich G¢innosti. Komentare
so stratégiou osobnej skisenosti zastavili nena-
vistné prejavyv 33,33 % pripadov, zatial ¢o komen-
tare so stratégiou overovania faktov ich zastavili
v 36,27 % pripadov. Diskutujuci ¢iastocne uznali
argumenty komentdrov so stratégiou osobnej
skdsenosti v 2,56 % pripadov a pri komentaroch
so stratégiou overovania faktovv 4,15 % pripadov.
Ziaden diskutujici neuznal Gplne nas prorémsky
argument. Na zaklade vsetkych tychto vysled-
kov a s vedomim metodologickych obmedzeni
tohto vyskumu mo6zeme usudzovat, Ze stratégia
osobnej skdsenosti i stratégia overovania faktov
maju podobny potencidl G¢inného odstranovania
nendvistnych prejavov v online priestore, Cize ani
jednazo stratégiisa neukazala byt Gi¢innejSou nez
ta druha.

Diskusie zahltené protiromskymi predsudkami

V 60 diskusiach na sieti Facebook, ktoré sme
zahrnuli do tohto vyskumu, sme sledovali frek-
venciu vyskytu réznych druhov protirémskych
komentarov. Tieto komentare mézeme rozdelit
do troch skupin:
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1) Aki st ludia z romskych komunit a ako sa spravaju?

2) Aké politiky a opatrenia voci romskej komunite
sa v sUcasnosti uplatiuja?

3)Aké politiky a opatrenia voci rémskej komunite
by sa mali uplatnovat v budicnosti?

Graf 1 znazornuje rézne druhy protirémskych
komentarov, ktoré reagujd na niektord z tychto
otazok. Ako je zo zoznamu tychto druhov zrejmé,
takmer Ziaden diskutujici nepouzival vyskumné
zistenia alebo fakty na podlozenie svojich argumen-
tov. Tykalo sa to protirémskych aj prorémskych ko-
mentérov. Diskutujlci pouzivali bud'svoje osobné
skisenosti na podporu svojich argumentov alebo
len pouzili vSseobecné tvrdenia a prezentovali ich
ako dobre zname a jednoznacné pravdy. Problé-
mom je, ze vacsina tychto ,pravd” boli len ,,myty*.

Aki st ludia z romskych komunit a ako sa spravaju?

Graf 1znazornuje, ze ludom z rémskych komunit
sU pripisované viaceré vlastnostia druhy spravania:

Graf 1: Druhy protirémskych komentdrov
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« asociadlne spravanie (spomenuté v 55 zo 60
diskusii);

» neochota pracovat (spomenuté v 48 zo 60
diskusii);

« krimindlnici (spomenuté v 43 zo 60 diskusii);

« prirovnavanie k zvieratdm, hmyzu alebo veciam
(spomenuté v 34 zo 60 diskusii);

* maju privela deti (spomenuté v 32 zo 60 diskusii);

* neochota vzdelavat sa (spomenuté v 29 zo 60
diskusii);

« nic¢enie vlastnych pribytkov (spomenuté v 22 zo
60 diskusif).

Diskutujuci neuviedli, Ze velka vacsina rom-
skych obyvatelov je integrovand v spolo¢nosti, ale
ich neustéle zobrazovali ako ,vynimky". Casto tiez
zobrazovali Rdmov a Rémky ako trvale ,,neprisp6-
sobivych” majorite, ako asocidlnych kriminalnikov,
Zze jetovich DNA, Ze sa s tym narodili. Niekedy aj
diskutujici rémskeho povodu uvadzali niektoré
nenavistné prejavy voci inym ludom rémskeho
p6vodu.

34

32 32
29

22
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Aké politiky a opatrenia voci romskej komunite sa
v sticasnosti uplatriuja?

Graf 1 zndzornuje, ze diskutujlci sa prevazne
presvedceni, Zze Rdmovia a Romky su privilegova-
nou skupinou v tom zmysle, Ze maju lepsi pristup
k verejnym sluzbam (ako napriklad bezplatné
vzdelavanie v materskych skolach, obedy zdar-
ma v Skolach, nové byty zdarma, lieky zdarma),
dostavaji vyssiu sumu socialnych davok alebo
$peciadlne socidlne davky. Bolo to spomenuté v 55
zo 60 diskusii na sieti Facebook. V 49 pripadoch
pouzili diskutujaci chybné informacie o vyske so-
cidlnych davok. Vyrazne nadhodnotili ich Groven,
v niektorych pripadoch az patnasobne viac oproti
skutocnosti.

Diskutujuci zvycajne popierali existenciu diskri-
mindacie vo¢i Rbmom a Rdmkam a v pripade, ked'
ju pripustili, obhajovaliju ako opravnend, pretoze,
ako argumentovali, ludia, ktori ich diskriminovali,
pravdepodobne konali na zaklade vlastnych nega-
tivnych skdsenosti s nimi. Pripisovali ,kolektivnu
vinu” vsetkym ludom rémskeho pévodu.

Diskutujuci casto ignorovali najzakladnejsie
sociologické poznatky o tom, Ze spolocenské
fenomény st velmi komplexné, zalezi pri nich na
okolnostiach a st ovplyvnené mnozstvom psy-
chologickych, socialnych, kultdrnych a politickych
faktorov. Ziadne jediné politické opatrenie, anina
celostatnej drovni, nedokaze vyriesit a radikalne
zmenit taky komplexny fenomén, ako je segregacia
adiskriminacia Romov a Rémok. Tento fenomén sa
da zmenit len dlhodobym postupnym procesom,
ktory sivyzaduje mnozstvo politik a aktivit na vSet-
kych trovniach spolo¢nosti (individualnej, lokalnej,
regionalnej, Statnej a medzinarodnej) a vo vset-
kych sférach Zivota (zamestnanost, vzdelavanie,
byvanie, zdravie, kultira atd'). Kvéli neschopnosti
vnimat celkov situaciu ludi rémskeho p6vodu
v jej komplexnosti a kvéli nepochopeniu toho, ze
ziadne jediné politické opatrenie alebo program,
¢i aktivita nedokazu priniest rychlu a radikalnu
spolocenskd zmenu, mali diskutujici tendenciu
obvinovat politikov a mimovladdne organizacie
z minania prostriedkov pouzitych na inklaziu vy-
la¢enych romskych komunit.

Aké politiky a opatrenia voci rémskej komunite by
sa mali uplatriovat v budicnosti?

Zjednodusené vnimanie spolocenskych fe-
noménov viedlo niektorych diskutujacich k navr-
hovaniu extrémistickych opatreni na vyhladenie
alebo vyhostenie ludi rémskeho pévodu. Bolo to
spomenuté v 37 zo 60 diskusii na sieti Facebook.
Zjednodusujlca perspektiva viedla mnohych disku-
tujdcich tiez k tomu, aby sa stavali do nadradenej
pozicie ludi, ktori vedia najlepsie, ¢o je pre Rdmov
dobré, a k presvedceniu, ze prisnejsie tresty pre
nich vyriesia problém. Objavilo sa to v 27 zo 60
diskusii na sieti Facebook.

Zatial ¢o niektori diskutujlci uvadzali rasis-
tické nazory, ale distancovali sa od toho, aby boli
oznacovani ako rasisti, zacala sa objavovat skupina
diskutujucich, ktori sa sami hrdo oznacovali ako ra-
sisti. Ked'sa diskutujdcim na oboch stranach minuli
argumenty, ¢asto presli do vulgarnych slovnych
Utokov (v 26 zo 60 diskusii) alebo doirénie (v 32 zo
60 diskusii). Zda sa, Ze sarkastické alebo ironické
komentare dokazu hybat eméciami diskutujicich
na oboch stranach, ale javia sa ako nedcinné.

Reakcie na nase intervencie podporujice ludi rém-
skeho pévodu

Vela diskutujucich reagovalo na uvedené vys-
kumné zistenia s averziou a spochybnovali samotny
vyskum alebo to, Ze nereflektuje Zivotné sklisenos-
ti ludi, ktori byvaji v blizkosti rémskych osad. Casto
tiez spochybnovali déveryhodnost vyskumnikov
a vyskumnicok ako takych, ktori nemajd priamu
skisenost s Rbmami a Rdmkami.

Ani pouzivanie osobnych skiisenosti s Romami
aRémkami nebolo pre mnohych diskutujicich pre-
svedcivé. Uznavali, Ze je mnoho Rémov a Rémok,
ktori nezodpovedajl negativnym stereotypom, ale
tych oznacovali ako ,vynimky*.

V niekolkych pripadoch, kedy diskutujuci cias-
tocne uznalinase argumenty narusujice predsudky
v urcitej oblasti, napriklad ohladom vysky social-
nych davok alebo neochoty pracovat a studovat,
tiisti diskutujuciuviedli nasledne niekolko dalsich
predsudkov. Ak by sme pouzilimetaforus cibulou,
tak hoci sa ndm v niektorych pripadoch podarilo
¢iasto¢ne vyvratit urcity konkrétny predsudok a od-
stranit jednu vrstvu cibule, diskutujici nezmenili
svoj celkovy postoj voci ludom rémskeho pévodu
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a uvadzali niekolko dalsich predsudkov, takze ci-
bula stéle ostavala cela. Aby sme zmenili celkovy
postoj osoby, museli by sme pokracovat v diskusii
a pokusat sa odstranit zvysné vrstvy cibule.

Ked' diskutujtci navrhli nejaké extrémistické
a rozli¢né kratkozraké opatrenia, ako napriklad
zrusenie vsetkych socidlnych davok, a ked'sme pod-
robne vysvetlilidopady, ktoré by takéto opatrenie
malo na rémskych obyvatelov a obyvatelky, ako aj
na celkovu spolo¢nost v krajine, diskutujuci ¢asto
v diskusii uz nepokracovali. Je mozné interpreto-
vat tento jav tak, Ze nakoniecich nase argumenty
a vysvetlenia ciastoc¢ne presvedcdili.

4.5 Zhrnutie

Vstupovat do diskusii na sieti Facebook a pre-
zentovat prorémske postoje sa oplati bez ohladu
na to, ¢i pritom pouzivame stratégiu overovania
faktov alebo osobnejskisenosti, pretoze to moti-
vuje dalsich diskutujicich s prorémskymi postojmi
vyjadrit svoj ndzor. Diskutujlci s protirémskymi
postojmi su zvdcsa presvedceni, ze ludia rémskeho
povodu su privilegovani a Zze sU vo svojej podstate
asocialni. Vnimaju celkovu situaciu a dopady politik
zjednodusene a ako priamocdiaru zalezitost.

Regulacia online diskusii
a odstranovanie
nenavistnych prejavov

v slovenskych médiach

5.1 Respondentia respondentky, s ktorymi sa
uskutocnili rozhovory

Ked'Ze nendvistné prejavy v kybernetickom
priestore sl relativhe novym fenoménom so
zavaznymi dopadmi na cielové skupiny, je déle-
zité preskumat, aka Glohu pri znizovani vyskytu
nendvistnych komentarov by mali zohravat média
vonline diskusiach, ktoré spravuja. Pocas februara
2017 sa uskutocnili polostrukturované rozhovory
s predstavitelmi a predstavitelkami médii, ktori
zodpovedaju za reguldciu online diskusii v rdmci
médii SME, Aktuality.sk, Trend, Dennik N a Pravda.
Predstavitelia média Topky vyplnili dotaznik
s otvorenymi otdzkami. Cielom bolo preskimat,

ako média postupuju pri eliminacii nenavistnych
prejavov na svojich webstrankach a aké stratégie
pouzivaju pri regulacii online diskusii (vratane dis-
kusii prostrednictvom siete Facebook). Vo vzorke
spravodajskych médii st zastipené najpopularnej-
Sie spravodajské média na Slovensku“3.

5.2 Vysledky

Hlavné zistenia ukazujd, Ze spravodajské média
monitoruju nendvistné prejavy v online diskusiach
a vyuzivaju pritom rozli¢né nastroje a stratégie.
Prispevky pravidelne posudzuji zamestnanci
a zamestnankyne prislusnych médii, ktori zodpo-
vedaju za reguldciu online diskusii, najc¢astejsie
editori, hlavni editori, editori socialnych sieti
alebo ini spravcovia. Hoci regulacia je vylu¢nou
zodpovednostou ludi na tychto poziciach, nie je
to ich jedina Gloha. Vzhladom na ¢as, ktory musia
venovat ostatnym uloham, majt len obmedzeny
cas, ktory mézu venovat regulacii diskusii a odstra-
novaniu nenavistnych prejavov. Napriek tomu, ze
regulovanie diskusii si vyzaduje viac pracovnych
hodin, regulatori nemaji moznost venovat sa tejto
¢innosti na plny pracovny Gvazok. Priemerny cas
venovany tejto ¢innostije priblizne hodina denne.

Pri hodnoteni obsahu diskusnych prispevkov sa
editoriaeditorky socialnych sieti najcastejsie riadia
pisomnymi pravidlami, ktoré st zvycajne dostupné
na webovych strankach ich médii, pricom slazia
najma diskutujdcim ako pravidla vhodnej tGcasti
v online diskusii. Ak nie st pravidla vytvorené, roz-
hodovanie o vhodnosti obsahu zavisi od subjektiv-
neho hodnoteniaregulatora. Pat zo Siestich médii,
sktorych predstavitelmibol realizovany rozhovor,
ma takéto pravidla diskusie. Avsak Ziadne z médii
nema vytvoreny samostatny formalny dokument,
ktory by slazil ako pokyny pre regulatorov diskusii.
Regulatori monitoruju celd diskusiu vratane pri-
spevkov, ktoré nahlasili ini diskutujuci, s vynimkou
média SME, v ktorom sa reguldtor zameriavaiba na
prispevky nahlasené inymi diskutujdacimi.

V ramci regulovania online diskusii pouzivaju
média v rozli¢nej miere niekolko stratégii, ako
odstranit obsah s nenavistnymi prejavmi. Mé-
did pouzivaju aj niektoré stratégie, ktoré mozu
vyuzit diskutujaci, a tak aktivne prispiet k od-
stradneniu nendvistnych prejavov na socialnych
sietach. V nasledujicom texte uvddzame vsetky
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spomenuté stratégie, ktoré pouzivaja skimané
slovenské média:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Odstranenie prispevkov

je stratégiou, ktor pouzivaju vsetky oslove-
né média na boj proti nenavistnym prejavom
v online prostredi.

Zrusenie diskusii

sa vyuziva v pripade, ak spravodajské ¢lanky
prinasaju citliva tému, napriklad o rémskej men-
sine, migrantoch a migrantkach atd', a/alebo
vjednotlivych pripadoch, ked'je diskusia zapla-
vena nendvistnymi prejavmi. Zrusenie diskusii
je mozné pouzit aj ako Standardné nastavenie
pre vSetky zverejnené spravodajské ¢lanky.
Napriklad Dennik N otvara diskusie len v rdm-
ci niekolkych zverejnenych ¢lankov denne. To
moze zabranit prieniku obsahu s nendvistnymi
prejavmi.

Blokovanie pristupu uréitych
prispievatelov do diskusii

pouzivaju média, ako napriklad Aktuality.sk,
ked'diskutujlci porusi pravidla diskusii. Bloko-
vanie mbze byt kratkodobé alebo dlhodobé.
Sledovanie histérie diskutujacich

slazi ako nastroj na skontrolovanie histérie
prispevkov urcitych diskutujacich. Regulatori
kontroluju histériu prispevkov najéastejsie vte-
dy, ked'dochadza k poruseniu pravidiel diskusie.
Reguldtor méze overit, ¢i a ako ¢asto v minulosti
diskutujici porusil pravidla. Zistenia zavazia pri
rozhodovani o blokovani pristupu.
Komunikacia s diskutujicimi mimo diskusie
savo vacsine médii nepouziva pravidelne. Regu-
latori mézu napriklad poskytnut diskutujacim
vysvetlenie ohladom blokovania pristupu alebo
odstranenia prispevkua moézuich upozornit na
nevhodny obsah, ktory v prispevku zverejnili.
Nahlasovanie prispevkov

je stratégia, ktort vyuzivaju diskutujuci. Citate-
lia a ¢itatelky m6zu nahlasit prispevky s nevhod-
nym obsahom prostrednictvom nahlasovacieho
systému umiestneného nawebstranke s disku-
siami, napriklad Topky.sk. Nahlasené prispevky
potom vyhodnoti reguldtor a odstrani ich, ak
porusovali pravidla diskusie.

Hodnotenie komentarov

je dostupné napriklad na webstranke SME a vy-
uzivaju ho diskutujuci. Prostrednictvom hodno-
tenia vyjadruju ¢itatelia a citatelky svoj nazor

8)

9)

na komentére zverejnené inymi diskutujdacimi.
Hodnotiaci systém mo6ze mat podobu znakov
plusaminus (kde plus znamena dobry prispevok
a minus jeho opak) a st umiestnené nad alebo
pod zverejnenym prispevkom diskutujiceho.
Skrytie prispevkov

vyuzivaju regulatori niektorych médii, ako
napriklad Trend, pri prispevkoch, ktoré s nega-
tivne hodnotené.V dosledku toho je potrebné
kliknat na skryty prispevok, aby sa zobrazil na
citanie.

Vytvaranie tzv. blacklistov

je stratégiou, ktori vyuziva vacsina oslovenych
médii, napr. dennik Pravda. Cierne zoznamy
obsahuju zakazané slov4, ktoré st zazname-
nané do Specidlneho systému a je mozné ich
kedykolvek aktualizovat. Systém znepristupni
pre ostatnych diskutujacich vSetky prispevky,
ktoré obsahuju slova z tohto blacklistu.

10) Moderovanie diskusii

jevpraxizriedkavo pouzivanoustratégiouazna-
mena vedenie diskusie zodpovednym zamest-
nancom ¢i zamestnankynou média. Hoci vsetci
osloveni predstavitelia médii si uvedomuju
vyznam tejto stratégie, moderovanie vyuziva
Dennik N, a to tiez len prilezitostne. Novinari
anovinarky tohto média sa snazia byt pritomni
v diskusiach k vlastnym ¢lankom.

11) Overovanie faktov

je osobitnym druhom moderovania diskusii,
ktory je tiez pouzivany zriedkavo. Overovanie
faktovsa pouzivazvycajne priobhajobe obsahu
(napriklad spravnosti dat uvedenych v ¢lanku)
prispevkov/spravodajskych ¢lankov novinarov
a novinarok alebo vtedy, ked'sa ndjde chyba
v takychto prispevkoch. Overovanie faktov
vyuzivaju len média SME a Trend.

5.3 Prekazky, s ktorymi sa média stretavaja

Napriek tomu, Ze médid vnimaji zodpovednost

za obsah v online diskusiach (na svojich webovych
strankach aj platformach siete Facebook, ktoré po-
uzivaju) a uvedomuju si potrebu regulovat diskusie
efektivnejsSie, nedari saim to v plnej miere. Média
Celiaviacerym prekazkam v snahe o systematickej-
Siureguldciu online diskusii. Jednou z najbeznejsich
prekazok je zrejme nedostatok ludskych zdrojov
na regulaciu online diskusii. Regulacia diskusii je
¢asovo naroc¢na ¢innost a regulatori maju v tejto
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oblasti obmedzenia. Rovnako zamestnatviac ludia/
alebo vytvorit pozicie vylu¢ne na reguléciu diskusii
sivyzaduje vysoky financny vstup zo strany médii,
¢o je obzvlast problematické pre malé média.

5.4 Odporucania na zlepsenie regulacie

Osloveni predstavitelia a predstavitelky mé-
dii odporuacaja niekolko opatreni na zlepsenie
regulacie online diskusii a G¢inné odstranenie
nendvistnych prejavov v online priestore. Po prvé,
odpordcaja zvysit pocet zamestnanych ludi, ktori
by sa tejto ¢innostivenovali. Po druhé, odporacaju
zlepsit vymahanie prava, a to konkrétne zaviest
podrobnejsie vysSetrovanie, ktoré by vopravnenych
pripadochviedlo ajk sankciam. Po tretie, uvadzaju
navrh spoplatnit zverejnovanie urcitého poctu ko-
mentarov/prispevkov v online diskusiadch ako jedno
zmoznych rieSeni obmedzenia pristupu k diskusiam
a poctu prispevkov v nich na zjednodusenieich re-
guldcie. Po stvrté, zjednotenie pravidiel diskusii
medzi jednotlivymi médiami by pomohlo médidm
zjednotit proces regulacie nendvistnych prejavov
nainternete.V neposlednom rade, predstavitelia
a predstavitelky médii poukazali na potrebu zlepsit
regulaciu online diskusii samotnou socialnou sie-
tou Facebook. Siet Facebook obsahuje mnozstvo
nenavistnych prispevkov, z ktorych mnohé osta-
vaju online aj po ich nahlaseni. Zvycajne su posty
a komentare zo siete Facebook odstranované
po vyhodnoteni miery pravdepodobnosti, ze by
vyhrazka obsiahnuta v prispevku/komentariviedla
k fyzickému Gtoku alebo inej forme zlého zaobcha-
dzania. Okrem toho reguladtor nemusi porozumiet
obsahu nenavistného komentaru kvéli jazykovej
bariére. Tieto postupy uplatiované sietou Face-
book komplikuju G¢innost boja proti nenavistnym
prejavom nainternete.

5.5 Zhrnutie

Slovenské spravodajské média pouzivaja vacsi-
nu dostupnych stratégii na regulaciu online diskusii,
vratane diskusii na sieti Facebook. Napriek tomu sa
vSak ukazuje, Ze odstranenie nenavistnych prejavov
v online diskusiach nie je ich prioritou z hladiska
financii ani ludskych zdrojov. Regulatori diskusii
venuju tejto c¢innosti len velmi obmedzeny ¢as a nie
st na nu dostatocne vyskoleni.
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Introduction

Social mediais currently greatly overwhelmed by hateful content, creating an environment where
differentsocial groups (mainly ethnic, racial or religious groups, LGBTI, people with disabilities, women,
youth and others) encounter insults, prejudices, and threats in different verbal or graphic forms. This
hostile online environment severely impacts members of these groups, particularly in terms of short or
long-term healthissues, and might contribute to their exclusion from discussion forums (and therefore
from political and civic life) and the emergence of discriminatory practices or violence.

Spreading hateful contentis often wrongfully confused with—and justified by—the right to freedom
of expression. The right to freedom of expression is, however, not absolute and does not allow people
to abuse the rights of other individuals, such as their right to be free of discrimination, the right to
freedom of thought, and the right to freedom of religion. The right to freedom of expression carries
certain responsibilities, and social media users should participate in creating a safe digital environment
where all individuals with various characteristics are able to freely engage in discussions and express
their opinions without being insulted and threatened.

Besides restricting hate speech by the legislative measures, there are a set of soft tools that could
be used to mitigate hate speech online without starting prosecution or a lawsuit and subsequently
imposing sanctions. The soft tools of countering hate speech can be applied by a variety of stakeholders
from basic social media users, parents, teachers, and Internet service providers to governmental and
non-governmental bodies which should all engage in the processes of mitigating hate speech online.

The main aim of this handbook is to present the tools and strategies that various stakeholders might
use to deal with hateful content online. The handbook aspires to encourage different stakeholders to
take action, utilise the tools, and actively participate in creating a safe online space. The first chapter
dealswith the definition of hate speech online, its various aims, forms, frequency and the consequences
for targeted groups andindividuals. The second chapter briefly describes educational tools as a primary
way to decrease hate speech. Inthe third chapter, different strategies and tools are analysed that can be
used primarily by the Internet users and Internet Service Providers to reduce hateful content in social
media and online discussions. The fourth chapter describes and analyses the results of experimental
testing of the selected counter-speech strategies, particularly fact-checking and personal experience
in the context of addressing anti-Roma hate speech. The final chapter deals with the role of the media
in countering hate speech.
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What is hate speech
(online)?

Hate speech can be defined as akind of commu-
nication orinteractionwhere the affectedindividual
orsocialgroupisintimidated by explicit orimplicit
insults, threats, or political statements that arein-
citing hatred, disgust or antipathy and which results
in harassment, oppression and discrimination. Hate
speech is often related to generalisations when
the insults are targeted at the entire social group
such as “the Roma are all criminals” or “all Muslims
are terrorists”. Hate speech might even incite vio-
lence against the targeted group orindividualinan
explicit way (For example, by encouraging others
to attack the targeted group) orin an implicit way
(when the targeted group is compared to animals
or insects which makes it easier for offenders to
have no mercy and commit violence).?

“Hate speech thus includes things like identi-
ty-prejudicial abuse and harassment, certain uses
of slurs and epithets, some extremist political and
religious speech (e.g. statements to the effect that
all Muslims are terrorists, or that gay people are
second-class human beings), and certain displays of
‘hate symbols’ (e.g. swastikas or burning crosses).
We classify such activities as hate speech if, and
insofar as, they convey the idea that belonging to
a particular social group warrants someone’s being
held in or treated with contempt”

Robert Mark Simpson in “Dignity, harm, and hate
speech” (2013, p. 701)

1.1 Forms of hate speech

Hate speech online may take the following
forms*:
e Verbal or written forms such as vulgarisms,
threatsorinsults based on different characteristics
ofthe targeted group, but also political statements
about the targeted group.
e Hate symbols such as swastikas or certain num-
bers symbolising hate ideologies.
e Other graphic materials such as pictures or
memes depicting targeted groups in an insulting
way (for example, portraying them as criminals or
deviants).

Hate speech might be spread by publicly avai-
lable material (e.g., posts or pictures shared on
Facebook, Instagram or Twitter) or in the form of
private messages sent to individuals’ inboxes (e.g.,
via Facebook Messenger or WhatsApp).

Importantly, hate speech does not have to pres-
entopeninsults, for example, vulgarisms or graphic
material explicitly disgracing the targeted group.
Hate speech might be well-hidden and expressed
in a more sophisticated way. Hateful comments
may be then divided into®:

Overt messages—present openanddirectinsults
targeting individuals and groups. These may in-
clude directslurs and vulgarisms or graphic mate-
rial that openly spread hate and prejudice against
the targeted group or individuals.

Covert messages - present subtle way of insulting
individuals and groups. Covert hate messages are
closely associated with so-called “cloaked web-
sites” which masquerade as sources of neutral,
factual information about various historical, so-
cial, political and cultural topics. However, these
websites are virtually filled with extremely preju-
diced content and hate propaganda. Examples of
such cloaked websites are the online and offline
pseudoscientific magazine ZEM a VEK or differ-
ent history-oriented Facebook pages or websites
presenting “true” facts about different historical
events. These sources contain, forexample, denial
of the existence or the scope of the Jewish geno-
cide and inciting language, e.g., anti-Semitism. In
the case of anti-LGBTI propaganda, the American
website of the Family Research Council presents
fake research datain order to prove wrongness of
homosexuality. The goal of such websitesis to lure
students, parents, teachers, or other interested
individuals into reading and believing that their
contentisscientific, and therefore legitimate and
respectable.

“Cloaked websites” are characterised by new stra-
tegies for communicating with the public or their
targeted groups. Groups and individuals adminis-
tering these websites have modified their lan-
guage, and their public speeches have become
more sophisticated, polite and civil. Through this,
they aim to become more acceptable to a widerand
more diverse audience, and evade being captured
by anti-hate speech legislation®.

Covert ways of spreading hate does not have
alesserimpact on the affected than overt hateful



messages. In this respect, in the study’ from 1997
conducted on Asian and Caucasian university stu-
dents, it was demonstrated that the covert racist
messages appeared to the targeted social group to
have more severe animpact on them than the overt
ones. Nonetheless, severe and outrageous hate
conductandintentions are rarer and more difficult
to demonstrate. A similar finding was previously
revealed in another study by Mosher and Proenza
(1968) in which the group members targeted with
racial slurs did not perceive a difference in harm
between severe and mild expressions of hate?.

1.2 Aims of hate speech (online)

Several different aims of hate speech can be
identified. Some of them might be intentional
and systemic, and some might be unintentional,
such as when a social media user spreads hateful
content but is not aware of consequences of his
or her actions. Virtually anyone can spread hate,
and it can be due to different reasons such as
low self-esteem, or because he or she personally
experienced hate or bullying. Aims of hate speech
might be categorised into®:

- Ventilating and releasing discussant’s own fears
and frustrations, and projecting these onto the
targeted group as a scapegoat.

* Insulting, harassing and disgracing the targeted
group.

» Expressingtheinferiority of the targeted group.

* Reinforcing prejudice and spreading myths about
the targeted group.

* Inciting antipathy or even hatred against the
targeted group.

« Inciting oppression and violence.

1.3 Easiness of spreading hate in the digital
world

Although hate speech frequently occurs in
different spaces—including public places, work-
places, households or through the media—hate
speech online is characterised by its inherent
virality, and it can be spread by any social media
user with access to the Internet. Asingle user may
create and spread online hateful content from the
comfort of his or her own home. And since social
media (such as Facebook, Twitter and different
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online discussion forums) is used by a large number
of users, such hateful .

“Everyone can be a publisher, even the most vi-
cious anti-Semite, racist, bigot, homophobe, sexist,
or purveyor of hatred. The ease and rapidity with
which websites, social media pages, videos and audio
downloads, and instant messages can be created
and disseminated online make Internet propaganda
almost impossible to track, control, and combat.”

Foxman & Wolfin “Viral Hate: Containing its spread
on the Internet”, (2013, p. 10)

This also means that a single user or an or-
ganised group of users are allowed to shape the
public discourse online, which in turn affects the
opinions of masses. In this way, it can be very simple
to spread, for example, the myth about the exces-
sive amount of social allowances that the Roma in
Slovakia receive. The myth might be spread quickly
and shared and “liked” (which increases the visi-
bility of the content), and as a result, it convinces
the general publicof the privileged position of the
Roma. This leads toinciting hatred and reinforcing
already existing prejudices against this ethnic mi-
nority, which resultsin further oppressive policies.

Additionally, severalscholars'®suggest that the
design of the discussion platforms themselves may
contribute to ease of spreading hate content on-
line, because social networks suggest popular con-
tent or content they are likely to like to their users
(For example, by “liking” similar content), and then
further spread hateful material. In that way, this
design helpsto gather people with similar hateful
opinions who may then get radicalised. In contrast,
social networks may also assist open-minded users
who are against hate to gather and mobilise them
so they can conduct anti-hate speech activities (see
section 3.1.4. Community “protest” action online).

1.4 Frequency of hate speech online

As everyone can be a publisher and spread
hateful content (in the form of social media posts
or comments, blog posts, private messages, etc.),
hate speechisaverycommonphenomenon.Results
of the online survey on hate speech in the digital
world conducted by the Council of Europein 2016
showed that 4 out of 5 respondents experienced
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some form of hate speech, while 2 out of 5 felt
personally threatened by hate speech™.

Other studies also show the high incidence
of hateful content on the Internet. According to
the research conducted by the Institute for Public
Affairsin 2016 Young peoplein cyberspace—chances
and risks for democracy'?, 69% of young Slovaks
experience hate speech on social mediaand other
online discussion forums. Another study™ from
the United States revealed that 61% of female
participants reported that they were targeted
by sexually suggestive hate speech “every day”
or “often”, while 46% of participating people of
colour were targeted by race-related hate speech
“every day” or “often”.

1.5 Impact of hate speech or why should we
bother about hate speech online?

Hate speech is not a new phenomenon. Hate
speech can be considered as a component of op-
pression and discrimination of groups based on
race, ethnicity, gender, religion and belief, sexual
orientation, disability, age, or others. Most geno-
cidesand pogroms throughout the history started
with propaganda and vicious statements about the
targeted group. As aresult, hate speech has histor-
ically led to violence, oppression and reinforcing
racial, ethnic or other prejudices and, therefore,
excluding certain minorities and other groups from
every aspect of society.

Individuals writing hateful comments are often
not aware of the severe consequences of their
actions. On the one hand, they might intend to
write something nasty about a particular person
or a group, frequently in a moment of anger, but
do not see the damaging impact on the targeted
group. On the other hand, some hateful groups
are fully aware of their actions and intentionally
attempt to spread hatred, reinforce prejudices, and
display power over a certain group (mainly those
organised groups based on racist ideologies).

1.5.1 Physical and psychological impact

The topic of physical and psychologicalimpact
of hate speech has gained significant academic
attention, primarily because the legitimacy of
creating legislative restrictions on hate speech
has to be well-justified and proven in order to be

accepted by the public and jurisprudence. More
particularly, the physical and psychologicalimpacts
can be short-term and long-term. The short-term
physical and psychological impact of hate speech
is characterised by a set of health issues which
significantly lower the quality of life of affected
individuals. The research from 2004 shows that
hate speech may cause headaches, high blood pres-
sure, rapid pulse rate, or evenrisky behaviours such
as drug-taking. Besides that, hate speech causes
anxiety, fear and sadness™.

The long-term impact of repeated hate speech
abuse mayinclude damaged self-esteem or feelings
of inferiority, lower aspiration level, nightmares,
withdrawal from society, and depression or mental
illness, which are proved by a variety of research
studies™. In thisrespect, the level of identification
with the minority groups seems to have animpact
onthe level of psychological damage or “engaging
in self-blame, internalising negative evaluations,
and failing to seek redress.” The more the hate
speech victimsidentify with their social group and
find refuge and consolationin them, the lower the
damaging impact'®. The traumatising component
in hate speech seems to be that the targeted
groups are conscious of the extreme violence their
members suffer or have suffered historically, and
when they are targeted by hate speech, they are
reminded of these and warned that a lethal attack
on them might ensue one day as well'”. They are
deprived of their dignity, reputation and assurance
regarding theirimmediate security and the security
of their social status'.

1.5.2 Social impact

Repetitiveness and the high occurrence of hate
speech causes hate speech and prejudices about,
for example, ethnic minorities to become socially
acceptable. For example, the society acceptsviews
that the certain ethnic minority is inferior or is
characterised by negative attributes.

“...the common appearance of such epithets
desensitizes readers, making hate speech and the
denigration of minorities appear normal.”

Foxman & Wolfin “Viral Hate: Containing its spread
on the Internet”, (2013, p. 31-32)



What is the broader social consequence of
normalising hate speech and accepting hateful at-
titudes towards minorities or other social groups?
The affected group, when viewed in a negative way,
is treated unfairly by members of society, includ-
ing police officers, school teachers, employees of
Labour Offices, employers, and other important
stakeholders. They hold prejudice against the
targeted group just like the rest of the society,
and are likely to discriminate against the targeted
group in the form of denying services, providing
with low quality services (for example, not offering
re-qualification courses in the Labour Offices or
school segregation). This leads them to a lower
quality of life and poverty. Affected groups might
be excluded in cultural or political life as they are
not welcomed by the members of the “majority”
holding political power.

1.5.3 Hate speech as a threat to democracy

Hate speech also poses a threat to democracy
because it silences minorities and discourages
them from participating in the public discussions
online. When attempting to communicate through
different channels and getting engaged with the
public, minority members might be made to feel
unwelcome by other discussants, their voices might
be silenced and opinions belittled because they
are viewed as inferior. As a result, the minorities
might be lessrepresentedin the political structures
and have less influence on public policies and the
overall political and public sphere.”

This applies to all public forums, including the
Internet, which might be considered as a politi-
cal arena, a place for exchanging and spreading
opinions, a place where people make alliances
or acquire important information and influence
others’ opinions (in some cases, in a massive way
by targeting thousands of people). The Internet
and online social networking in particular may,
therefore, fulfilsome democratic functions. It may
be a platform for civic engagement and provide
members of particular minority groups with asense
of full citizenship. Authors Citron and Norton, in
their studyi?® from 2011, callit a “digital citizenship”.
According to them, hate speech poses a serious
threatto this type of democraticengagementsince
it may silence and discourage minority members
from participation.
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1.5.4 Security impact

One would consider that writing hateful com-
ments provides the writers with the chance to
“blow off steam” meaning that after writing such
content, they are less likely to commit an “offline”
crime against the targeted group. Hate speech,
however, does not prevent the committing of hate
crimes. Virtually, hate speech may incite violence
and encourage individuals to commit different
criminal acts. Authors Foxman and Wolf?' report
on the number of cases of hate-related stalking,
murders and suicides. For instance, in 1998 in the
USA, awhite supremacist website featured a moth-
er (Bonnie Jouhari) of a biracial child. As a result,
she was seriously attacked by hate speech, har-
assed by phone calls and stalked at home. In 1999,
David Copeland planted nail bomb killing three
andinjuring more than a hundred, while explaining
his actions with the words “I bombed the blacks,
Paki's, [and] Degenerates”. Tyler Clementi commit-
ted suicide after being cyberbullied by strangers
who watched himin a same-sex romantic moment
on Twitter. The moment was illegally captured on
spycam by his roommate who tweeted the video.

Genocides and pogroms are also closely associ-
ated with hate speech and, more particularly, with
hate propaganda. Genocides were accompanied
by the spreading of hatred, prejudice, and dehu-
manising messages about the targeted group. For
example,inthe Rwandan genocidein 1994, where
an estimated 500 000 -1 000 000 of people were
killed within 100 days, the mass killing (committed
by civilians as well) was preceded by hateful prop-
aganda in which Tutsi (the ethnic group primarily
targetedin the massslaughter) were called “cock-
roaches” (inyenzi) and “snakes” (inzoka). That is,
however, not to say that hate speech alone causes
genocide. Hate speech presentsanimportant tool
for shaping social climate, publicopinion and, more
particularly, the attitudes towards the targeted
group. In the case of the Rwandan genocide, the
names the Tutsis were called was used with the aim
to dehumanise them, and to portray them as not
beinghumansin order to make it easier to engage
the Hutu civilians in the slaughter. The conflict in
the Former Yugoslavia in 1990s was also ethnical-
ly-based and stirred and sustained by hate speech
in mass media.
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“In order to incite individuals to commit genocide,
incitement in the sense of instigation is insufficient;
it requires the prior creation of a certain climate in
which the commission of such crimes is possible. Hate
propaganda leads to the creation of such climate”

W.K. Timmermann in “The relationship between
hate propaganda and incitement to genocide: A new
trendin international law towards criminalization of
hate propaganda” (2005, p.257)

Education and campaigning
as a primary way
of targeting prejudice

Education as a strategy to tackle hate speech
is based on the fact that it is necessary to target
the roots of hate speech, which are often prej-
udices and myths about certain societal groups
(e.g., ethnic minorities, women, LGBTI), to diminish
hate speech both online and offline??. Therefore,
education and training are widely recommended
by scholars and activists who highlight their dif-
ferent benefits, such as addressing prejudices and
fosteringintercultural dialogue, raising awareness
and responsibility for the protection of the offline
or online community from hate speech.

Young people and children are especially vul-
nerable to hate speech, and therefore, it is neces-
sary to primarily target this age group. Afullrange
of topics might be a part of educational activities,
such as the definition of hate speech, harmful im-
pact of hate speech on people and, more generally,
culturaland political diversity, history, extremism,
democracy, and human rights, especially of mi-
norities and vulnerable groups, etc. Importantly,
education on hate speech can take place not only
in schools, but also in households, communities,
the media, civic organisations, cultural events, or
in the online space.??

Classroom teaching

e Education on hate speech, extremism and prej-
udice may beincorporatedin the school curriculum
of pre-primary, primary and secondary schools in
an age-appropriate way. It is especially important
to foster critical thinking and literacy, and children

should be taught to learn how to protect them-
selvesin the cyber world and not to harm others?

Non-formal and informal learning

e Several authors suggest innovative and inter-
active ways of learning about hate speech, such
as promoting movies, speeches and playlets that
counter against prejudices and advocate for the
inclusion of different groupsin society; essay con-
teststargeted at children and youth about various
topics, such as the benefits of inclusion; music or
arts festivals celebrating diversity, such as the fes-
tival Fusionin Bratislava celebrating diversityin the
society; education through media (programmes
for children on diversity issues) but also so-called
mainstreaming in terms of, for example, involving
minority membersin TV discussions and movies so
they are perceived as an integral part of society.?

Training of journalists and students of journalism
e Especiallyimportantisthe training of journalists
and students of journalism, so they can acquire
sensitive language to avoid triggering prejudices
and myths about certain groups in their media
outputs.

Public campaigns

The primary aim of offline or online public cam-
paigns is to raise awareness and attract attention
towards a particular issue, but at the same time,
they may also serve, for example, as a way to
monitor hate websites. They educate about the
problem, provide information, or even propose
solutions, which is significantly important for
democratic and active civil society.

Public campaigns may have different forms
(e.g., videos, billboards, blogs, articles) and runin
different communication platforms such as Face-
book, websites, YouTube, orin the mass media such
as TV, radio or newspapers.

Public campaigns may be categorised into:?®

» Awareness campaigns—raise awarenesson hate
speech or discrimination in the public;

» Affirmative campaigns — present members of
minorities in a positive way;

* Obstructive campaigns — aims to collect in-
formation about discrimination and restrict
discriminatory actions




Awareness campaigns’ role is to educate
people about what an expression of hate speech
means, what forms it may take, or what the impact
can be. They may also teach people how to protect
themselves against the impact of hate speech, how
to react, where to report it, or whom to engage in
attempts of tackling hate speech?’. One example
of suchan online campaignis the European Ins@fe,
which aims to provide children, parents, teachers
and youth workers with information and advice
about how to stay safe in the digital environment,
how to use online tools safely, and for this purpose
develop different strategies. Another example is
the campaign “Virtual racism, real consequences”
led by a Brazilian organisation called Criola, where
hateful Facebook messages were posted on the
billboards near hate speakers’ homes (without
their name being released) with the purpose of
demonstrating what hate speech is and encour-
aging people to speak up against racism.

The aim of the affirmative campaign is char-
acterised by empowering vulnerable groups, such
as ethnic minorities, LGBTQ, or religious groups
by presenting them in a positive light?%. One of
the examples was a campaign called “Syndrome
Roma” (“Syndrém Rém”) which presented various
successful Roma, such as economists, scientists,
civil workers, and teachers.

Obstructive campaigns serve to collect in-
formation about the discriminatory practices or
hate speech, mainly sites, violators or targeted
groups?’. The websites mapping and gathering in-
formation about the hate groups, such as extreme
right ones—Hass-im netz.info (German) or Athenea
Institute (Hungarian)—can be seen as examples
of obstructive campaigns. Frequently, these sites
not only gather information about different hate
groups orsites, butalso provide the Internet users
with information on how to deal withitand protect
themselves from the harm of hate speech.

Strategies and tools to
reduce hate speech online

Besides legislative measures and education,
aset of softtools have been identified that might
be utilised by a variety of actors from educa-
tional actors, individual Internet users, Internet
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service providers (ISPs), organised groups such
as non-governmental and governmental organ-
isations, and others, to mitigate hate speech
online. Mitigation of hate speech online requires
broader involvement and cooperation between
these stakeholders. Importantly, the more such
strategies are employed, the more thoroughly the
cyber hate will be diminished. This part serves to
encourage different stakeholders to take action
and participate in alleviating hateful content.

The following tools might be utilised in
social media and Internet discussion forums:
counter-speech (fact-checking, personal experi-
ence, “imagine yourself” and, particularly, creating
allies with hashtags as a complementary tool to
counter-speech), flagging and reporting, naming
and shaming, highlighting positive comments, and
filtering software.

3.1 Counter-speech

The most basic strategy to reduce hate speech
is to raise the voice and counter hate speech with
more speech. In other words, any individual user
can speak up and express his or her disagreement
with hateful comments in an online discussion.

“Perhaps the most important is to simply pro-
vide irrefutable evidence to remind everyone that
the world is full of people of good will - people who
reject hatred and embrace the values of civility and
respect.”

Foxman & Wolfin “Viral Hate: Containing its spread
on the Internet”, (2013, p. 132)

For a single user, it may also seem that coun-
ter-speech does not have animpact and they might
have an impression that he or she alone will not
make a difference in any significant way. Neverthe-
less, in practice, the counter-speech often serves
arole of encouragement for other users who are
motivated to contribute to the discussion when
they see that there are also constructive comments
in the discussion®. As aresult, the number of coun-
ter-arguments may rise and diminish hate speakers
who are in the minority.
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Main principles when opposing
hateful comments

Countering hate speech in online discussion
requires certain rules so the whole process of
opposing hate comments is likely to be efficient.
Maja Nenadovicin her paper’’ from 2013 proposes
the complex strategy named PLEASE to effectively
cope with otherdiscussantsin the online discussion
forums. She advises to actively engage in discus-
sions and to:

. Pause and not take the discussion personally in
order to prevent attacks and conflicts;

. Listen carefully to arguments to competently
understand them;

. Express empathy even in cases of racist re-
marks;

. Analyse comments and counter-arguments and
the assumptions they are built on;

. Speak and express opinions; and

. Patiently explain own viewpoints as people
often have different knowledge and life
experiences.

Users may utilise different forms of coun-
ter-speech, namely:

Fact-checking - making factual claims
Personal experience

“Imageyourself” orthestrategy of storytelling
Humour and sarcasm

3.1.1 Fact-checking

When engaging in discussion with the aim to
counter hate speech, the user may use different
kinds of arguments. One way to stand against hate
speech is making factual arguments (Fact-check-
ing), which, in practice, means to refute certain
claims, e.g., racial stereotypes with reliable data
or scientific proof3?. For example, in the case of
Facebook discussants claiming that the Roma or
other ethnic minority members receive extra or
excessive amount of social allowances just because
of their ethnicstatus, and thus are privileged over
“majority” members, one can bring the data about
the real amount of social allowances from the
Central Labour Office and refute such false claims.

Making factual claims and fact-checking as a
form of counter-speech may be initiated not only
by common Internet users but also by trained pro-
fessionals, such as Internet discussion moderators,
journalists (in the case of news media websites)
or by librarians who work with primary resources,
which confront prejudices and misinformation very
effectively and may be viewed as authorities, and
thus their intervention might be respected.

3.1.2 Personal experience

Another strategy to argue with discussants
onlineisto provide arguments based on personal
experience. It means that the discussant does not
use, for example, statistics or other kinds of data to
refute the counter-arguments, but his or her own
personal experience. For example, to counter the
claim about the unwillingness of ethnic minority
members or people with animmigrant background
to work as a cause of high unemployment rate of
such groups, the discussant may use his or her per-
sonal experience about seeing the Roma working
invarious construction sites all around Bratislava..
Such stories should come from a real-life experi-
ence so they are authentic and true.

3.1.3 “Imagine yourself” or the strategy of
storytelling

Several scholars®? argue that when the coun-
ter-arguments are presented in the narrative
form, thus in the form of a story, they might be
accepted by opponents more easily. Similarly, when
examining when people tend to agree with aninter-
ventioninsocial media (to fight cyber bullying), the
scholarvan Laerin his study?** from 2013 explored
that when the factsare presented in the narrative
format with the self-referencing element, people
are prone to be convinced more easily. For example,
using phrases like “imagine yourself” seems to be
efficient to persuade people about certain facts.

3.1.4 Humour and sarcasm

Further forms of counter-speech are to make
fun of comments containing hateful contentin or-
dertoshow the absurdity of hateful claims (either
in the form of written comments or posting memes
under comments). For example, one may address



false claims of the high criminality rate of members
of ethnic group with comments on the high crim-
inality of white men engaged in corruption cases.
However, it is necessary to be aware that there is
athinline between sarcasm, personal attacks and
the degradation of counter-discussants. Also, using
this form of counter-hate speech does not have to
lead to further deepening the misunderstanding
between discussants and thus meaningful discus-
sion. Therefore, this form of counter-speech should
not cross the line between making fun of hateful
comments and attacking individual discussants.

3.2 Searching for allies with hash tags

Countering hate speech might be exhaustive
and very stressful since the user may experience
personal attacks such as vulgarisms andinsults, not
only as a member of the primary targeted group
(e.g., ethnic minority member) but also as an ally
who wants to present constructive comments in
the discussion. Moreover, counter-speech might be
time-consuming due to searching for facts and data
(For example, when refuting myths and prejudices).
Therefore, it is desirable to have multiple discus-
sants intervene at the same time to support and
encourage each other. One of the tools to gather
such allies in one discussion is through hashtags
which enables users toidentify places.In 2017, the
initiative #somtu3’, aspires to bring togethersuch
alliesin the Facebook discussion filled with hateful
comments. Such a hashtag practically creates a
community of people so they canintervene against
the discussants that are often in majority, burden
online discussions with hateful comments, false
claims, prejudices or stereotypes and, as a result,
discourage targeted groups and/or critically think-
ing users from engaging in the discussion.

3.3 Flagging and reporting

The strategy of flagging and reporting might
also be considered as complementary to coun-
ter-speech as they act as a reaction to hateful
comments by notifying discussion administrators
about the violation of community standards or
down-voting, and thus expressing the wrongful-
ness of the comments. Both strategies make the
user community responsible for protectingits own
members from harm of hate speech. Reporting
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comments in online discussions is used in case of
violating community standards when a particular
comment breaches community standards and
guidelines. In this respect, community standards
and guidelines should be accessible and clear so
every user can easily get familiar with the definition
of hate speech and which speech actsviolate other
people’s rights and which do not.

Flagging serves to express an opinion by
down-voting a comment, which may also result in
hiding the comment in the online discussion. For
example, certain online discussion platforms, main-
ly of newspapers (SME, Guardian, Independent,
etc.), enable users to vote down comments that
donotviolateinternalrules but that many groups
may consider offensive. In addition, it empowers
the user community to decide on thisissue, define
what the unacceptable behaviour and undesirable
speech means,and whenitshould be banned. The
same criteria may apply to the “like” buttonin the
Facebook discussions.

3.4 Community “protest” action online

Counter-speech can be coordinated not only
by a single user but may also take a form of a
community or a group action. More specifically,
for example, a Facebook user can create an event
or fan-page that would challenge different stere-
otypes or hate groups, or even make fun of the
opinions of particular hate groups and, at the same
time, it would create a community of like-minded
Facebook discussants. In Slovakia, there have been
several recent examples of such initiatives, such
as “Nase Slovensko"(“Our Slovakia”) which makes
fun of the far right political party Ludova strana
Nase Slovensko (People’s Party Our Slovakia). It
posts different pictures parodying the members
and sympathisers of this political party.

3.5 Naming and shaming hateful websites

In the case of the already mentioned “cloaked
websites” containing false historical, political or
social facts, the efficient way to dealwith themis to
monitor and identify them, so the public (basic In-
ternet users seeking data) are well-informed about
their credibility. The Slovak project konspiratori.sk
not only monitors and lists such “cloaked web-
sites” for the sake of basic Internet users, but also
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notifies commercial companies and discourages
them from placing their online advertisements on
such websites.

3.6 Highlighting positive comments

Very importantly, it is not only necessary to
counter-argue, report or down-vote harmful con-
tent, but users canalso highlight good examples
of positive comments, (such as comments refuting
racial prejudices)®. In the Facebook discussions, a
“like” button may serve as such strategy because
users, by “liking” positive materials (comments,
posts, videos, pictures, etc.), support other users
who are authors of certain positive material or
constructive opinions, and express theiragreement
with the content. Highlighting positive online ma-
terial might be an option when the user does not
want to actively engage in the online discussion.
This can be because for several different reasons,
suchas afearof personal attacks from other discus-
santsoralack of time to write counter-arguments.

Internet Service Providers® as crucial
actors in alleviating hate speech online

Internet Service Providers (ISPs) may play an
important role in tackling hate speech online, as
they may set upinternal rules and policies for users
that would ban certain content, such as racially or
ethnically offensive content. The most common
examples of such internal policies are Terms of
Service Agreements and Community Guidelines
that allow ISPs to remove hateful content by defin-
ing hate speech and other unacceptable behaviour
online. Therefore, ISPs should be encouraged to
use their own internal policies to determine and
tackle hateful speech.

Furthermore, internal policies also play an edu-
cationalrole. Community standards stand not only
to enable ISPs to ban and remove hateful content,
but also to educate users about unacceptable
online speech and inform them about their re-
sponsibility to protect other users from harm.38

Moreover, community standards are beneficial
for ISPs too, since if online hate speech and cy-
bercrime are not sufficiently regulated, they may
discourage users from participating in the online
public discussions or any other activities, as they
do not want to be exposed to prejudices and hate

butto discuss different topics at the certain quality
level. Thereis also astruggle regarding the quality
of comments, as constructive comments providing
new insights and perspectives attract users, where-
as hateful comments do the opposite®.
Complementary to internal policies are the
previously mentioned reporting systems (such

as flagging, report buttons, complaint forms, and
hotlines) that enable users to report violent con-
tentso ISPs can take an actionin terms of removing
any abusive content, warning violators that they
have violatedinternalrules, or even blocking them
in cases of severe or repetitive violations*.

3.7 Filtering software

Other technological tools which may stand as
astrategy to eliminate hateful content online (on
web pages, not in social media) are filtering soft-
ware that can block hateful material. One of the
oldest well-known filtering software is Hatefilter
released by the Anti-Defamation League launched
in the USin 1998. This software not only sorts out
and blocks hate sites, but also provides its users
with information and education on hate and big-
otry. The filtering tool is used mainly by parents
andits mainaimis to protect children from hateful
material, examples of this filtering tool include
“NetNanny”, “Surfwact”, “Parental Control” (in
Slovak “Rodicovska Kontrola”) or "“Webwatcher”.
It is important to note that such software filters
and blocks websites that have been reported by
watchdog organisations which monitor hateful
sites (e.g., Anti-Defamation League, Gay and Les-
bian Alliance against Defamation).

Filtering tools can be categorised into
client-side and server-side. Client-side filtering
tools areinitiated by users themselves (e.g., by par-
ents, schools, workplaces), whereas the server-side
ones are initiated and installed by the ISPs, which
may, for example, block websites that have been
labelled by watchdog organisations as containing
hateful material.

Nonetheless, filtering software faces certain
limitations, mainly in dealing with discussions on
social media (such as Facebook and Twitter) where
contentis dynamicand constantly changing*'. That
is why Facebook and Twitter discussion platforms
are highly criticised for failing to protect their users
from hate content.



Counter-speech experiment on decreasing hate speech on Facebook / 15

3.8 Summary

As hateful contentis overwhelmingly invading
the cyberworld, avariety of actorsincluding basic
users, media representatives, and Internet Ser-
vice Providers should intervene and participate in
creating a safe online world. As presented above,
a variety of tools might be used to achieve this
goal. In the following chapters, we will present
experimental testing of the effectiveness of two
forms of counter-speech, namely fact-checking and
personal experience, and the perspectives of the
media representatives in the field of combating
hate speech.

Counter-speech
experiment on decreasing
hate speech on Facebook

4.1 Overall purpose

In this experiment we, the authors of this pub-
lication, wanted to achieve two main aims. First,
we wanted to identify which kinds of hate speech
against the Roma appear the most in Facebook
discussions. Second, we wanted to test how people
react when somebody enters the Facebook dis-
cussions defending the Roma minority, and which
strategies to counter the hate speech against the
Roma appear to be the most effective.

4.2 Tested strategies

Although we were aware that there are more
strategies for how hate speech can be countered
(see chapter 3), to make this experiment more
feasible and focused, we decided to test merely
two main strategies. In the first strategy, we argued
by using a personal experiencewith particular Roma
people or a Roma person, which undermined the
prejudicial claim of another discussant. In the
second strategy, we argued by using fact-checking
or research evidence, qualitative or quantitative
findings from various well-respected researchers,
research institutions or administrative data (such
as from the Central Labour Office), which disprove
the prejudicial claim.

Example of personal experience strategy:

“Everybody is kind of upset by the idea that he or
she feeds somebody who is lazy to work. However,
I want to point out that from my experience it is
not always the case how it is presented here. | have
friends and acquaintances of a Roma origin. One
of these received a message from an employment
agency that they do not accept the Roma. I just want
to say by this that it is quite feasible that many Roma
want to work or wanted to work but they have not
been given even a chance to get employed.”

Example of fact-checking strategy:

“I don’t understand how you can believe that
the Roma receive higher social benefits than other
people who are not Roma. No so-called “Roma be-
nefits” exist. Not even meals in schools are provided
exclusively for Roma children. All children receive
the meals if they come from socially disadvantaged
families. You can easily google all this information
through upsvar.sk [the official website of the Cen-
tral Labour Office]. By the way, the level of social
benefits for an individual is 61.60 Euro per month,
foran individual with 1-4 children is 117.20 Euro, for
acouple with 1-4 children is 160.40 Euro and a couple
with more than 4 children is 216.10 Euro and it does
not matter if the family has 5 or 10 children. Besides
that, an individual or a family may receive a housing
benefit, but many Roma are not recipients of these,
since for that they would need to officially own a
flat or house or have a lease, which they do not in
the segregated Romasettlements. Link http.;//www.
upsvar.sk/socialne-veci-a-rodina/hmotna-nudza/
pomoc-v-hmotnej-nudzi.html?page_id=363675"

In this experiment, using the above-mentioned
strategies, we were testing two hypotheses:

(1) Enteringinto the Facebook discussions with
pro-Romaargumentswillincrease the overall pro-
portion of the pro-Roma comments (while not in-
cluding our comments when calculating the overall
proportion). In other words, defending the Roma
minority will motivate other people with pro-Roma
attitudes to enter the discussions as well.

(2) The strategy of personal experience will be
more efficient in eliminating hate speech against
the Roma, as opposedtothe fact-checking strategy.
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To test these two hypotheses, we decided
to analyse a total of 60 discussions, each under
one Facebook post related to the Roma topic (for
example, the news media article about the high
unemployment of the Roma posted on Facebook).
Allof these Facebook posts were in the period be-
tween April 2016 and January 2017. In 30 of these
discussions, we entered with the first, second, or
both strategies. We call this set of 30 discussions an
“intervention group”. We did not enter the remain-
ing 30 Facebook discussions related to the Roma
topic, and considered these as a “control group”.
This way we could compare the discussions in the
intervention group and the control group to test
the first hypothesis. In order to test the second
hypothesis, we compared the individual comments
of ours only within the intervention group. In 10
of these discussions, we exclusively used the per-
sonal experience strategy. In 10 discussions, we
exclusively used the fact-checking strategy. And
in the remaining 10 discussions, we used both of
these strategies.

In an attempt to test the second hypothesis,
whether one strategy is more effective than the
other, we neededto first define what to consider as
“effective” or “successful” intervention. Obviously,
as a failed attempt to eliminate hate speech, we
considered a situation when the discussant (the
author of the original comment or some other dis-
cussant within the same thread of the discussion)
reacted to our comment with another hateful or
prejudicial comment. As a successful or effective in-
tervention, we considered the following situations:

* thediscussantfullyacknowledged ourargument
defending the Roma;

 the discussant partly acknowledged our argu-
ment defending the Roma;

* no discussant within the particular discussion
thread reacted to our comment, thus, the hate
speech stopped.

This last situation is the most problematic to
consider as a success since we do not know the
reasons the discussants ceased to continuein the
discussion. It could be because they were persuad-
ed by our arguments, but it could also be because
they did not notice our comment orjust did not feel
like continuing although not changing their hateful
attitude towards the Roma at all. Nonetheless, the

overallaim of eliminating hate speechin the Face-
book discussion space was fulfilled, even in this
situation, since the hate did not continue. Hence,
we did consider this situation as a success as well.

4.3 Platform for experiment

Ateam of four researchers participated in this
experiment. As a research team, we constantly
coordinated our procedures. Initially, we tried to
intervene through our authentic Facebook pro-
files, however, in order to protect ourselves from
personal attacks of other discussants, we decided
to create one fake profile which we all used to
intervene instead.

We intervened in discussions under Facebook
posts which were somehow related to the topic of
the Roma minority in Slovakia. These posts were
published either by a particular Member of the
Parliament of the Slovak Republic or by various
Slovak news media Facebook pages, such as SME,
aktuality.sk, RTVS, Topky, since these were the
most popular news Internet profiles in Slovakia.*
Neither politicians nor news media post very
often about the Roma. That is why we practically
entered all Facebook discussions which we noticed
during the research period and were available
to intervene. We were not selective in any way
about these posts. The control group discussions
consisted of all posts which we missed in that re-
search period (because the authors were involved
in other research projects or took vacations and
were not always available to intervene). Table 1
illustrated the sources of all Facebook posts, which
we included in the intervention or control group
discussions. The various online news media sources
slightly outnumbered the Facebook discussions
initiated by the politicians.

The Facebook space is a very lively and con-
stantly changing environment which brought
about a number of challenges to this research,
and challenged the possibility of drawing any
generalised research conclusions. Here are the
most salient challenges which contest the validity
of this research:

« thesources of Facebook posts (Table 1) were very
different in the composition of their followers
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(socio-economicbackground, educational attain-
ment, electoral preferences, etc.);

* the content of the posts significantly varied,
some posts already contained a hate speech,
some used terms with particular emotional
connotations e.g., “the Roma gangattacked the
tourist”,and others used relatively neutral terms
and content e.g., about the policies of housing;

« the length of discussions and number of com-
ments within the studied discussions varied
significantly (the shortest discussion had 35 com-
ments while the longest had 523 comments), as
well as the visibility of these discussions through
being shared and liked on Facebook.

4.4 Results

Intervention increases the proportion of pro-Roma
comments (Hypothesis 1)

In 60 examined Facebook discussions, there
were 7,586 comments (4,027 in the intervention
group and 3,559 in the control group) which we

Table 1: Sources of studied Facebook discussions

analysed. Each comment we coded either as (1)
pro-Roma comment; (2) anti-Roma comment; (3)
mixed comment (containing both pro-Roma and
anti-Roma opinions); or (4) irrelevant comment (not
related to the topic of Roma minority).

As evidenced in Table 2, the irrelevant com-
ments were represented the most in both the
intervention and control group. In the interven-
tion group, we contributed with 362 pro-Roma
comments out of the total of 4,027 comments
in this group. Although the overall proportion of
pro-Roma comments was rather low in both the
intervention and control group, while excluding our
comments from the calculation, the representa-
tion of pro-Roma comments was higher in the
intervention group (7.3%) in comparison to the
controlgroup (4.5%). This difference is statistically
significant at the probability level of 0.0117. From
this result, we may infer that our first hypothesis
was confirmed. Hence, we may state that contrib-
uting to the Facebook discussions with pro-Roma
arguments motivates other people to enter the
discussions and defend the Roma as well. In other

Control group Intervention group
Source (no. of posts) (no. of posts)
Aktuality (online news media) 9 15
Topky (online news media) 8 2
Boris Kollar 5 5
(MP for We Are Family — Boris Kollar)
Milan Krajniak 3 2
(MP for We Are Family — Boris Kollar)
Lucia Nicholsonova 2 0
(MP for Freedom and Solidarity)
Alojz Hlina 2 0
(Former MP, Chairman of Christian Democratic Movement)
Milan Uhrik 1 0
(MP for Kotleba - People’s Party Our Slovakia)
SME (print and online news media) 0 3
RTVS (TV, radio and online media) 0 2
Lucia Zithanska 0 1
(Minister of Justice of the Slovak Republic, Most-Hid)
Total 30 30
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words, itisworthwhile defending the discriminated
social group in the online platforms as it not only
increases the overall visibility of the inclusive
attitudes but also motivates others to contribute
to this visibility.

No difference in effectiveness between two tested
strategies (Hypothesis 2)

In 30 discussions within the intervention group,
we used either the strategy of personal experience
or fact-checking in the individual comments. The
total number of fact-checking comments was
significantly higher than the personal experience
comments (195 for fact-checking and 79 for per-
sonal experience). The researchers were more
skilledin using facts and evidence thanin creating
fake personal experiences if not having areal one
related to the discussed topics. This significantim-
balancein the number of comments representing
one orthe otherstrategyintroduces limitations to
generalising the research findings.

By comparing the comments that used the
personal experience strategy and those using the
fact-checking strategy, we discovered that there
was no statistically significant difference in terms
of their effectiveness. The personal experience
comments stopped the hate in 33.33% of cases,
while the fact-checking comments stopped them
in 36.27% of cases. The personal experience com-
ments made the discussants partially acknowledge
theirargumentsin 2.56% of cases, whilein the case

Table 2: Proportion of pro-Roma and anti-Roma comments

of the fact-checking comments, it was 4.15% of
cases.None of the discussants ever fully acknowl-
edged our pro-Roma arguments. From all these
results, while being aware of the methodological
limitations of this research, we may infer that both
the personal experience and the fact-checking
strategies have similar potential to be effective
in eliminating the online hate speech, thus, neither
of them proved to be more effective than the other.

Discussions overwhelmed by anti-Roma prejudices

In 60 Facebook discussions, which we included
in this research, we monitored the frequency of
various types of anti-Roma comments. These
comments could be divided into three groups:

1)What are the Roma like and how do they behave?

2)Which policies and practices towards the Roma
arein place at present?

3)Which policies and practices towards the Roma
should be in place in the future?

Figure 1 shows the various types of anti-Roma
comments and which addresses each one of these
questions. As obvious from this list of types, al-
most no discussants used any research evidence
or facts to support their arguments. This was the
case for both the anti-Roma as well as the pro-Ro-
ma comments. The discussants either used their
personal experience to support their arguments
or they merely used general claims presenting

Intervention group

our comments (w[i)trr?éﬁgg]:rs) anti-Roma mixed irrelevant total
362 293 1203 78 2091 4027

9% 73% 29,9 % 1,95 % 51,9 % 100%

Control group

pro-Roma anti-Roma mixed irrelevant total

160 1581 99 1719 3559

4,5% 44,4 % 2,8% 48,3 % 100%
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these aswell-known and taken-for-granted truths.
The trouble was that most of these “truths” were
merely “myths”.

What are the Roma like and how they behave?

Figure 1 demonstrates that there are several
characteristics and behaviours attached to the
Roma:

« asocial (mentioned 55 out of 60 discussions);

« unwilling to work (mentioned 48 out of 60 discus-
sions);

 criminals (mentioned 43 out of 60 discussions);

- likened to animals (e.g., rats, pigs), insects (e.g.,
cockroaches, parasites) or things (mentioned 34
out of 60 discussions);

+ having too many children (mentioned 32 out of
60 discussions);

« unwilling to study (mentioned 29 out of 60
discussions);

« destroying their dwellings (mentioned 22 out of
60 discussions).

Figure 1: Types of anti-Roma comments

The discussants did not acknowledge that there
is a vast majority of integrated Roma in society,
but constantly framed these as “exceptions”. They
also often presented the Roma as unchangeably
“unadjustable” to the majority, and as asocial crim-
inals. Thatitisin their DNA, they were bornwith it.
Sometimes even the Roma-identified discussants
presented some hateful attitudes towards other
Roma.

Which policies and practices towards the Roma
are in place at present?

Figure 1 shows that the discussants are over-
whelmingly convinced that the Roma are a privi-
leged group, meaning that they have the better
access to public services (such as tuition-free
kindergartens, free lunches in the school, new
apartments for free, free medicine), and receive
higher amount of social benefits or extra social
allowances. This happenedin 55 Facebook discus-
sions out of 60. In 49 cases, the discussants used
false information about the level of social benefits.
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They significantly overstated this level, in some
cases it was five-times higher than the actual level.

Discussants usually denied the existence of
discrimination against the Roma and when they
did admitit, they defended it asjustifiable since the
people who discriminated the Roma probably acted
on the basis of their previous negative experiences
with them. They attached “collective guilt” to all
Roma.

The discussants often ignored the most basic
sociological knowledge that social phenomena are
very complex and contextual matters, which are
influenced by a myriad of psychological, social,
cultural, and political factors. No one single policy
measure, even if at the state level, can solve and
radically change such a complex phenomenon as
the segregation and discrimination of the Roma.
This phenomenon can only be changed through
a long-term, gradual process requiring dozens of
policiesand actions atall levels of society (individ-
ual, communal, regional, state, international) and
spheres of life (employment, education, housing,
health, culture, etc.). For failing to see the overall
situation of the Roma as this complex, and for not
understanding that one policy or particular pro-
grams or activities cannot bring about a quick and
radical social change, the discussants also tended
to blame the politicians and NGOs for wasting the
resources spent on Roma inclusion.

Which policies and practices towards the Roma
should be in place in the future?

Seeing the social phenomena over-simplistically
led some discussants to propose extremist policies
to exterminate or expel the Roma. Thisoccurredin
37 Facebook discussions out of 60. The over-sim-
plistic perspective also led many discussants to
position themselvesin asuperior and paternalistic
position as knowing what is the best for the Roma
and to the conviction that punishing them more
strictly will solve the problem. This occurredin 27
discussions out of 60.

While some discussants presented a racist
opinion, but distanced themselves from being
called a racist, a group of discussants started to
emerge who proudly presented themselves as
racists. When the discussants on both sides ran
out of arguments, they often slipped into vulgar
verbal attacks (in 26 discussions out of 60) or

irony (in 32 discussions out of 60). The sarcastic
or ironic comments seemed to stir the emotions
of discussants on both sides and did not seem to
be effective at all.

Reactions to our interventions supporting the Roma

Many discussants reacted to mentioned re-
search evidence with aversion and questioned
the research as something that did not reflect
the lived experience of people living in proximity
to Roma settlements. They also often questioned
the researchers’ credibility as not having the direct
experience with the Roma.

Using positive examples of personal expe-
riences with the Roma was not persuasive for
many discussants either. They did acknowledge
that there are many Roma, who do not represent
the negative stereotypical image of a Roma, but
framed these merely as “exceptions”.

Inseveral cases, when the discussants partially
acknowledged our arguments undermining one
prejudice in a particular area, for instance, the
level of social benefits or unwillingness to work
and study, the very same discussants mentioned
several other prejudices as a follow-up. While using
a metaphor of an onion, although in some cases
we managed to partially to refute one particular
prejudice and remove one layer of an onion, the
discussant did not change her/his overall attitude
towards the Roma and presented several other
prejudices, so the onion remained to exist. In or-
der to change the overall attitude of a person, we
would need to continue discussing and endeavour
to remove all the remaining layers of the onion.

When the discussants proposed some extrem-
ist and various narrow-minded policies, such as
cancelling all social benefits, and when we thor-
oughly explained whatimpacts such a policy would
have on the Roma population as well as the entire
population in the country, the discussants often
did not continuein the discussion. Thereisa chance
to interpret this phenomenon as suggesting they
were at least partially persuaded by our arguments
and explanations.
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4.5 Summary

It is worthwhile entering the Facebook dis-
cussions to present the pro-Roma attitudes,
regardless of using the fact-checking or personal
experience strategy because it motivates other
pro-Roma discussants to express their opinion.
Discussants with anti-Roma attitudes are mostly
convinced that the Roma are privileged and that
they are inherently asocial. They see overall situ-
ation and impact of policies over-simplistically as
astraightforward issue.

Regulation of online
discussions and elimination
of hate speech by the
Slovak media

5.1 Interviewed participants of the study

Since cyber hate speech is a relatively new
phenomenon with severe consequences on the
targeted groups, it is important to explore what
role the media should play regarding reducing
hateful comments in the online discussions they
administer. On this note, during February 2017, five
semi-structured interviews with news media rep-
resentatives responsible for regulation of online
discussions of SME, Aktuality.sk, Trend, Dennik N
and Pravda were conducted, and one questionnaire
with open questions was filled out by Topky with
the aim to examine what mediadoin terms of elim-
ination of hate speech on their websites and what
strategies they use to regulate online discussions
(including Facebook discussions). The sample of
the news media consists of the most popular news
media in Slovakia®.

5.2 Results

The main findings show that the news media
monitor hate speech in online discussion and, in
this respect, use different tools and strategies.
Posts are assessed regularly by employees of par-
ticular media who are responsible for regulation
of online discussions, most commonly by editors,
chief-editors, editors of social networks, or other

administrators. While regulationis exclusively their
task, it is not the only task they deal with. There-
fore, considering the workload of other tasks,
the time spent on regulation of discussions and
elimination of hate speech online is limited. Even
though regulating discussions requires more work-
ing hours, it does not allow regulators to engagein
this activity on a full-time basis. The time dedicated
toitis on average approximately one hour a day.

When assessing the content of discussion com-
ments, editors of social networks most often rely
on written guidelines that are usually accessible
on their media websites which serve primarily as
rules for discussants for appropriate participation
in online discussion. If guidelines are missing,
making decisions over the content is dependent
on the subjective discretion of the regulator. In
addition to this, five out of six interviewed media
own such guidelines for discussion. Yet, none of
the respondents has developed a separate formal
document serving the regulators of discussions as
instructions. Regulators monitor a whole discus-
sion including assessments of posts reported by
other discussants, with the exception of SME, in
which aregulator focuses merely on posts reported
by other discussants.

In terms of regulating online discussions, sev-
eral strategies are used to different extents by
the mediato eliminate hateful content. The media
also use some strategies that can be utilised by
discussants so they can actively contribute to the
elimination of hate speech on social media. Here
are all mentioned strategies used by researched
Slovak news media:

1) Removal of posts
is a strategy used by all interviewed media in
countering online hate speech.

2) Closing discussions
is used if news articles carry a sensitive topic
such asthose about the Roma, immigrants, etc.,
and/or ad hoc in the case of a discussion that
isinfected by hate speech. Closing discussions
can be used as a default setting for all posted
news articles, too. Forinstance, Dennik N opens
discussions only under a few of its posts per
day. That may prevent hateful content.
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3) Blocking access of particular contributors
to discussions
is used by media such as Aktuality.sk, in the
case where a discussant breaks the rules of
discussions. Banning can be short orlong-term.

4) Tracking the history of discussants
servesasaninstrument for checking on the his-
tory of commenting of particular discussants.
History of comments is mostly checked by a
regulatoriftherules of discussion were broken.
Regulators can check if and how frequently a
discussant previously violated the rules. Find-
ings can be considered when deciding over a
ban.

5) Communication with discussants outside
of discussion
is not used on a regular basis in most of the
media. Forinstance, the regulators can provide
discussants with an explanationrelatedtoaban
or contentremoval, and can notify them about
inappropriate content they posted.

6) Reporting posts
is a strategy used by the discussants. Read-
ers can report posts with offensive content
through a reporting system located on the
webpage of discussions, for example Topky.sk.
Reported posts are then assessed by a regu-
lator and are removed if considered breaking
the rules of discussion.

7) Rating comments
is, forinstance, available on the website of SME
and is used by discussants. Readers, through
ratings, express their opinions about comments
posted by other discussants. Rating systems
can have a form of plus and minus signs (where
plus means good and minus the opposite) avail-
able above or below a comment posted by a
discussant.

8) Hiding posts on the wall
is used by regulators of some media such as
Trend for posts that are rated negatively. As a
result, hidden posts must be clicked through
to be available for reading.

9) Blacklisting
is a strategy used by most of the interviewed
media, e.g. by Pravda. A blacklist contains for-
bidden words recorded into a special system
and can be updated at any time. The system
keeps all posts containing words on the black-
list inaccessible for other discussant.

10) Moderation of discussions
is a rarely implemented strategy in practice,
meaning leading discussions by a responsible
media employee. Although all interviewees
are aware of the importance of the strategy,
moderation is used occasionally only by Dennik
N.Itsjournalists try to be presentin discussions
they are authors of. This happens sporadically,
though.

11) Fact-checking
is a particular form of moderation of discus-
sions which is also rarely used. Fact-checking
is usually used for defending the content (for
example, correctness of the datain the article)
of the journalist’s posts/news articles or when
a mistake is found. Fact-checking is used only
by SME and Trend.

5.3 Barriers the media experience

Even though the media feel responsible for
the content in online discussions (both on their
websites and the Facebook platform they utilise)
and are aware of a need for regulating discussions
more effectively, they do not fully succeed in it.
The media faces a set of barriers in doing more
systematic regulation of online discussions. One
of the most common obstacles seems to be a
lack of human resources for dealing with online
discussion regulation. Regulation of discussions is
time-consuming and regulators are limited in this
respect. Additionally, the hiring of more staff or/
and creating positions made exclusively for regu-
lating the discussions requires a high financial input
by the media, whichis seen problematic especially
in the case of small media.

5.4 Recommendations to improve
the regulation

In terms of improving the regulation of online
discussions and the effective elimination of hate
speech online, interviewed media recommended
a number of measures. First, they proposed in-
creasing the number of employees. Second, they
suggestedimproving law enforcement, particularly
tointroduce more thoroughinvestigation resulting
in sanctions, if relevant. Third, the introduction
of mandatory fees for posting a certain number
of comments/posts in online discussions was
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mentioned as another possible solution to limit
the access and the number of comments in dis-
cussion for easier regulation. Fourth, unification
of rules of discussions amongst media would help
the media to unifyin their regulation process and
theirapproach to hate speech ontheInternet. Last
but not least, the media representatives pointed
outaneedforanimprovementinregulating online
discussions by Facebook itself. Facebook contains
alot of hateful posts, many of which remain online
even after they were reported. Usually, posts and
comments are removed from Facebook based on
an assessment of the extent of likelihood that
the threat contained in the post/comment would
lead to physical attack or abuse. In addition, an
assessment done by a non-native speaker of the
particular language the post is written in may not
be fully understood by a regulator. Such policies
of the Facebook complicate its effectiveness in
combating hate speech on the Internet.

5.5 Summary

The Slovak news media use most available strat-
egies toregulate online discussions, including the
Facebook discussions. Nonetheless, it seems that
the elimination of hate speechin the online discus-
sions is not their financial and personnel priority.
The regulators of the discussions spend only very
limited time on this task and are not adequately
trained to do it effectively.
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