
 

 

 

 

 

  

The Harmful Effects of Online 

and Offline Anti LGBTI Hate 

Speech  

 

 

Master Thesis 

Authors: Hanna Nyman and Annastasiya Provozin 

Supervisor: Heiko Fritz 

Examiner: Chris High 

Term: VT19 

Subject: Peace and Development 

Level: Master 

Course code: 4FU42E 

 



2 
 

Acknowledgements 

We would like to express our sincerest gratitude to everyone who has been involved in our 

thesis. First, we would like to thank all the LGBTI activists and the people from the LGBTI 

community in Moldova and in Ukraine who participated in our interviews and questionnaires. 

Then, we would like to thank our supervisor Heiko for insightful guidance, your feedback has 

been much appreciated. We would also take the time to thank our partners and families, for 

their support throughout the process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3 
 

Abstract 

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and intersex people (LGBTI) are discriminated and 

subjected to violence in societies across the world, and ensuring their rights is on the 

international agenda. On a European level, nationalism, state-led persecution and rhetoric of 

hate have slowed down the process of ensuring human rights for LGBTI people particularly in 

Eastern Europe, where they are subject to violence, discrimination and hostility. One type of 

hostility targeting LGBTI people is hate speech. As literature has shown, hate speech can have 

harmful effects on its targets. Additionally, with the increased accessibility and use of the 

Internet and social media networks, hate speech has become more widespread and new 

challenges have appeared. 

 

Our research objective has addressed the gap identified by Brown (2018); to contribute to the 

research on hate speech and its harmful effects in general, comparing the effects of online and 

offline hate speech in particular. Additionally, by comparing the findings from Moldova and 

Ukraine, we have investigated if the context in which the hate speech is produced has any effect 

on the harmful effects experienced by targets. 

 

The research was conducted using a mixed method with a parallel convergent design, giving 

equal priority to qualitative and quantitative data. Data collection took place in Moldova 

(Chisinau) and in Ukraine (Kyiv) during Pride in the respective countries. Due to the nature of 

this research, results are not representative, and conclusions drawn can neither be applied to the 

entire LGBTI community in Moldova nor in Ukraine. Conclusions can, however, provide 

interesting insights for further research. 

Constitutive and consequential harms from online and offline hate speech are experienced by 

the LGBTI activists and community in both countries. In terms of constitutive harms, LGBTI 

community have suffered from harms like negative impact on self-esteem, silencing, 

psychological distress and restrictions on freedom of movement and association. Experienced 

consequential harms were negative stereotyping, physical violence and normalization of 

discrimination. Further, this research indicated that there is a difference in terms of harms 

caused by online and offline hate speech when it comes to the constitutive harms, as the harms 

from offline hate speech seemed to be experienced to a larger extent. Comparing results from 

Moldova and Ukraine, it can be concluded that the content of hate speech and harmful effects 

of hate speech are experienced differently depending on the context in which hate speech was 

produced. In general, hate speech in Ukraine seemed to be more violent and aggressive while 

in Moldova it was more related to the structural violence.  
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1. Introduction  

1.1 Problem Formulation 

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and intersex people (LGBTI) are discriminated and 

subjected to violence in societies across the world, and ensuring their rights is on the 

international agenda. As an example, UNDP (2019) has initiated the development of an LGBTI 

Inclusion Index in line with the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The index’s 

purpose is to measure a set of indicators within five dimensions; political and civil participation 

and, education, health, personal security and violence and economic well-being; in order to 

inform policies and incentives to strengthen LGBTI inclusion and rights (Ibid). 

 

On a European level, the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe adopted 

Recommendation CM/Rec(2010)5 in 2010, with measures to combat discrimination on grounds 

of sexual orientation or gender identity. The recommendation has since then played a significant 

role in improving the lives of LGBTI people in Europe, securing their legal rights (Karsay, 

2018). However, the increased prevalence of nationalism, state-led persecution, rhetoric of hate 

and populism has led to backlashes, and is slowing down the process of ensuring human rights 

for LGBTI people, particularly in Eastern Europe (Ibid). Recent detention and killings of 

LGBTI people in Chechnya region (The Guardian, 2019), increased violence towards LGBTI 

by far-right extremist organizations in Ukraine (Likhachev, 2018), adoption of a ‘homosexual 

propaganda’ ban in Russia in 2013 (Article19, 2018) and Moldovan President Igor Dodon 

stating “I have never promised to be the president of the gays” (Freedom House, 2018) are all 

reflections of an increasing hostility towards LGBTI people in Eastern Europe. Therefore, 

further analysis of violence towards LGBTI people must be done to ensure fulfilment of human 

rights for LGBTI people in Eastern Europe. 

 

One type of hostility targeting LGBTI people is hate speech, and its widespread use is having 

a negative impact on LGBTI rights in Eastern Europe (Article19, 2018). Countries like Russia, 

Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova do not manage anti-LGBTI hate speech effectively, and do not 

have enough positive policy measures to ensure human rights for LGBTI people (Ibid). Also, 

in academic literature, hate speech has shown to have harmful effects (Buyse, 2014; 

Kopytowska & Baider, 2017; Soral et al., 2018; Stray, 2017). Whilst not explicitly mentioned 

in the LGBTI Inclusion Index, section 2.1 “Previous research” will show that hate speech and 
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its possible harms are linked to the five dimensions of the index, especially to the dimension 

“Personal security and violence”, where there is a specific indicator suggested for hate crime 

and incitement to violence.  

 

Additionally, as shown by the Article19’s (2018) report on anti-LGBTI hate speech in Eastern 

Europe, anti-LGBTI hate speech is not only spread in traditional media and actual speeches, 

but also online and in social media networks. Thus, the increased accessibility and use of the 

Internet and social media networks have enabled hate speech to become even more widespread 

(Stray, 2017). Some characteristics of the Internet and social media networks, such as 

anonymity and invisibility, have led to new challenges in the discussion of hate speech (Brown, 

2018). Therefore, it is important to analyze both offline and online hate speech to examine 

whether there are any differences between them to find proper strategies to cope with both types 

of hate speech. This research will specifically investigate harms of online and offline anti-

LGBTI hate speech in Moldova and Ukraine (see chapter 3.3 for reasoning behind choice of 

cases). First, however, the current LGBTI situation in Ukraine and Moldova will be discussed. 

1.1.2 LGBTI Situation in Ukraine 

According to ILGA-Europe’s (2019b) ranking of European countries in relation to human rights 

situation of LGBTI people, Ukraine ranks 36th out of 49 with a score of 21.52% (where 0% is 

“gross violations of human rights, discrimination” and 100% means “respect of human rights, 

full equality”). Ukraine is the first former Soviet republic that decriminalized homosexuality 

(Martsenyuk, 2012). However, same-sex marriages are not allowed in the country (ILGA-

Europe, 2019b), and in the Constitution of Ukraine (1996) marriage is defined as based on the 

free consent of a woman and a man. 

 

The main opponents of the LGBTI community in Ukraine can be divided into two groups: (1) 

representatives of leading Ukrainian churches and (2) right wing nationalist organizations 

(Nash Svit, 2019; Likhachev, 2018; Martsenyuk, 2012). The former usually try to approach the 

government, demanding them to defend “traditional values” from LGBTI influence, whereas 

the latter use a more aggressive strategy, attacking LGBTI events (Nash Svit, 2019). According 

to the Article19 (2018, p.90), “there are at least 20 far-right informal groups currently active in 

Ukraine that commit homophobic and transphobic crimes”. Even though LGBTI organizations 

are aware of the risk of attacks from right wing organizations and always cooperate with the 

police in order to protect their events, the police usually act passively which enables these 
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attacks to be successful (Kolyshko et al., 2018; Article19, 2018). With regards to Ukrainian 

authorities, there is no homogeneous attitude regarding the rights of LGBTI people. While some 

of them actively support LGBTI rights, others strongly oppose them, appealing to the 

“traditional values” (Nash Svit, 2019). The general attitudes towards LGBTI people in the 

Ukrainian society are discriminatory, and 46.9% have the opinion that LGBTI rights can be 

limited unconditionally or under certain circumstances (Kolyshko et al., 2018). This number 

has increased compared to 2016, when 46.2% of Ukrainians stated that LGBTI rights can be 

restricted (Ibid). 

 

According to ECRI (2017), the penalty for hate speech is regulated in the Criminal Code of 

Ukraine in relation to national, racial or religious hatred. However, incitement to hatred in 

relation to sexual orientation and gender identity is not mentioned in any parts of criminal law 

(Ibid). Further, there has been no prosecutions of anti-LGBTI hate speech in Ukraine so far 

(Article19, 2018). Moreover, hate crime data does not distinguish between hate speech and 

hate-motivated violence (ECRI, 2017). 

 

Additionally, homophobic and transphobic hate speech, including incitements to physical 

violence and further actual attacks, is documented prior and during LGBTI events and marches 

(Article19, 2018). Moreover, incitement to violence tends to increase prior to significant 

LGBTI events such as Pride (Ibid). According to ILGA-Europe (2019c), “the biggest problem 

of the Ukrainian LGBTI movement in 2018 remained the high level of aggression by right-

wing nationalist groups, who consistently tried to disrupt LGBTI events” (p.101). Despite the 

threat of violence, the number of participants that attend March of Equality increases yearly.  

1.1.3 LGBTI Situation in Moldova  

According to ILGA-Europe’s (2019b) ranking of European countries in relation to human rights 

situation of LGBTI people, Moldova ranks 41st out of 49 with a score of 14.44%. One of the 

reasons of the low score is that same-sex marriage or civil unions are not recognized in the 

country and the Constitution of the Republic of Moldova (1994) specifies that a family is a 

marriage between a man and a woman. 

 

Acts of discrimination against LGBTI community in the country are mainly done by the state 

actors (ILGA-Europe, 2009; Freedom House, 2018; Genderdoc-M, 2018) and representatives 

of the Orthodox Church (Voicu et al., 2016; Pew Research Center, 2017; Genderdoc-M, 2018). 
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There is no such strong right-wing opposition towards LGBTI in the country, as it is in Ukraine. 

Regarding direct violence, several cases such as threatening a gay man with a knife or trying to 

enter apartment of a same-sex couple in order to “punish” them for being in a same-sex relation 

were documented by Genderdoc-M (2018). In terms of general attitudes towards LGBTI in the 

society, 35.8% of Moldovans strongly supported the criminalization of homosexual relations 

(Institutul de Politici Publice, 2014). Further, according to the "Church and State in the Republic 

of Moldova" study, 84% of Moldovans stated that they would not accept homosexuals living in 

Moldova and 97% stated that they would not want gay family members (Voicu et al., 2016). 

Further, only 5% of Moldovans support same-sex marriages (Pew Research Center, 2017). 

 

According to ECRI (2018), reliable data on hate speech in Moldova is hard to come by. 

Moreover, there is no clear distinction between hate speech and hate-motivated violence (Ibid). 

Hate crimes are not properly documented and cases are perceived as hooliganism or robbery 

(Genderdoc-M, 2018). In Promo-LEX Association’s (2018) report on hate speech and 

incitement to discrimination, however, some data is provided. Whilst this report does not solely 

focus on LGBTI but on several marginalized groups, LGBTI people were by far the group most 

subjected to hate speech during the monitoring period 180215 to 180815. The report further 

shows that the vast majority (73%) of the reported hate speech cases towards LGBTI were in a 

religious context and 19% in a political context. “The discourse addressed to the LGBT 

community is direct and aggressive, with the use of denigrating qualifiers, insults, association 

with immorality, sin and evil” (Promo-LEX Association, 2018, p.46). In the 2019 report, the 

results are based on the first of two cycles of monitoring (190111 to 190411). During this 

period, the majority of identified hate speech cases were related to sex/gender, followed by 

political affiliation and then LGBTI. However, “The LGBT group remains among the most 

affected groups against which some of the most aggressive and violent speeches were made” 

(Promo-LEX Association, 2019, p.8). 

 

Both NGO members and vulnerable groups testify about how hate speech increases as it 

becomes legitimized by representatives of the Moldovan Orthodox Church and politicians 

(ECRI, 2018). As an example, President Igor Dodon have stated that he is against Pride marches 

as they are threats to Moldovan traditional values: “I am totally against any violent action. But 

you do not have to provoke. Why intentionally organize such marches in a society where people 

categorically do not accept this. Isn’t it a provocation to violent actions?” (Genderdoc-M, 2018, 

p.7) 
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1.2 Research Objective and Research Questions 

Our thesis is built on Brown’s (2018) identified need of a comparison between the effects of 

online and offline hate speech. This will be done from the perspective of the victims, which 

according to Gelber and McNamara (2016) has been under examined. More specifically, our 

research is focusing on the perspective of the LGBTI community, a group which appears to 

have been examined to a lesser extent within hate speech research. 

 

Our research objective is to contribute to the research on hate speech and its harmful effects, 

especially in comparing the effects of online and offline hate speech. Additionally, by 

comparing the findings from Moldova and Ukraine, we have investigated if the prevalence of 

cultural, direct and/or structural violence in the context in which the hate speech is produced 

has any impact on the harmful effects experienced by targets. Further, our aim is to contribute 

to an increased understanding of what preventative actions can be undertaken to decrease the 

harmful effects of hate speech.  

 

Our research aims to answer the following questions: 

● What are the harmful effects of online and offline hate speech towards LGBTI activists 

and the LGBTI community in Moldova and Ukraine? 

● Are the LGBTI activists and the LGBTI community in Moldova and Ukraine 

experiencing any differences between the harmful effects of online and offline hate 

speech? If yes, what differences? 

● Are these effects experienced differently depending on the context in which hate speech 

was produced? 
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2. Theoretical and Analytical Framework 

In this section, we will present our theoretical and analytical framework. First, a short section 

of previous research on hate speech will be presented. Then, the definition of hate speech used 

in our research will be explained. Following on this, our chosen analytical framework for 

analyzing harms of hate speech will be discussed in detail. Lastly, the analytical framework and 

the harms of hate speech will be discussed and integrated within our theoretical framework: 

Galtung’s violence triangle. 

2.1 Previous Research 

There is no agreed-on definition of hate speech (Walker, 1994). Some scholars have adopted 

various broad definitions of hate speech in their work (Chetty&Alathur, 2018; Cohen-Almagor, 

2011; Smolla, 1992 cited in Calvert, 1997), whereas Yong (2011) has argued that the definition 

of hate speech is too broad to be useful for analysis, and subsequently suggests four categories 

of hate speech. In 1997, the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) adopted a definition of 

hate speech as “all forms of expression which spread, incite, promote or justify racial hatred, 

xenophobia, anti-Semitism or other forms of hatred based on intolerance, including intolerance 

expressed by aggressive nationalism and ethnocentrism, discrimination and hostility towards 

minorities, migrants and people of immigrant origin” (Council of Europe, 1997, p. 107)1. Chetty 

and Alathur (2018) adapted and simplified this definition, assuming hate speech to be “(...) any 

speech, which attacks an individual or a group with an intention to hurt or disrespect based on 

identity of a person” (p.110).  

 

In 1954, Harvard social psychologist Allport described how negative attitudes, like prejudices, 

tend to turn into actions. He introduced a five-point scale of actions that may develop from 

prejudice, where hate speech would fall into the least severe level - antilocutions. Allport (1954) 

argued that activity on one level increases the likelihood of transitioning to a more harmful 

level. To date, many of Allport’s points on prejudice hold true but according to Dovidio et al. 

(2005), convincing work establishing the empirical link between antilocutions and violence 

remains to be produced. Even though the relationship between hate speech and harmful effects 

such as discrimination and violence have been questioned (see e.g. Baker, 2012; Dworkin, 

                                                
1 In 2010, LGBTI people were included as an additional target group of hate speech (Council of Europe, 2011)  

https://www-sciencedirect-com.proxy.lnu.se/topics/social-sciences/xenophobia
https://www-sciencedirect-com.proxy.lnu.se/topics/social-sciences/antisemitism
https://www-sciencedirect-com.proxy.lnu.se/topics/social-sciences/intolerance
https://www-sciencedirect-com.proxy.lnu.se/topics/social-sciences/nationalism
https://www-sciencedirect-com.proxy.lnu.se/topics/social-sciences/ethnopsychology


12 
 

2009), many scholars have analyzed hate speech and its harmful effects from various 

perspectives. 

 

Some scholars have explicitly examined the relationship between hate speech and violence or 

other harmful effects. Soral, Bilewicz and Winiewski (2018) have studied harms of hate speech 

by adopting the desensitization model, according to which frequent exposure to aggressive 

messages reduces an individual's negative emotional reactions towards messages of violence. 

This model was used in order to analyze how “the mere presence of hate speech can affect 

individuals' beliefs and opinions regardless of people's initial opposition to it” (p.136). As a 

result of two representative sample surveys and one experimental study, the authors concluded 

that the presence of hate speech increased prejudices towards the hate speech victims, and that 

frequently hearing hostile statements increased desensitization to these statements. Further, the 

authors argue that “(...) the desensitization process seems to be an important link between 

exposure to hate speech and outgroup prejudice” (Soral et al., 2018, p.144). 

 

Kopytowska and Baider (2017) also discuss hate speech and its potential harms in relation to 

outgroup prejudice. In their article, they contextualize hate speech by presenting academic 

literature concerning alienation of outgroups, and how stereotyping and prejudices can lead to 

verbal and physical violence. Negative stereotyping of an outgroup, Kopytowska and Baider 

(2017) argue, can justify and increase the ingroup's negative perceptions of the outgroup, and 

even increase hostility towards the outgroup. Further, they also discuss Allport’s scale and how 

prejudice and stereotypes lead to consequences such as further discrimination, desecration of 

property and physical assaults (Ibid). Moreover, they highlight the role of the Internet and social 

media on verbal interaction, and that: “(...) the need arises to take online verbal abuse under 

scrutiny in order to examine motivations behind hate speech and language of aggression, 

mechanisms and strategies of insulting, threatening and inciting to violence, as well as 

psychological and emotional consequences of verbal aggression” (Kopytowska&Baider, 2017, 

p.145). 

 

Cohen‐Almagor (2011) also highlights the role of the Internet in the discussion of hateful 

speech. Cohen‐Almagor (2011) has specifically examined how to counter hate and bigotry 

online and argues from an applied ethics perspective that more actions need to be taken to 

counter online hate speech, primarily through other actions than legal actions. Instead, Cohen‐

Almagor (2011) argues for adopting norms of moral and social responsibility is of great 
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importance when it comes to legal ‘anti-social speech’ (Ibid). As an example, he emphasizes 

the responsibility of internet service providers (ISPs) and web-hosting services to ban hateful 

content. He further argues that education plays an important role: “Education should alert and 

raise awareness to Internet hate and its harms and perils, accentuating that hate speech has led 

to hate crimes; indeed, to some of the most ghastly, dark days of humanity” (Cohen-Almagor, 

2011, p. 19).  

 

Other scholars have studied hate speech towards specific marginalized groups as well as its 

harmful effects. Through three empirical studies Leets and Giles (1997) investigated under what 

condition racist hate speech towards Asian Americans was perceived as harmful, and the 

importance of variables such as group identity, message severity and explicitness as well as the 

medium of presentation. However, all respondents reported that psychological pain was harder 

to endure than physical pain and graded pain of losing dignity. Based on their findings they 

suggest, much like Cohen‐Almagor (2011), that “Deprecating speech is a rape of human dignity 

that needs to be vigorously confronted, but perhaps not through the heavy hand of the law” 

(Leets & Giles, 1997, p.291).  

 

Leets (2002) has further examined the motivations of producing hate speech and the victims’ 

experiences of hate speech and their response, focusing on anti-semitism and anti-gay hate 

speech. In terms of harmful effects of hate speech, Leets (2002) builds on the premise that hate 

speech follows the same structure as other traumatic situations, and both short- and long-term 

effects were investigated (Ibid). Indeed, the results found that hate speech follows the same 

pattern as other traumatic events, such as specific types of physical violence, where emotional 

effects are the most common short-term effect and both attitudinal and behavioral change were 

common reported long-term effects. Important to note, however, is that ‘no long-term effect’, 

was also a frequent response (Ibid). For both Jews and gays, Leets (2002) found that passive 

strategies were most common when responding to hate speech, and (83%) regarded silence as 

a morally appropriate method. Again, Leets (2002) highlights that legal action might not be the 

answer. She rather argues to adopt the restorative justice paradigm, which Bazemore presents 

as a way to “seek change in each of the three clients [offenders, victims, community], [by 

focusing] on healing, repair, reintegration, safety and a sense of community” (Bazemore, 1998, 

cited in Leets, 2002, p.358). 
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Fasoli et al. (2016) have examined the use of homophobic epithets, and whether it increased the 

dehumanization of - and physical distancing to - homosexuals. In two studies, the participants 

were either consciously or unconsciously exposed to a homophobic epithet, a category label or 

a generic insult. Following on this, the participants had to associate homosexuals and 

heterosexuals with either human- or animal- related words (Ibid). The results from these two 

studies found that exposure to a homophobic epithet led to increased dehumanization of 

homosexuals among the heterosexual participants, compared to exposure to a category label or 

a generic insult. One of the studies also showed results on physical distance: “Moreover, in 

Study 2, we found evidence that homophobic epithets impacted on heterosexuals’ actual 

behavior, increasing the tendency to physically distance themselves from a gay man they 

expected to interact with” (Fasoli et al., 2016, p.244). 

 

Despite this body of research, Gelber and McNamara (2016) argue that one under examined 

perspective is the experiences of the victims of hate speech, especially in the debate concerning 

legitimacy of hate speech laws. In their research, they investigate hate speech towards 

marginalized groups, namely by investigating how Indigenous and ethnic minority 

communities in Australia experienced hate speech, with the aim of giving a voice to the victims. 

The results of their study show “a close correlation between targets’ reports and the literature” 

(Gelber & McNamara 2016, p.324), referring to existing academic literature on harms of hate 

speech.  

 

Notwithstanding that hate speech has been analyzed by many scholars from different 

perspectives, the harmful effects of online and offline hate speech in relation to each other have 

rarely been discussed. In What is so special about online (as compared to offline) hate speech? 

Brown (2018) provides a detailed description of the characteristics of online hate speech and 

how it differs from offline hate speech. Further, he emphasizes the need of more research 

regarding online and offline hate speech, as well as their respective harmful effects: “What does 

seem clear is that there is an urgent need for existing research on the harmful effects of hate 

speech to be extended or augmented to include research directly comparing the harmful effects 

of online and offline hate speech” (Brown, 2018, p.308). 
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2.2 Framework for Analyzing Harms of Hate Speech 

To categorize and analyze data collected from LGBTI activists and people within the LGBTI 

community, an adapted version of Gelber and McNamara’s (2016) framework for analyzing 

harms of racist hate speech was used. The framework is based on previous research in the field 

of hate speech (see e.g. Matsuda, 1993; Maitra&McGowan, 2012; Waldron, 2012) and draws 

on data from interviews conducted with 101 members of Indigenous and minority ethnic 

communities in Australia. Two elements are highlighted: types of harm (constitutive and 

consequential harm) and types of hate speech events (face-to-face and general circulation).  

 

First, a distinction is made between constitutive and consequential harms, meaning “(...) 

between harms that are occasioned in the saying of a hate speech act, and harms that occur as a 

result of it” (Gelber&McNamara, 2016, p.326). Drawing on the work of Hornsby (1993), Maitra 

and McGowan (2012) and Matsuda (1993), Gelber and McNamara (2016) present several 

examples of constitutive harms from hate speech such as silencing its targets, negative impact 

on self-esteem, psychological distress and restrictions on freedom of movement and 

association. Further, they make a connection between constitutive harms and psychology 

research on targets of non-physical discrimination, where it has been shown that victims suffer 

both physically and mentally (Ibid).  

 

Gelber and McNamara (2016) use Maitra’s (2012) way of categorizing consequential harms of 

hate speech in their framework. Accordingly, these harms can occur in four ways, namely by 

persuading hearers, by shaping hearers’ desires, by conditioning hearers and by causing hearers 

to imitate behavior. They reword it slightly to: “persuading hearers to believe negative 

stereotypes that lead them to engage in other harmful conduct, shaping the preferences of 

hearers so that they come to be persuaded of negative stereotypes, conditioning the environment 

so that expressing negative stereotypes and carrying out further discrimination become (often 

unconsciously) normalized and causing hearers to imitate the behavior” (2016, p.325). 

Notwithstanding that there is a distinction between constitutive and consequential harms, 

Gelber and McNamara (2016) also highlight that these two types of harms are interrelated and 

are experienced cumulatively. Therefore, it is important to consider that this difference is not 

always clear, and the categories can overlap. 
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The second distinction is made between two types of hate speech events: face-to-face 

encounters and incidences of general circulation (Gelber&McNamara, 2016). The main reason 

for this distinction is that face-to-face events are easier to regulate because they can be 

categorized as incitements to violence or threats to peace, whereas incidences of general 

circulation are more controversial in terms of regulation and usually contradict with the freedom 

of speech (Ibid). Waldron (2012) argues that general circulation of hate speech can cause harms 

despite that other argue that the injury is lost in the numbers. He states that hate speech targeted 

at the group reflects seriously on all its members and can deprive them of their sense of security, 

dignity and right to be equally treated (Ibid). Gelber and McNamara (2016) further argue that 

the targets of hate speech do not necessarily experience a clear distinction between face-to-face 

encounters and general circulation of hate speech, similar to the aforementioned distinction 

between hate speech harms. Their general conclusion is that “(...) both types of hate speech 

events can incur harm constitutively, consequentially or simultaneously in both ways” 

(Gelber&McNamara, 2016, p.326).  

 

The connection between hate speech and its harms has, however, been questioned. Further, 

there is a discussion around hate speech bans in relation to democratic context in which they 

are adopted and how well they are justified comparing to the possible harms hate speech can 

cause (see Heinze, 2013). Strossen (2012) dismisses “(...) the claim that some people making 

nasty racist, sexist, or other discriminatory comments necessarily has a severe adverse impact 

on the individuals who are described” (p.378). Additionally, she underlines that all people are 

capable to respond to negative expressions with a counterspeech or, if they are not able to do 

so, there is always someone who can defend them (Ibid). Further, while Baker (2012) does not 

deny the link between hate speech and its harms, he states that no restrictions limiting the 

freedom of speech should be considered. He argues that people should be allowed to express 

their values, “(...) no matter what these values are and irrespective of how this expressive 

content harms or leads to harms of other people” (Baker, 2012, p.63). Dworkin (2009) 

highlights that there are no doubts that minority groups (including LGBTI) must be protected 

from inequality in education or employment, and that legislation in these cases plays an 

important role. However, when it comes to hate speech, Dworkin (2009, p.viii) argues against 

its prohibition “(...) because if we intervene too soon in the process through which collective 

opinion is formed, we spoil the only democratic justification we have for insisting that everyone 

obey these laws, even those who hate and resent them”. Nevertheless, as Gelber’s and 

McNamara’s (2016) research shows, targets of hate speech have experienced both constitutive 
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and consequential harms, even though there were some cases when targets reported that hate 

speech had no effect on them.  

 

Even though the framework was specifically used by Gelber and McNamara (2016) to analyze 

harms of racist speech, we argue that it can be used within the context of our research on online 

and offline hate speech towards LGBTI. Their framework includes types of hate speech harms 

and events that are relevant for hate speech in general and not solely for racist hate speech. 

Thus, we see these categories as applicable in different hate speech contexts. Moreover, the 

main strength of this framework for our research is that it allows to focus primarily on 

experiences of targets of hate speech in order to identify possible harms of hate speech 

(Gelber&McNamara, 2016). Further, it is important to note that we have not used our adapted 

version of Gelber’s and McNamara’s (2016) framework to argue for or against legislation of 

hate speech, but rather used it to document and categorize LGBTI people’s experiences of hate 

speech. However, any legislative suggestions made by LGBTI activists during the interviews 

were included as a part of their experience. 

 

In our adapted version, an additional distinction between online and offline hate speech has 

been made. The same distinctions between events are kept, online hate speech can, similarly to 

offline hate speech, be personally directed at someone or have the characteristics of general 

circulation. We further argue that the distinction between constitutive and consequential harms 

is also relevant in both an offline and online context, as nothing except the media for 

transmitting the hate speech differs. Our adapted version of Gelber and McNamara’s (2016) 

framework is visualized below.  

 
Figure 1 Framework for analyzing harmful effects of online and offline hate speech (Adaptation of Gelber’s and 
McNamara’s (2016) framework for analyzing harms of racist hate speech) 



18 
 

2.3 Hate Speech and Galtung’s Violence Triangle 

One way to understand hate speech is through Galtung’s (1990) direct-structural-cultural 

violence triangle. Within this model, hate speech can be included in cultural violence as 

‘inflammatory speeches and posters’ (Galtung, 1990, p.291). The triangle (see figure 3) consists 

of three types of violence: direct, structural and cultural violence, where direct violence is more 

visible than both structural and cultural violence. Moreover, causal chains can develop in all 

different directions starting from any corner of the triangle (Ibid). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 Triangle of Violence (Interpretation of Galtung, 1990) 

 

As explained by Galtung (1990), “direct violence is an event; structural violence is a process 

with ups and downs; cultural violence is an invariant” (p.294, italics in original). Direct 

violence can be seen as a narrow concept of violence that includes physical and psychological 

violence and is defined as “... somatic incapacitation, or deprivation of health, alone (with 

killing as the extreme form), at the hands of an actor who intends this to be the consequence” 

(Galtung, 1969, p.168). Structural violence is described as unequal power relations and social 

injustice. Similar to direct violence, it can lead to consequences such as hurting or killing 

through segmentation, marginalization, starving and misery of disadvantaged group (Galtung, 

1990). However, since there is no actor behind it, it is more difficult to find responsible actors 

for these types of violent actions (Galtung, 1969). Cultural violence is defined by Galtung 

(1990, p.291) as “... those aspects of culture, the symbolic sphere of our existence (...) that can 

be used to justify or legitimize direct or structural violence”  

 

All three types of violence presented in the triangle are interrelated and all types of violence 

can lead to any other one, adopting the premise that violence breeds violence (Galtung, 1990, 

p.295). If continuous direct violence is at the top, throughout the time it can lead to structural 
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violence and then to cultural violence. For example, if one group of people is being tortured, 

used as slaves and killed throughout a certain period of time, in future it will lead to appearance 

of structural violence when this group will be marginalized more and to cultural when 

legitimized discrimination such as racism, for example, will appear everywhere (Galtung, 

1990). If cultural violence is at the top of the triangle, it can legitimize structural and direct 

violence. Moreover, direct violence can arise from both ‘topdogs’ and ‘underdogs’ (in case of 

latter to overcome existing cultural and structural violence). Showing exploitations as 

something regular and normal, cultural violence can lead to the need for ‘underdogs’ to use 

direct violence in order to demand their rights and fulfill their basic needs. If structural violence 

is on the top, Galtung (1990) explains that established social structures can lead to people 

benefitting from these structures to take action in order to maintain them. These actions may 

also be justified with cultural violence.  

 

Hate speech itself, as aforementioned, falls into the category of cultural violence. As we adopt 

this view, our premise is that hate speech is violence. Further, we argue that the harms that hate 

speech potentially causes, can also be categorized as different types of violence according to 

Galtung’s (1990) model. Constitutive harms, such as negative impact on self-esteem and 

psychological distress, we argue fall into the category of direct violence as they represent 

psychological violence and might cause health deprivation. Other constitutive harms such as 

silencing its targets and restrictions on freedom of movement and association, may be 

categorized as structural violence since they show unequal power relations and marginalization 

of a certain group. Consequential harms are mostly related to cultural violence, as they enable 

negative stereotypes and normalize discrimination. Looking at hate speech and its harms this 

way is possible since Galtung’s (1990) violence triangle provides broad definitions for the 

different types of violence.  

 

Our adapted version of Gelber’s and McNamara’s (2016) framework was used to structure the 

questionnaire and the interview guide. Further, it was used to structure and analyze collected 

data, especially using the division between constitutive and consequential harms. Galtung’s 

violence triangle (1990) was used when examining whether constitutive and consequential 

harms of hate speech, now categorized as types of violence, were experienced differently by 

victims depending on the context in which the hate speech was produced. Additionally, it was 

used to analyse how hate speech, as cultural violence, can lead to direct- and structural violence 

as well as an increase in cultural violence itself.  
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3. Methodology 

This chapter will present the adopted methodological approach and research design. Following 

on this, data collection, ethical considerations and delimitations and limitations will be 

presented. 

3.1 Methodological approach  

This research has been conducted using mixed methods research strategy, using both qualitative 

and quantitative research methods. There are several reasons for choosing mixed methodology 

(see Bryman, 2016; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, Morgan, 2014). Our main reason is to 

develop a complete understanding of the harms of online and offline hate speech, since both the 

qualitative and quantitative strand only provides a partial view (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). 

This is connected to what Bryman calls the completeness reason, which suggests that mixed 

methods enable the researcher to “(...) bring together a more comprehensive account of the area 

of enquiry in which he or she is interested if both quantitative and qualitative research are 

employed” (Bryman, 2016. p.641). Further, we have adopted a pragmatic approach. The focus 

of this approach is to produce useful knowledge, rather than basic research (Creswell & Plano 

Clark, 2011). This also holds true for our research, as we chose mixed methods mainly because 

we believe that it is the best method for producing useful knowledge that could feed into how 

to counter and prevent harmful effects of hate speech. 

 

Our reasoning and aim for completeness is also reflected in our research questions. Looking at 

our questions, they are best answered by using mixed methods as a research strategy and 

adopting solely a qualitative or quantitative approach would only provide a partial answer. The 

first question “What are the harmful effects of online and offline hate speech towards LGBTI 

activists and the LGBTI community?” is best answered with a qualitative approach to get a 

deeper understanding, but to answer the question in a more complete way and to investigate if 

there is a shared experience, data from surveys have also been used. The second question “Are 

these effects experienced differently depending on the context in which hate speech was 

produced?” is a Yes or No question with a comparative character, which is best answered with 

a quantitative approach. However, also this question has been supplemented with data from 

interviews in order to capture and compare individual experiences. “Are the LGBTI activists 

and the LGBTI community experiencing any differences between the harmful effects of online 
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and offline hate speech? If yes, what differences?” is the last question, and divided into two 

parts. Here, the first part of the question is, as the second question, a Yes or No question with a 

comparative character. Thus, a quantitative approach is suitable. Especially in the last part of 

the question, we argue that the individual experience is of great importance, and qualitative data 

therefore been equally incorporated to answer the last question.  

 

Further, our research has an abductive approach as defined by Danermark et al. (2002). Thus, 

based on the assumption that social science research rarely discovers new phenomenon, but that 

knowledge is rather produced by re-contextualizing and applying different perspectives to 

existing phenomena (Ibid). By using an existing theory or framework in a new context, the 

abductive approach can serve “to observe, describe, interpret and explain something within the 

frame of a new context” (Danermark et al. 2002, p.91). Our starting point is an existing 

framework for analyzing the harms of racist speech, but we have used it in a new context by 

analyzing harms of online and offline LGBTI hate speech. 

3.2 Research Design 

The selected design for this research was comparative case study, where two cases were 

examined. A case study itself is a research design that allows for an in-depth analysis of a single 

case and a multiple-case study is a study when the number of examined cases are larger than 

one (Bryman, 2016). According to Bryman (2016), using a comparative design “(...) embodies 

the logic of comparison, in that it implies that we can understand social phenomena better when 

they are compared in relation to two or more meaningfully contrasting cases or situations (p.64-

65). Further, using multiple cases in qualitative research, which is a part of mixed methods, can 

provide interesting information on what role the context plays, as well as if and how it 

influences behaviors and ways of thinking (Bryman, 2016). The cases of choice when 

investigating harms of anti-LGBTI online and offline hate speech are the LGBTI community 

in Moldova and the LGBTI community in Ukraine.  

 

When choosing the two countries, we used a strategy that, according to Bryman (2016), is 

common when sampling for multiple case studies: sampling for both heterogeneity and 

homogeneity. Moldova and Ukraine are homogenous countries in the sense that they are both 

former Soviet states with an Orthodox majority. However, the heterogeneity of the cases lies 

within the characteristics of the LGBTI opposition. As presented in chapter 1.1.3, the acts of 
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LGBTI discrimination in Moldova is mainly conducted by the state and representative of the 

Orthodox Church, while there is no strong right-wing opposition towards LGBTI in the country. 

In Ukraine however, as presented in 1.1.2, the opposition mainly comes from representatives 

of leading Ukrainian churches and from right-wing organizations, where “the biggest problem 

of the Ukrainian LGBTI movement in 2018 remained the high level of aggression by right-

wing nationalist groups (...)” (ILGA-Europe, 2019c, p.101). In terms of Ukrainian authorities, 

some of them actively support LGBTI rights and others strongly oppose it, appealing to 

“traditional values”. Related to Bryman’s (2016) reasoning around multiple cases research, 

investigating harms of online and offline hate speech in these two similar, but yet different 

contexts can provide interesting information on what role the LGBTI opposition in the different 

countries plays, as well as if and how it influences both the hate speech characteristics and the 

harms it may cause to its victims.  

 

Further regarding research design, some decisions are particularly relevant when using mixed 

methods. Bryman (2016) highlights the priority decision and the sequence decision. Creswell 

and Plano Clark (2011) emphasize the level of interaction between the data types, and the 

decision of how to mix the data types in the interpretation. Our study was designed to give the 

same priority to qualitative and quantitative data, to have simultaneous phasing and to keep 

each data set separate and analyze each set before merging them in an overall interpretation. 

Thus, our research design is convergent parallel design, which is the most common approach 

to mixing methods (Bryman, 2016; Creswell&Plano Clark, 2011). This design is suitable to 

synthesize “(...) complementary quantitative and qualitative results to develop a more complete 

understanding of a phenomenon” (Creswell&Plano Clark, 2011, p.77). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 Procedural diagram for the conducted research 
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3.3 Methods of data collection 

To assess the experienced harmful effects of online and offline hate speech from an LGBTI 

perspective, data has been collected in the capitals of Moldova and of Ukraine. More 

specifically, data was collected in Chișinău and Kyiv during the countries’ Pride weeks, May 

15th to May 19th 2019 and June 16th to June 23rd respectively.  

3.3.1 Interviews 

Qualitative interviews allow for the researchers to put emphasis on the interviewee’s personal 

experiences and perspectives, and to retrieve information that was not specifically asked for but 

can still be as - or even more - useful (Bryman, 2016). More specifically, we have used semi-

structured interviews. When adopting this technique, it is possible to both cover specific topics 

guided by an interview guide (see Appendix 1) and remain the flexibility of an unstructured 

conversation (Ibid).  

 

For our interviews we used a purposive sample, which can be used when the research questions 

guide the sampling approach (Bryman, 2016, p.410). Our main criteria was that the 

interviewees identified themselves as activists. In the end, we conducted six interviews with 

activists in Moldova and nine interviews with activists in Ukraine. Even though it was not an 

explicit criterion, we also aimed to be inclusive, interviewing a mixture of activists identifying 

as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer and intersex. If our goal would be to compare these 

subgroups, a larger sampling size would have been needed (Bryman, 2016). However, for our 

research we viewed the LGBTI as one community, even though we understand that it is not 

homogeneous and can be divided in subgroups. All interviews were held either during or shortly 

after Pride in the respective countries. 

3.3.2 Questionnaires 

We have also collected data on the harmful effects of online and offline hate speech through 

self-completion questionnaires during Pride events. Particularly, the research question “Are the 

LGBTI activists and the LGBTI community in Moldova and Ukraine experiencing any 

differences between the harmful effects of online and offline hate speech?” is suitable to 

examine with a quantitative method, enabling a larger data collection and a Yes or No answer.  
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To measure the prevalence and the harms of online and offline hate speech, a Likert scale was 

used. The Likert scale is a way “to measure intensity of feelings about the area in question” 

(Bryman, 2016, p.154), and is commonly used when investigating attitudes. The scale is 

normally composed of several statements concerning a specific theme, were the respondent is 

asked to state their level of agreement with each statement (Ibid). In our case, we used a 4-point 

scale from 1 “No, I strongly disagree” to 4 “Yes, I strongly agree”. All statements were based 

on our adopted version of Gelber’s and McNamara’s (2016) framework. Thus, we included one 

section regarding online hate speech and one regarding offline hate speech, were a distinction 

was also made between hate speech events. Further, to investigate experienced harms of both 

types of hate speech, we used reported harms from the literature as statements. This was 

supplemented with two open questions, to ensure that the respondents could also eventually 

report experienced harms not covered by existing literature.  

 

For questionnaires we used convenience sampling and snowball sampling, distributing 

questionnaires to people attending Pride events. According to Bryman (2016), the main issue 

with these sampling techniques is that the results will be impossible to generalize. However, it 

can be used when the data collection event “(...) represents too good an opportunity to be 

missed” (Bryman, 2016, p.187). We argue that with regards to reaching LGBTI activists and 

the LGBTI community examining hate speech online and offline, Pride corresponds to this type 

of event. Further, convenience sampling can provide interesting indications and results, even if 

the results are not generalizable (Bryman, 2016).  

3.4 Ethical considerations 

Our point of departure has been the guidelines provided by Vetenskapsrådet in the publication 

God Forskningssed (Vetenskapsrådet, 2017). One of our most pressing ethical consideration 

has been to not do harm, especially to the LGBTI activists we interviewed. This group is 

marginalized in both Moldova and Ukraine and being connected to our research, openly 

identifying as LGBTI, or even speaking from an LGBTI perspective, can pose a security risk. 

Therefore, our interviews were anonymized and carefully planned, so that we did not expose 

them to any avoidable risk. In the case of Ukraine, four interviews were postponed for security 

reasons, since right wing extremists were posting pictures of activists after the Pride March and 

were trying to find them. Three of these interviews were later conducted through Skype, and 

one in real life. 
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Our interview questions posed a risk for the interviewees to revisit painful or even traumatic 

experiences. While we did not have any opportunity to offer support, all interviews were 

conducted in a place and at a time of the interviewees’ choice and with planned extra time to 

ensure that the interviewees could take a break if needed. The interviews were also conducted 

upon an explicit declaration of informed consent of the interviewee. 

 

Another pressing ethical matter was that 22% of the questionnaire respondents were <18 years. 

This was not an issue in terms of interviews, as all our targeted interviewees were >18 years. 

Being under 18 years, one is still a child according to Article 1 of the UNCRC, who defines 

child as “every human being below the age of eighteen years unless under the law applicable to 

the child, majority is attained earlier” (UNICEF, 2013). Thus, certain research ethics applies. 

According to Codex (2019), including children in research poses several potential problems, as 

it is harder to receive an adequate informed consent from a child, they have a lower ability to 

assess risks and consequences and they are more easily affected by other people’s opinions. 

Further, it is crucial to consider children’s rights according to e.g. the United Nations 

Convention on the Rights of the Child (Ibid).  

 

Including a large portion of respondents <18 years was not an intentional, rather an unexpected 

result, of using snowball and convenience sampling techniques. We did not expect that large a 

share of the Pride participants to be underaged, and we did not fully control the data collection, 

as sampled individuals independently passed on questionnaires to other individuals in the target 

group. All respondents were informed about the research prior to filling in the questionnaire, 

filled them in anonymously, and gave their consent.  

3.5 Delimitations and Limitations 

Our research has been delimited to the harmful effect of online and offline hate speech on 

LGBTI activists and the LGBTI community, with two case studies, conducted in Moldova and 

Ukraine during Pride 2019. Further, we have not addressed the recurrent topic of hate speech 

in relation to freedom of speech from a legislative perspective, since our focus was rather on 

the socio-political effects and the perspective of the victims. 

 

One limitation is that we have examined experiences of LGBTI people as one community, while 

knowing that it is not a homogeneous group and that experiences might differ depending on 
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what subgroup victims identify themselves with. For the purpose of our research, we have 

treated sexual orientation and gender identity as a common discrimination ground for LGBTI 

people, arguing that they can be categorized as one marginalized group. Our sampling strategy 

led to one of our main limitations, which is the limited generalizability of our research. In the 

case of our qualitative data set, our cases are not samples from a known population, and can 

therefore not be representative (Bryman, 2016). However, there are different types of 

generalization related to qualitative data, as expressed by Bryman (2016, p.399) “(...) it is the 

quality of the theoretical interferences that are made out of qualitative data that is crucial to the 

assessment of generalization”. The issue with generalizability also holds true for the 

quantitative part of our research, as we have used convenience and snowball sampling, and thus 

do not have a representative sample. As mentioned, however, it too can provide interesting 

indications and results, even if the results are not generalizable (Bryman, 2016).  
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4. Findings from Questionnaires 

The data set consists of answers on self-completion questionnaires collected in Moldova and 

Ukraine (n=102). The questionnaire was formed based on our adaptation of Gelber’s and 

McNamara’s (2016) framework for analyzing harms of hate speech (see figure 2). The complete 

questionnaire can be found in appendix 2. 

4.1 Sample Characteristics 

For this research, 102 of the distributed questionnaires were possible to use. 45% of the 

respondents were residents of Moldova and 55% were residents of Ukraine. The respondents 

from other countries were not included in the final sample. The respondents age varied between 

<18 and >55, but the most frequent age category was 18-25, followed by 26-40. Important to 

note is that 22% of the respondents were younger than 18 years. The ethical implications of this 

matter are discussed in chapter 3.4, Ethical considerations. 

The majority of all respondents (63%), identified themselves as LGBTI activists. One 

background question also concerned the sexual orientation and identity of the respondents. 

Lesbian, bisexual and gay were the biggest categories. The category “Other” includes, among 

other, people who primarily identified as abrosexual, asexual and/or non-binary.  
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4.2 Online Hate Speech 

Over 90% of both the Moldovan and Ukrainian respondents strongly agreed that the LGBTI 

community in their respective country had been subjected to general circulation of online hate 

speech. Whilst responses on direct online hate speech are more differentiated, almost half of 

the respondents in both countries (44% in Moldova, 47% in Ukraine) strongly agreed that they 

had been subjected to direct online hate speech.  

 

Activists agreed to having been subjected to direct 

online hate speech (x̅=2.9) to a larger extent than 

non-activists (x̅=2.1). Calculating Spearman's rho 

(ρ), the correlation is 0.38 and significant at the 

0.01 level. Further, people <26, agreed to having 

been subjected to direct online hate speech to a 

lesser extent (x̅=2.3) than people ≥26 (x̅=3.0), 

ρ=0.26, significant. 

4.3 Offline Hate Speech 

There was a similar pattern as in the answers from online hate speech. Whilst 87% of the 

respondents in Moldova and 95% in Ukraine strongly agreed than the LGBTI community in 

their country had been subjected to offline hate speech, the answers on face-to-face hate speech 

varied. Still, the majority of the respondents in both countries strongly agreed that they had 

experienced face-to-face offline hate speech. The average level of agreement of having been 

subjected to face-to-face offline hate speech compared to direct online hate speech was higher 

in both Moldova (x̅=2.9, x̅=2.6) and Ukraine (x̅=2.9, x̅=2.6). 

 

People identifying as activists agreed to having been 

subjected to face-to-face offline hate speech to a 

larger extent (x̅=3.1) than people not identifying as 

activists (x̅=2.6), ρ=0.17, not significant. Further, 

people <26, agreed to having been subjected to face-

to-face offline hate speech to a lesser extent (x̅=2.8) 

than people ≥26 (x̅=3.1), ρ=0.13, not significant. 
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4.4 Experienced Harmful Effects of Hate Speech 

The respondents were asked to rank their level of agreement to what extent they had 

experienced seven different harms as an effect of hate speech. The questionnaire included 

identical statements for both online and offline hate speech, where respondents ranked their 

level of agreement on a four-point scale where ‘1 – No, I completely disagree’ and ‘4 – Yes, I 

completely agree’.  (X̄) is the average level of agreement. 

4.4.1 Differences Between Online and Offline Hate Speech 

The first important thing to note is that all harms of offline hate speech had a higher x̅ than 

online hate speech. In most of the listed harms, the difference in x̅ between online and offline 

is 0.3 or higher. However, in three categories, the difference in x̅ is only 0.1: ‘Negative impact 

on self-esteem’, ‘Negative stereotyping’ and ‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI 

people in the country I live’. 

 

In terms of offline hate speech, the respondents had the highest x̅ on ‘Normalization of 

discrimination’, followed by ‘Psychological distress and ‘Negative stereotyping’. Online hate 

speech had the highest x̅ on the same harm as offline hate speech, which was also followed by 

‘Negative stereotyping’. Notably, the highest x̅ on online hate speech were higher than the 

majority of the harms of offline hate speech. Although the main finding is that the experienced 

harms of offline hate speech scored higher than in the case of online when looking at the entire 

sample, there was one exception when looking at Moldova and Ukraine separately. Then, the 

harm ‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people in the country I live’ had a 

higher x̅ in the online case in Moldova, although by just 0.1. 
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When re-coding the agreement level of experienced harms to “I rather disagree” (1 and 2) “I 

rather agree” (3 and 4), there were some differences worth noting in x̅ between activists and 

non-activists. Looking at the harm “Psychological distress” from hate speech, activists “Rather 

agreed” on experiencing this harm to a larger extent than non-activists in both the online 

(69%Activist compared to 47%Non-activist, ρ=0.21, significant) and the offline case (81%Activist 

compared to 55%Non-activist, ρ=0.28, significant). Additionally, there was a considerable 

difference in x̅ concerning “Restrictions of freedom of movement and association” between the 

two groups. Whilst activists agreed on experiencing this harm to a larger extent than non-

activists in both the online and offline case, the latter presented a larger difference (64%Activist 

compared to 45%Non-activist, ρ=0.19, not significant). 

 

In addition, the respondents had the opportunity to fill in an open question if they wanted to add 

any additional experienced harm. For online hate speech, respondents added feeling paranoia, 

anxiety, unprivileged, powerless, offended, angry and useless. Moreover, one person added 

getting an eating disorder. One person, identifying as heterosexual, shared that several of her 

friends stopped communicating with her for participating in Pride due to hate speech towards 

LGBTI before Pride. As for offline hate speech, the added harms were similar to those of online 

hate speech. Respondents added feeling of not belonging, of being worthless, of anxiety and of 

fear. Some also mentioned fear of being open about their sexuality and/or gender identity and 

not coming out to their family and friends. One person also shared that they started to smoke 

more due to offline hate speech. 

4.4.2 Differences Between Moldova and Ukraine 

The averages of the ranked harms of online hate speech were similar and almost identical in 

both Ukraine and Moldova. In two categories, x̅ differed slightly more: ‘Psychological distress’, 

where Ukraine was 0.3 higher, and ‘Restrictions on freedom of movement and association’, 

where Moldova was 0.4 higher. Both countries had the lowest x̅ on ‘Physical violence’ and the 

highest x̅ on ‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people in the country I live’ and 

‘Negative stereotyping’. 
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The averages of the ranked harms of offline hate speech were also similar between the countries 

but varied somewhat more than in the case of harms of online hate speech.  In three categories, 

x̅ differed slightly more than the others: ‘Psychological distresses’ (Ukraine 0.4 higher), 

‘Negative impact on self-esteem’ (Moldova 0.3 higher), and ‘Normalization of discrimination 

towards LGBTI people in the country I live’ (Ukraine 0.4 higher). Both countries had the lowest 

agreement on ‘Physical violence’. However, Ukraine had the highest level of agreement with 

‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people in the country I live’ and 

‘Psychological distress’, while Moldova’s top two were ‘Negative Stereotyping’ and 

‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people in the country I live’. 

When re-coding the agreement level of experienced harms to “I rather disagree” (1 and 2) and 

“I rather agree” (3 and 4), also here there was a difference worth noting in x̅ between the 

countries. Regarding the harm “Restrictions on freedom of movement and association”, the 

countries “Rather agreed” to a similar extent in terms of offline hate speech. In the online case 

however, the majority in Ukraine (57%) “Rather disagree” with experiencing “Restrictions on 

freedom of movement and association”, whereas the corresponding percentage in Moldova was 

only 46% (ρ=0.11, not significant). 
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5. Findings from Interviews 

This section will present the interviewees’ experiences regarding hate speech. These are divided 

in online and offline hate speech, and in the sub-categories of direct/face-to-face hate speech 

and general circulation of hate speech. Further, experienced harms of online and offline hate 

speech will be presented. Lastly, the interviewees’ thoughts on preventative actions will be 

discussed.  

5.1 Online Hate Speech 

5.1.1 Direct Online Hate Speech 

The first question concerned whether the interviewees had been subjected to online hate speech 

directed towards themselves. Some interviewees gave the example of having their picture 

posted by different groups on a social media page, paired with threatening messages such as “If 

you see these people, follow them and provide us information about their addresses” (Interview 

1, 5, 10, 13). Connected to this, interviewees also received personal messages or comments with 

violent threats such as “We will find you”, “We will chase you” or “We will kill you and your 

family” (Interview 5, 10, 13). Interviewee 6 shared that he received much direct online hate 

speech when coming-out as gay, and that he received both offensive comments and threats of 

physical violence and even death threats. Several interviewees also mentioned that they faced 

direct online hate speech due to their openness and publicity (Interview 11, 12, 14). Other 

interviewees also bore witness of transphobic, homophobic and/or lesbophobic direct online 

hate speech. Interviewee 2, for example, received the transphobic comment “The awkward 

moment when a fucking lesbian wants to have the figure of a guy”, when defending a man's 

body on a post online. Interviewee 12 was tagged in a homophobic post with a hidden 

incitement to violence where was written “Attention! Share please. A guy lost his orientation. 

Last time he was a man 14 years ago. Now he is in Kryvyi Rih. Let’s help him”. Additionally, 

Interviewee 11 shared her experience of facing direct online hate speech after she was beaten 

at a gay club. Many articles about this were further posted by online news portals and people 

were leaving comments such as “You deserved it”. 

 

Interviewees in Moldova were in general of the opinion that online direct hate speech is most 

commonly produced by unknown “random people”. In some cases, from Moldova, the 
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producers had a connection to extreme right-wing organizations. Interviewees in Ukraine stated 

that direct online hate speech is generally produced by random people (Interview 7, 11, 12, 13, 

14, 15) and far right organizations (Interview 7, 10, 13, 14, 15). Some also mentioned public 

politicians (Interview 12), ultra conservative groups (Interview 10), acquaintances (Interview 

11), people that consider themselves religious (Interview 15) and people within the community 

(Interview 7) as the producers of direct online hate speech. Additionally, there was also a 

general opinion that there is a significant increase of online hate speech during the Pride or 

other events related to the LGBTI community in both countries. 

 

Important to note is that even though all Moldovan interviewees had experienced direct online 

hate speech on one, several or even regular occasion, all stated that their experience is that direct 

online hate speech has decreased, and that they are rarely exposed to it anymore. Interviewees 

from Ukraine had several opinions regarding this. Interviewee 8, 9, 14 and 15 highlighted that 

online hate speech is decreasing while interviewee 10 stated that she does not see any positive 

changes in terms of amount of anti-LGBTI hate speech. Interviewee 13 mentioned that online 

hate speech is becoming lighter comparing to previous years.  

5.1.2 General Circulation of Online Hate Speech 

Regarding general circulation of online hate speech, interviewees were mentioning that this 

type is more common than direct online hate speech (Interview 1, 4, 5, 8, 14). One highlighted 

event of general circulation of online hate speech was hateful comments on online articles 

mentioning LGBTI. 

 

Under each article about LGBTI issues, we have dozens or hundreds of very aggressive 

comments, even if the articles are positive or neutral. Now after Pride, we can see that the 

articles have mostly been positive or neutral, but there are awful comments like: ‘You’re not 

allowed here’ or ‘You should be killed’ (Interview 1).  

 

Further, there was a general opinion that this type of hate speech increases notably during Pride. 

Several interviewees (Interview 1, 5, 10, 15) shared that it is especially noticeable on their 

organizations’ official pages or in direct messages they receive as organizers of Pride during 

this period: “We want you to die so you can’t organize pride marches”, “Because of you, 

Chisinau will end up as Sodom and Gomorrah”, “I will be killing everyone and writing ‘Sieg 

Heil’ with their blood”, “Your bastards faggots-pederasts will be bleeding”, “Why are they 

walking on the streets? Again, these faggots crept out”. 
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As in the case of direct online hate speech, interviewees in Moldova were of the opinion that 

general circulation of online hate speech is most commonly produced by unknown “random 

people” (Interview 1, 2, 4, 5). Some interviewees further mentioned that it can also be produced 

by public figures. 

 

Ukrainian interviewees identified politicians as main producers of general circulation of online 

hate speech (Interview 8, 10, 12, 13), far right activists (Interview 7, 9, 10, 13), random people 

(Interview 11, 12, 14, 15) and representatives of religious groups (Interview 8, 10, 13). 

Interviewee 12 further mentioned that politicians are using incitement to violence when 

producing hate speech. He shared his experience of facing this in a post on Facebook of one of 

the local officials: “Meanwhile scoundrels-perverts cannot calm down and are preparing their 

Gay Parade in Kryvyi Rih. Society is against it, but they are preparing. Hope that harsh miners 

from Kryvyi Rih will kick ass of these Soros’ flunkies up to the hilt as it is” (Interview 12). 

Further, Interviewee 11 also brought as an example a case of hate speech produced by the mayor 

of Sumy: “He wrote a post where he attached a photo from the Second World War from the 

concentration camp where was shown a row of imprisoned people with a text “That’s how 

Prides should be like”.  

 

Despite that many interviewees mentioned that general circulation of online hate speech is 

widespread, interviewees from both countries highlighted that among negative comments and 

messages they started to notice a lot of support for the last few years: “If earlier we could see 

only hate speech comments, now we can also see many responses to these comments from 

people outside the community (Interview 5), “When I write about LGBTQI, I receive more 

positive messages than negative” (Interview 7), “I see more and more people supporting Pride 

and replying to hate speech comments” (Interview 13).  

5.2 Offline Hate Speech 

5.2.1 Face-to-face Offline Hate Speech 

Comparing to online hate speech, the interviewees from both countries highlighted that they 

were subjected to face-to-face offline hate speech less than to direct online hate speech 

(Interview 1, 5, 8, 10-13). Interviewees 7, 9, 11 from Ukraine stated that they face less offline 

hate speech most likely because of what they look like: “I look almost like a heteronormative 
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masculine man, so I think that’s why people don’t bother me a lot” (Interview 9). Interviewee 

6 from Moldova, however, reports that he is more often subjected to offline hate speech than to 

online hate speech, sharing experiences from both walking the street in his home village after 

coming-out and at work. In the first case, a car stopped, and the driver shouted “Petushara!” 

and in the latter case, a colleague commented Pride saying, “If I went to this Parade, I would 

do it only with a machine gun”. Interviewee 1 and 4 also shared experiences where they were 

being yelled at them from a car. In these situations, the driver yelled things like “there is a 

special place in hell for people like you” and that “you will burn in in the fire of Gehenna". 

 

Similar cases with face-to-face offline hate speech yelled on the streets were shared by the 

interviewees in Ukraine. Interviewee 10 and 12 were being recognized on the streets by random 

people which was followed by hate speech such as “I know you and I will find you” making 

the “fuck you” gesture in the first case and “hey, faggot, go away from our city” in the second 

case. Interviewee 11 mentioned that she faced an aggressive offline hate speech targeted at her 

as a transgender person in a tram what was further followed by physical aggression. An opposite 

to this case was mentioned by the Interviewee 7, when physical aggression was followed by 

aggressive hate speech comments regarding her sexual orientation.  

 

Both interviewees in Moldova and Ukraine stated that they are exposed to face-to-face offline 

hate speech very rarely. For example, interviewees 9 and 14 faced this type of hate speech only 

during TV or radio talk shows from their opponents or from random people calling to the studio 

but never in their daily life. Interviewee 13 has never faced face-to-face hate speech in big cities 

such as Odesa or Kyiv but was once exposed to it in a smaller city in Odesa region when he 

was called “Pidaras” (“Faggot/motherfucker”) by two random men on the street. Some also 

highlighted that they choose their communication circle very precisely what helps them to avoid 

face-to-face offline hate speech (Interview 8, 12, 15). Additionally, interviewee 15 highlighted 

that there are more chances that she would face physical aggression on the streets rather than 

face-to-face offline hate speech. 

 

As in the case of direct online hate speech, producers of face-to-face offline hate speech are 

often unknown to the interviewees in both Moldova and Ukraine. However, Interviewee 6 from 

Moldova mentioned that he is regularly experiencing hate speech at his workplace: “Now at my 

work, the main topic is my homosexuality” (Interview 6).  
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5.2.2 General Circulation of Offline Hate Speech 

Offline hate speech against the LGBTI community in Moldova is an existing phenomenon. 

(Interview 1, 2, 4-6). A recent example of this is how some facades of the buildings along the 

street where the Pride march was organized, were covered with anti LGBT hate speech (see 

picture 1). “This was the first year this happened. Of course, it exists in the city, but this was 

the first time they did it on our publicly announced route” (Interview 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Picture 1 General circulation of 
offline hate speech on the route 
of the Pride March in Chisinau: 
“Love between faggots smells 
like shit” and “Gays on the 
street, whores in the parliament” 

Interviewees also shared experiences of people cutting rainbow flags, homophobic signs held 

by counter demonstrators of pride, homophobic messages and pictures on stickers put up around 

the city and pictures promoting the traditional family values (man woman and children), 

opposing LGBTI people. Interviewee 2 shared an experience where he and two other people 

were almost attacked by a man at the entrance of the Pride march. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Picture 2. General circulation of offline 
hate speech on the route of the Pride 
March in Kyiv: “We have to protect our 
kids from pederasts”, “Gay Parades on 
the blood: shame to the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs”, “Sodomy is 

disgusting”. 
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In the case of Ukraine, several interviewees (Interview 12-15) stated that general circulation of 

offline hate speech is mainly expressed by opponents during Pride March or other LGBTI 

related events either in oral form or as a written text on the posters. It usually contains something 

about mental and psychological health (Interview 8) or phrases like “You will burn in hell”, 

“Perverts”, “You should be killed”, “Gays are destroying families” (Interview 12-14). Several 

interviewees (Interview 10, 11, 13) also highlighted that hate speech posters are the same every 

year and that sometimes they can recognize people that are holding these posters because often 

same people come to oppose their events. Additionally, Interviewees 10, 11 and 12 added that 

some of those people are paid to hold these posters and in their daily life are not actively 

opposing LGBTI people. 

 

In terms of producers of this type of hate speech, two main groups identified by the interviewees 

in Ukraine were right wing organizations (Interview 9, 10, 12, 14, 15) and religious groups 

(Interview 10, 12-15). Some interviewees also mentioned political parties and 

traditionalist/conservative groups (Interview 10, 14). In contrast to the Moldovan case, 

interviewees in Ukraine could face general circulation of offline hate speech from the opponents 

during the whole route of the march. 

5.3 Experienced Harmful Effects of Hate Speech  

5.3.1 Online Hate Speech 

The experienced harmful effects of direct online hate speech and of general circulation of online 

hate speech varied between the interviewees but shared several common traits. This was 

noticeable since the harms of online hate speech were often discussed in general, without 

separating experiences from direct and general circulation. 

 

Specifically, in terms of direct online hate speech, the Moldovan interviewees and one of the 

interviewees in Ukraine stated that the consequences depended on their emotional state at that 

specific moment. 

 
If I’m in a vulnerable position, it will affect me. If I’m not and depending on the comment, I 

can have a lot of compassion for the people producing the hate speech (Interview 4). 

 

When being in a vulnerable state, the interviewees experienced harms such as emotional 

distress, depression, sleep deprivation, exhaustion, feeling of fear when walking the streets 
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alone, and strong feelings of discomfort. One of the interviewees also shared that he had very 

strong panic attacks and was not able to engage fully in his work after he was regularly receiving 

direct hate speech messages including threats to his life (Interview 13). Interviewee 12 

mentioned that after receiving threats online he sometimes had to consider whether he had to 

choose another way to his work or not to avoid physical aggression. In relation to such harm as 

depression, Interviewee 8 has stated that her depression was not caused solely by direct online 

hate speech but that it has made a significant contribution to it: 

 
I would say that hate speech contributed to this state a lot. I think it’s around 35-40%. Because 

some problems like problems with money or some material issues are not very important to me 

but I feel pressure due to incapability to keep constant communication with people. 

 

Interviewees 11 and 13 mentioned that they deleted or closed their social media pages after they 

were constantly receiving hate speech messages: 

 

Before this case I had a position that there should be activists that keep their profiles open in 

order to make changes. But here I decided that having an open account further is not safe (...) 

After I did this, a photo of my account was posted in one of the far right groups with a text “We 

have a small victory, LGBT activists are closing their accounts and even our hero V. closed his 

account and now kids will not see all this propaganda” (Interview 13). 

 

Some of the interviewees in Ukraine stated that direct online hate speech has no influence on 

them or is not perceived as humiliating, either because they do not react to such things in general 

due to their personality (Interview 7, 9) or they just got used to hate speech because they work 

in a LGBTI rights defense field for quite a long time (Interview 10, 14, 15). 

 

Regarding possible harmful consequences of general circulation of online hate speech towards 

the LGBTI community, some interviewees stated that this type of hate speech affects them in 

the same way as direct online hate speech. 

 
Logically I understand that it’s just a random post and I don’t have any relation to it, but I read 

it and I feel scared for myself. I perceive it as personal for some reason. Because when someone 

is saying “If I find them, I would do this and that to them” I think: what if he finds me and will 

do that to me” (Interview 6). 

 

Others experience a difference between the two: “There is a difference, personal insults are 

more painful. But I also feel some pain when I see general comments” (Interview 2), “When 

it’s general circulation of online hate speech, I just want to write ‘people you are not right’ or 

‘you live in medieval times’. But when it’s personal it scares me sometimes” (Interview 12), 

“It has no impact on me further. I’ve just seen it and then forgot this. If it’s just “we hate gays 

because they are perverting kids” then I think “whatever”. I don’t have these strong panic 
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attacks that I have after receiving direct online hate speech” (Interview 13). Interviewee 12 also 

added that sometimes general hate speech comments for him are like a blind-spot or a 

background noise. 

 

Regarding harms from online hate speech in general, some interviewees described that they did 

not realize the impact online hate speech had on them in the beginning, and that they had to 

find coping mechanisms or avoid reading the hate speech altogether (Interview 4-6). 

Interviewees also describe a sense of fear or paranoia that does not necessarily arise in the 

moment the hate speech is produced, but that can appear later (Interview 1, 2, 4, 6, 13). 

Interviewee 5 however, does not completely agree with the feeling of fear. 

 
It’s not that much about fear, it’s not about me being scared that these people would do 

something to me, because I understand that it’s only words. It’s more a feeling of being 

offended, a feeling of injustice. And these feelings are very unpleasant. 

 

Interviewee 1 problematizes the fact that activists are so used to threats, that online threats are 

sometimes not taken as seriously. 

 

I think as activists we often lose our sense of self protection, thinking that it’s just threats, that 

it’s not going to be a physical attack, that it is not serious. But it can be serious. It is just very 

hard to focus on that. That’s why we very often dismiss it as nothing.  
 

Interviewee 3 was worrying about what influence online hate speech would have on his family 

and their further relations, when an article he was interviewed for, got re-written very 

offensively in the online version. 

 
I was not afraid of how my colleagues would react. It was however important to me what my 

son, his wife and my grandkids thought of these articles. Luckily, I have a good family and their 

love to me was greater than all this. But I was feeling very bad, of course. I was shocked.  

 

Some interviewees also discussed that aggressive online hate speech is discrimination and can 

lead to other types of discrimination and even legitimize violence. 

 
Hate speech is a kind of a legitimization of violence (...). For some people, violence is something 

normal and when they get the approval through aggressive hate speech from a large number of 

people, they realize that the power is on their side (Interview 5). 

 

I think it is dangerous, because we know that everything starts with the words. (...) if you don’t 

prevent it, it can escalate, and, in the end, it can even lead to physical violence and attacks, even 

death (Interview 1). 
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It can be a satisfaction for people that discriminate LGBTI that they are doing everything right. 

Or they can think if a deputy mayor is saying like this and he is a public person then they will 

join a counter action against LGBTI next time (Interview 11). 
 

Following on this, connection between online hate speech and offline hate speech as well as 

physical aggression was discussed and questioned by several interviewees. While Interviewee 

12 assumed that one of the attacks on him was performed after a certain amount of online hate 

speech, Interviewee 14 said that there was most likely no connection between online hate speech 

that she was receiving and attacks on her. Interviewee 8 highlighted that she has never faced a 

situation when online hate speech has led to further offline actions and that there were always 

different people producing online and offline hate speech. Further, Interviewee 10 had some 

difficulties with connecting online hate speech and further offline hate speech that happened to 

her even though it all happened approximately at the same period: “(...) this is a problem with 

hate speech. Because it’s difficult to prove that a certain action was caused by a certain hate 

speech message even in the countries where hate speech legislation exists. But it’s possible”. 

Interviewee 8 however, clearly sees harmful consequences of online hate speech. 

 
I think online hate speech nowadays is one of the most dangerous sources of threats to life and 

health of LGBT activists and LGBT community in general. 

 

Further, such harm as not reporting hate speech to the police or not being taken seriously by the 

police when reporting online hate speech was brought forward by some of the interviewees: 

“Police would most likely laugh at you if you come with a case related to hate speech if it’s not 

a real threat to your life” (Interview 9); “When it’s online hate speech, cyberpolice should do 

something. But they don’t want to work with anti-LGBTQI hate speech” (Interview 12). 

However, Interviewee 13 added that due to the anonymity of some online groups and channels 

it can be impossible to find a person who produced hate speech: “So it’s not a mistrust to the 

police but more an understanding that it’s very hard and sometimes impossible work”. 

 

Some interviewees were also mentioning positive consequences of online hate speech. 

Interviewee 4 shared that if she was in a good state of mind, hate speech could give her energy 

to minimize the LGBTI hatred in the society and to minimize the harms of these actions. 

Additionally, interviewees 12 and 14 mentioned that online hate speech is motivating them to 

continue being an activist and work harder. 
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5.3.2 Offline Hate Speech 

As in the case of online hate speech, the experienced harmful effects of face-to-face and general 

circulation of offline hate speech varied between the interviewees but shared several common 

traits. Further, harms of offline hate speech were often discussed in general, without separating 

experienced of face-to-face and general circulation. 

 

Interviewee 1 described that one case of face-to-face offline hate speech was so threatening, 

that the organization she is working for decided to buy electro shockers for all public people of 

the organization. Another consequence of face-to-face offline hate speech was a physical 

aggression mentioned by Interviewee 11, when she was beaten in a tram after she was receiving 

lots of hateful comments from a random man regarding her gender identity. The Interviewee 

mentioned that she felt very vulnerable at that moment, due to her inability to protect herself. 

 

From the beginning after two or three of my replies he realized that something was wrong with 

me. He realized that I was not a woman biologically but a transgender woman. And he started 

to yell about this. It was shocking and very unpleasant. When we talk about this now I clearly 

remember how he looked like (Interview 11). 

 

Interviewee 7 highlighted that the more she is subjected to face-to-face offline hate speech the 

more she underestimates such experiences. While talking about offline hate speech she was also 

not dividing it clearly from a physical aggression. 

 
Now I’m like “Yeah, it happens”. So, if last year during the march I was walking and thinking 

“Omg, what if I meet right wing activists, what if they beat me”. Now I don’t really care. I’m 

like “Yeah, I can be beaten. Will be a bit sad because then I will not be able to find a job soon 

because I’m a model and I need to look good”.  

 

Interviewee 3 considered hate speech followed by physical aggression as an exception, rather 

than a rule, in one case he shared. 

 
Yes, I had a case when I was going home from the Pride, I went out from the trolleybus and a 

girl and boy were staring at me for quite long and I heard them saying “Look, it’s a faggot” and 

then a stone was thrown on my back. I don’t consider cases like this. There is always a bad 

sheep among the flock of sheep (...). 

 

While sharing an experience of offline hate speech case that happened to him recently, 

Interviewee 13 also mentioned that after he was receiving online threats he and his partner are 

prepared to face offline hate speech or physical aggression. However, he also stated that even 

though they are prepared, offline hate speech scares him especially when it is produced by a 
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group of people as he is afraid of possible physical aggression after it. Other examples brought 

forward as harmful effects of specifically face-to-face offline hate speech were paranoia, sense 

of fear and avoiding certain public spaces after the Pride march. Additionally, Interviewee 7 

mentioned that she is usually checking whether someone is around when she hugs or kisses her 

partner in order to avoid possible verbal or physical aggression. 

 

Regarding harmful effects of general circulation of offline hate speech towards LGBTI, 

Interviewee 1, 8 and 13 shared that it can make them feel excluded from the society. 

 

When you see it very often, you realize that you’re not welcome here and that people don’t want 

you to be here. It is my space, I live here. But at the same time, someone else decides that it is 

not my space. You feel excluded from the society (Interview 1).  

 

I am very disappointed when it’s said that there is no place in the country for people like me. 

Because I accepted my Ukrainian identity earlier than my lesbian identity (Interview 8). 

 

Interview 4 also discusses how general circulation of offline hate speech can influence a 

person’s feeling of safety in a society and highlights the importance of having access to proper 

information in order be resilient to internal homophobia and to hate speech. 

 
If I would be an LGBTI person who had never walked in the march or never participated in any 

activities and I would open “Komsomolskaya Pravda”, and I would read their reflection of the 

event, I think that would deepen all my internal homophobia and feelings of safety in the society. 

 

Interviewee 10 discussed the harms of general circulation of offline hate speech specifically 

caused by government officials, meaning that they cause harms on two levels, legitimizing 

people’s prejudices of LGBTI people. 

  

When they don’t say anything when violence happens, and they don’t judge it somehow it gives 

a signal to the society that it’s okay. The second level is when they say very negative things 

about the LGBTQI community (...) letting themselves use stereotypes and hate speech 

messages.  

 

Interviewee 11 stated that her right to freedom of assembly was violated when Transgender 

Remembrance Day 2018 was shut down by the police due to an aggression from far rights that 

came to oppose this demonstration and were producing a huge amount of offline hate speech 

towards the participants.  

 

Other consequences that were brought forward as harm of general circulation of offline hate 

speech were discomfort, fear and panic. Interviewee 9, 10 and 15 however, stated that this type 
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of hate speech has no impact on them. Additionally, Interviewee 15 highlighted that general 

circulation of offline hate speech is a push for her to work because it’s helping her to go out 

from her ‘bubble’ where she mainly communicates with people from the community or LGBTI-

friendly people and see that lots of work should be still done.  

 

In terms of harms from offline hate speech in general, Interviewee 6 believes hate speech can 

deepen some people’s internal homophobia. 

 
Many gays do not perceive it as something offensive because they are convinced that their 

homosexuality is a disease. (...) And many gays cannot even tell their friends about their 

orientation. 
 

Others describe a strong sense of fear, and some agree that offline hate speech is scarier and 

affects them more than online hate speech (Interview 2, 5, 9). 

 
Offline hate speech scares (..) Because if someone was daring to say something offensive to 

your face, then most likely this person is capable to attack you physically (Interview 5). 

 
I think for the community, offline hate speech, especially face-to-face is more harmful. It feels 

real and that they mean to kill you, that they will find you (Interview 14). 

 

Interviewee 12, however, mentioned that for him online hate speech is scarier and more 

unpredictable due to its higher level of anonymity: 

 
When I face offline hate speech, I at least can evaluate who is saying this. When it’s online 

offenses, it depersonalizes the one who is speaking, and I don’t understand whether it’s someone 

very young and stupid or it’s a serious athletic man around 30 from right wing organization who 

really thinks like this and wants to beat me. 

 

Interviewee 8 added that in 90% of cases when she knows that she goes somewhere where there 

is a risk to face offline hate speech, she is okay with facing it. However, if someone approaches 

her unexpectedly on the street no matter whether the intention was good or bad it immediately 

causes a feeling of discomfort and inner tension, so she needs some time to calm down after 

this.  Interview 5 shares that being exposed to hate speech, especially offline hate speech, made 

her aggressive and influenced her relationship with her family:  

 
When I was subjected to a lot of hate speech, I was very aggressive. I also had problems with 

my relatives and with my mom. I was always defending myself, sometimes even reacting to 

something that was not offensive, but I interpreted as offensive. It was some sort of 

psychological instability. (...) The less hate speech I face, the calmer I become. And now I 

became much calmer.  
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Additionally, possible impact of offline hate speech on the society and its attitude towards 

LGBTI community was discussed. Interviewees 8, 9 and 13 stated that offline hate speech has 

a lower impact on the society’s attitude towards the community or has no impact at all while 

online hate speech can reach more people and can be shared and reproduced by many internet 

users what can cause bigger and more negative consequences for the community.  

 
If in an empty room someone said “I hate faggots” it’s one thing, but when it’s an open access 

in the internet other people see that it’s okay to say like this and they start to reproduce it and it 

gets more and more hate speech (Interview 13). 

 

Lastly, a harm of not willing to report offline hate speech cases to the police due to the police’s 

unwillingness to work with such cases was brought forward by some of the interviewees. For 

example, Interviewee 15 mentioned that victims of hate speech generally are not used to report 

hate speech to the police because they and hate speech producers know that the latter will not 

be punished for producing hate speech. Even when reporting hate speech to the police, some of 

the interviewees stated that it still did not lead to any results. Interviewee 11 mentioned that 

even though she insisted to include hate speech in her case when she was verbally offended and 

further beaten, the police did not agree to do this, and her offender was not punished at all for 

his actions. Interviewee 14 added that one of the reasons why the police do not want to file the 

hate crime or hate speech is because they do not know how to work with it. 

5.4 Preventative Actions 

Interviewees were also asked how they react to hate speech, how it is already prevented in their 

country and what else needs to be done in order to prevent it. This will be broadly presented in 

this section. A table with specific and detailed examples of preventative actions and reactions 

is found in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4. 

 

In terms of how interviewees reacted to hate speech, this varied both between interviewees and 

between online and offline hate speech. As for online hate speech, some mentioned that they 

answer to comments, in certain circumstances. Others reported reactions were blocking or 

ignoring, reporting to the police (if the producer was a public person), using humor and print 

screening messages for documentation. As for offline hate speech, a common answer was to 

not react at all. In some cases, however, interviewees shared that they said something or talked 

back at the hate speech produced. 
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When discussing how hate speech is already prevented in the countries, different opinions were 

shared. Interviewees were mainly discussing the preventative work conducted by organizations 

through their actions and reactions to online and offline hate speech. Here, the interviewees 

mention documentation of cases, reporting cases to the police, strategic litigations, information 

campaigns, educating journalists and other educational initiatives. It was, however, pointed out 

that the preventative actions are more present in the bigger cities and that smaller villages are 

not reached sufficiently. The most highlighted examples on further preventative actions were 

improved legislation, raising awareness through information campaigns, education about 

inclusiveness and LGBTI people being open about their orientation and gender identity. 

 
Sexual orientation and gender identity must be included in legislation in terms of hate speech, 

not just religious and ethnic based hate speech. There should be something done to put 

responsibility on the police if they don’t include hate speech in hate speech cases. And they 

must be punished with some sanctions if they don’t investigate it properly (Interview 11). 

 
We must teach kids about LGBT at schools. About diversity and inclusion, as well as about 

sexuality. I think if kids get information about this at schools, if they are told different examples, 

if teachers that belong to LGBT stop hiding their identity, then something can be changed 

(Interview 7). 

 

I guess that hate speech is connected to homophobia and transphobia and other phobias and 

these are connected to that people don’t know anyone that are LGBTI in person. That’s why the 

visibility is one of the crucial things for me, that is why I’m doing pride (Interview 14).  

  

When discussing preventative actions, both Moldovan and Ukrainian interviewees highlighted 

the importance of hate speech prevention and stated that it could lead to harmful consequences 

if not prevented.  

 

Hate speech influences people. Inside the community it influences those who are not open and 

who become afraid to open their identity because they don’t want to face hate speech. And it 

causes internal homophobia. In the society it causes negative attitude towards LGBTQI. 

Moreover, hate speech can lead to a physical aggression (Interview 12). 

 

We all know how it started in Nazi Germany, hate speech was the first stage. People thought it 

was just opinions. However, hate speech is always the first step and it is important to prevent 

this process from the beginning (...) For the people producing hate speech it might be only 

words. But for other people, it can be an instruction and they might do something. People don’t 

know how powerful words can be (Interview 1). 
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6. Analysis 

This section will present the findings from conducted interviews and collected questionnaires 

in relation to the chosen theoretical and analytical framework, analyzing harms of online and 

offline hate speech. First, the harms of online and offline hate speech will be discussed in terms 

of constitutive and consequential harms as defined by Gelber and McNamara (2016). 

Constitutive harms are caused in the moment the hate speech is produced, exemplified by 

negative impact on self-esteem, silencing its target, psychological distress and restrictions on 

freedom of movement and association. Consequential harms are harms that occur as a result of 

the produced hate speech, such as negative stereotyping and normalization and of 

discrimination towards a group. As these harms are presented, it is important to note that they 

are interrelated and experienced cumulatively. Therefore, the distinction is not always clear, 

and the categories can overlap. Following on this, the potential differences between experiences 

in Moldova and Ukraine will be discussed using Galtung’s violence triangle.  

6.1 Experienced Harms of Online Hate Speech 

6.1.1 Constitutive Harms  

When being asked about harms of online hate speech in general, interviewees were first 

bringing forward harms that can be categorized as constitutive. Harms like emotional distress, 

depression, sleep deprivation, exhaustion, strong feelings of discomfort and strong panic attacks 

were mentioned. It is important to note that some of the interviewees were experiencing these 

harms only in an emotionally vulnerable position. In addition to these harms, one of the 

respondents had mentioned in open questions of the questionnaires an anxiety and other had 

mentioned eating disorder as the experienced harms from online hate speech. All these harms 

can be categorized as the harm ‘Psychological distress’ according to the Gelber’s and 

McNamara’s (2016) framework. This harm was one of the most often mentioned harm in the 

interviews. Further, it had the highest level of agreement among constitutive harms caused by 

online hate speech in the questionnaires (x̅=2.7). 

 

In terms of constitutive harms, interviewees were in general of the opinion that direct online 

hate speech was more painful and harmful compared to general circulation, which was 

described as a background noise by some of the interviewees. Examples of direct online hate 
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speech impacting ‘psychological distress’ more than general circulation is strengthened by the 

experiences of both Interviewee 8 and 13. While talking about general circulation, interviewees 

were clearly highlighting that this type of hate speech event does not have that strong impact 

on them. Further, as was shown in the questionnaires, activists had a higher level of agreement 

of having been subjected to direct hate speech than non-activists (2.9 comparing to 2.1). 

Additionally, since many interviewees have agreed that general circulation of online hate 

speech is more common than direct hate speech, it can be assumed that direct hate speech can 

have a stronger impact as it receives more attention from its ‘target’ due to its lower frequency. 

Interviewee 6, however, highlighted that general circulation of online hate speech has the same 

impact on him as direct hate speech and is perceived as personal even though he understands 

that ‘...it’s just a random post’ (Interview 6). This can be related to Waldron’s (2012) approach 

to hate speech where he argues that targeted at the group hate speech still has a serious impact 

on all of the group members and can strongly influence their feeling of safety. Moreover, it also 

underlines the fact that difference between direct hate speech and general circulation is not 

always clear. 

 

Second after ‘psychological distress’ the constitutive harm that was experienced to a higher 

extent by the respondents of the questionnaires - ‘negative impact on self-esteem’ (x̅=2.6) - was 

not specifically brought forward by the interviewees. In opposition to this, some of the activists 

were mentioning that they do not feel offended or humiliated when they face online hate speech 

since they perceive this as that person who is producing hate speech has some problems with a 

self-esteem and is just trying to project these problems on them. Such harm as a depression, 

which was previously categorized as ‘psychological distress’, could also be related to ‘negative 

impact on self-esteem’, however, Interviewee 8 was not mentioning specifically that she was 

having issues with her self-esteem. Therefore, it can be assumed that due to the difficulty to 

separate this harm from the ‘psychological distress’, it was not mentioned that much in the 

interviews. Moreover, depression can be also related to the harm ‘feeling of exclusion’ as the 

interviewee was mentioning that she has difficulties in communicating with people what makes 

her excluded from many social activities. ‘Feeling of exclusion’ was not experienced to as high 

extent as ‘psychological distress’ by the respondents of the questionnaires (x̅=2.4) in terms of 

online hate speech, however, it had a higher level of agreement in terms of offline hate speech. 

 

Other interviewees were sharing their experiences when they closed or deleted their social 

media pages due to a significant amount of online hate speech they were receiving. According 
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to the framework, this harm can be categorized as ‘silencing its targets’. These experiences 

show that such actions have limited activists’ opportunity to express themselves and made them 

choose their communication circle online more precisely. Further, it can be assumed that 

Interviewees 11 and 13 have taken these actions to prevent two other possible harms from online 

hate speech - ‘psychological distress’ and ‘negative impact on self-esteem’. Such harm as 

‘silencing its targets’ was not included in the questionnaires specifically, however, it was 

mentioned by one of the respondents in an open answer where was stated that he had to limit 

access to his page and that after facing online hate speech he has a feeling of paranoia while 

using social media. Notwithstanding that online hate speech can silence its targets, some of the 

interviewees have brought forward an opposite to this experience, when hate speech was not 

silencing them but was rather empowering to continue their activist work and was perceived by 

them as a motivational thing. Both activists that were partially silenced by hate speech and 

activists that were empowered by it are engaged in LGBTI activism for quite long period of 

time and are not hiding their sexual orientation and gender identity. Therefore, no tendency why 

hate speech is influencing them differently can be found here besides the fact that they as 

individuals are having different approaches to handle hate speech.  

 

Further, ‘Silencing its targets’ harm can also occur in such actions as not reporting hate speech 

incidents to the police. This specific example was mentioned in Gelber and McNamara (2016) 

and was connected to the feeling of hopelessness when victims of hate speech think that their 

case will not be taken seriously and will not be proceeded further. This issue was mentioned by 

several interviewees, some of which were sharing their personal examples when their cases 

were not proceeded properly and some of which were generally highlighting issues with the 

police that is not taking cases of hate speech, especially online hate speech, seriously and 

therefore there is no point to report online hate speech to the police. One of the respondents 

stated in questionnaires that she has a feeling that her actions in terms of fighting hate speech 

are useless and powerless. This can be also categorized as ‘silencing its targets’ harm. However, 

some of the activists were mentioning reporting to the police as a first action that they take 

when they face hate speech. Some of them were also highlighting that they do this because they 

work in NGO field or are engaged in activism for quite some time and therefore are familiar 

with the mechanisms to cope with hate speech.  

 

Interviewee 12 was mentioning that after receiving online threats he must think whether to 

choose another route to his work to avoid possible physical violence. This reaction to online 
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hate speech is corresponding to the harm ‘Restrictions on freedom of movement and 

association’ according to the framework since the person is limited in his way to move freely 

around the city. Further, one of the interviewees was sharing an experience of feeling of fear 

when walking the streets alone. This harm cannot be fully categorized as restriction on freedom 

of movement, however, it can be perceived as a pre-phase to it, when person experiences 

psychological distress that can further lead to a limitation of his/her movement. In terms of 

questionnaires, this harm was not experienced by the interviewees to as high extent as 

psychological distress but still was perceived as quite strong negative consequence of online 

hate speech. Further, activists have agreed that they were subjected to this harm to a larger 

extent than non-activists (64% compared to 45%, not significant). However, as already stated 

before, this harm was almost not brought forward by the activists in the interviews. 

Additionally, comparing to offline hate speech, this harm caused by online hate speech was 

experienced by both activists and non-activists to a lesser extent (2.7 in case of offline hate 

speech comparing to 2.4 in case of online).  

6.1.2 Consequential Harms 

While constitutive harms were brought forward by the interviewees immediately when they 

started to answer the questions, consequential harms were mentioned later after some time of 

the discussion. The interviewees were often referring to the harms of online hate speech such 

as legitimization of discrimination and legitimization of violence that can be categorized as 

‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people’. Interviewees were also mentioning 

stereotyping while talking about legitimization. Therefore, this harm can also be related to the 

‘Negative stereotyping’ in the framework. However, there was no clear distinction between 

these two harms in the interviews, therefore, they will be further analyzed together. Considering 

results from the questionnaires, ‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people in the 

country I live’ and ‘Negative stereotyping’ had the highest level of agreement (x̅=3.1 and x̅=3 

respectively), not only among consequential harms but among harms from online hate speech 

in general. 

 

It can be seen from the interviews that the mentioned harms are more prevalent when it is a 

general circulation of online hate speech. This can be explained by the fact that general 

circulation of hate speech is reaching more people online than direct hate speech messages and 

therefore has an opportunity to influence more people and their attitudes towards LGBTI 

community. Important to note, that many interviewees were highlighting that negative 
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stereotypes are not that much produced by the media anymore compared to how it was several 

years ago and that the level of hate speech has decreased in media sources. However, the issue 

of random people producing hate speech in the comments that includes negative stereotyping 

under the articles about LGBTI was still highlighted as a current problem. Further, the 

interviewees were referring to the politicians as the main producers of hate speech that is further 

causing these two harms. Moreover, one of interesting examples was brought forward by the 

Interviewee 12 when politicians are not only spreading stereotypes about LGBTI but are also 

inciting to violence in their posts online. Many interviewees have agreed that such incitements 

online can lead to further actions offline when, as Interviewee 11 highlighted, people who were 

neutral or passive would join a counter action against LGBTI next time. 

 

Considering results from the questionnaires, the harms ‘Normalization of discrimination’ and 

‘Negative stereotyping’ are experienced almost to the same large extent in terms of both online 

and offline hate speech. Therefore, it can be concluded that in this case a content of hate speech 

is more prevalent than where is this content published/said. However, several interviewees were 

underlining that online platforms can help producers of hate speech reach more people. 

 

Further, while talking about legitimization of violence, interviewees were often referring to 

physical violence and verbal aggression on the streets. Some of the interviewees were bringing 

this as an example of possible consequences of hate speech but was never facing it as a harm 

themselves while some of the interviewees were sharing their personal examples of being 

beaten or verbally offended after previously receiving online threats. In terms of the framework, 

these harms can be categorized as a ‘Physical violence’ but here it will be broadened to the 

category ‘Physical violence and offline hate speech’. Interestingly, that ‘Physical violence’ 

harm had the lowest level of agreement in the questionnaires (x̅=1.5) while it received much 

attention in the interviews. However, when talking about being beaten or verbally offended on 

the street, some of the interviewees were struggling to categorize it as a harm directly connected 

to the online hate speech. This corresponds to the discussions in the literature (see e.g. Baker, 

2012; Dworkin, 2009) when correlation between hate speech and such harm as violence was 

questioned. Further, it can be assumed that respondents of the questionnaires were also unsure 

whether such harm as physical aggression derives from online hate speech and therefore this 

harm could receive the lowest level of agreement among other harms. No other consequential 

harms besides the harms that can be categorized according to the framework were mentioned 
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by the interviewees and therefore experienced harms of offline hate speech will be further 

analyzed. 

6.2 Experienced Harms of Offline Hate Speech 

6.2.1 Constitutive Harms  

As in the case of online hate speech, interviewees shared experiences of offline hate speech 

causing harms that may be categorized as constitutive. Some of these were paranoia, panic, 

discomfort and sense of fear. More specifically, these harms can be categorized as 

‘psychological distress’, which is one example of constitutive harm in Gelber and McNamara’s 

(2016) framework. Further, it was mentioned by Interviewees 2, 5 and 9 that they experienced 

stronger fear in the case of offline hate speech compared to online hate speech. The interviewees 

had different experiences regarding this, however, Interviewee 12 for example, shared that he 

had stronger fear from online hate speech. 

 

In terms of the questionnaires, there was a high average level of agreement of having 

experienced psychological distress as a result from offline hate speech (x̅=3.1 out of 4), and it 

was the constitutive harm with the highest score. Additionally, this specific constitutive harm 

was one of two harms where the average level of agreement differed the most between online 

and offline hate speech. This indicates that the constitutive harm ‘psychological distress’ is 

experienced more strongly from offline hate speech, although experiences varied on an 

individual level. Further, as in the case of online hate speech, from the questionnaires showed 

that activists agreed to having experienced “Psychological distress” as a result from offline hate 

speech to a significantly higher level than non-activists (81% compared to 55%). This might be 

related to the fact that activists are generally more exposed to situations where hate speech is 

often produced, such as Pride or other big events. Lastly, for the open-ended questions, one 

person shared that they started to smoke more due to offline hate speech. This can be seen as a 

constitutive harm related to psychological distress, drawing on the connection Gelber and 

McNamara (2016) make between constitutive harms and psychology research on targets of non-

physical discrimination, where they argue it has been shown that the victims suffer both 

physically and mentally (Ibid).  
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Deepened internal homophobia was a harm mentioned by Interviewee 4 and 6, which be a type 

of ‘negative impact on self-esteem’. The reason for this is that when some interviewees 

discussed internal homophobia, it was related to feeling less worthy or not accepting 

themselves. The quantitative data further showed that ‘negative impact on self-esteem’ could 

result from being subjected to offline hate speech, although with one of the lower average levels 

of agreement (x̅=2.7 out of 4). Here, there was almost no difference between the level of 

agreement in the online case and offline case. In the open-ended question, feeling worthless and 

depreciated were added as harms of offline hate speech, which too belongs to ‘negative impact 

on self-esteem’. This indicates that there is no difference between how online and offline hate 

speech negatively impact self-esteem.  

 

As in some cases of online hate speech, victims of offline hate speech also expressed an 

unwillingness to reporting hate speech events to the police, which according to Gelber and 

McNamara (2016) is an example of the constitutive harm of ‘silencing its target’. For example, 

Interviewee 15 mentioned that victims of hate speech and hate speech producers know that 

those who produced hate speech would not be punished for this and therefore hate speech is not 

reported to the police. As in the case of Interviewee 11, who reported offline hate speech and 

further physical aggression to the police, she gave up proceeding her case due to the 

unwillingness of the police to investigate it. Interviewee 4 and 1, for example, chose to not react 

or keep silent when they were exposed to offline hate speech. However, this is not necessarily 

connected to the harm ‘silencing its target’ but can be the chosen reaction of some interviewees 

subjected to offline hate speech. This was indeed the case in Leets study (2002), who found that 

passive strategies were most common when responding to hate speech, and (83%) regarded 

silence as a morally appropriate method. 

 

Some interviewees from Ukraine shared that avoided some public space directly after Pride. In 

another case shared by Interviewee 11, Transgender Remembrance Day 2018 was shut down 

due to physical aggression and partly because of offline hate speech from far rights opposing 

the demonstration. Since some of these interviewees felt limited to move safely and undisturbed 

in the public space and the other lost their opportunity to participate in an organized event, these 

types of harm are examples of the constitutive harm ‘Restrictions on freedom of movement and 

association’. This harm was also experienced by the respondents of the questionnaire, although 

with one of the lower average levels of agreement (x̅=2.7 out of 4). From the questionnaires, 

this constitutive harm had a higher level of agreement than in the case of online hate speech. 
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Additionally, as in the case of online hate speech, our results showed that activists agreed to 

having experienced “Restrictions on freedom of movement and association” as a result from 

offline hate speech to a higher level than non-activists, although not significant (64% compared 

to 45%).  

 

As in Gelber and McNamara’s (2016) study, a recurring constitutive harm was feeling of 

exclusion. Interviewee 1, 8, 13 experienced this harm because of offline hate speech, sharing 

that they do not feel that there is a place for them in their country. During the interviews, ‘feeling 

of exclusion’ were generally mentioned in connection to offline hate speech, rather than online 

hate speech. The same trend was present in the questionnaires, where ‘feeling of exclusion’ was 

one of the harms where the average level of agreement differed most between online and offline 

(2.4 compared to 2.8). This indicates that this specific constitutive harm is experienced more 

strongly from offline hate speech.  

6.2.2 Consequential Harms 

Interestingly, harms that would be categorized as consequential were not emphasized to the 

same extent as harms that would be categorized as constitutive, when interviewees were sharing 

harms they suffered from offline hate speech. Consequential harms such as ‘negative 

stereotyping’ and ‘normalization and of discrimination towards LGBTI people’ were 

highlighted more when discussing preventative actions or hate speech in general. Thus, in the 

offline case, these harms were rather presented as cumulative. One notable exception from this 

was the harm physical violence, which will be discussed later in this section. 

 

Notwithstanding the fact that consequential harms from offline hate speech were not always 

discussed specifically in interviews, there were still some examples. Interviewee 10, for 

example, mentioned how government officials used hate speech messages and through this 

legitimized people’s prejudice towards LGBTI people, which can be categorized as ‘Negative 

stereotyping’. This type of consequential harm was also brought forward by Interviewee 12 

when hate speech was discussed in general, who believed hate speech causes negative attitudes 

towards LGBTI people in the society. In the questionnaires, ‘Negative stereotyping’ as a result 

from offline hate speech had one of the highest average levels of agreement (x̅=3.1 out of 4), 

which is quite interesting considering that it was not a focal point in the interviews. Further, 

this is one of the harms where the results differ the least between the offline and the online case 

(x̅=3.1 compared to x̅=3.0). This is also true for the interviews, where this harm was well 
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discussed in the online case. These results indicate that online and offline hate speech has an 

equally big impact on ‘Negative stereotyping’, from the perspective of the victims. 

 

Further in terms of offline hate speech, Interviewee 10 highlighted that when politicians do not 

react to violence, it works as a legitimization of violence. It was a new perspective brought 

forward as other interviewees mainly discusses legitimization of violence as a result of public 

figures say something negative towards LGBTI. When discussing hate speech in general, 

Interviewee 1 shared that some people can see hate speech as an instruction to act, especially 

when the hate speech is produced by the president. According to Gelber and McNamara (2016), 

both types of harm also falls into the category ‘Normalization of discrimination’, or in this first 

case, even legitimizing violence towards LGBTI. In the questionnaires, this harm was the one 

with the highest level of agreement out of all harms (x̅=3.2 out of 4). Similarly to the harm 

‘Negative stereotyping’, there was only a 0.1 difference between the offline and the online case. 

Also in the interviews, ‘Normalization of discrimination’ was well discussed as a harm of online 

hate speech. Thus, it appears that online and offline hate speech has an equally big impact on 

this harm, from the perspective of the victims. 

 

The harm that showcased the biggest difference between offline and online hate speech in the 

questionnaires was ‘physical aggression’, with x̅ of 1.9 and 1.5, offline being the highest. In 

both cases, this harm had the lowest overall level of agreement. Additionally, the interviewees 

had an easier time connecting physical aggression as a direct result of offline hate speech 

compared to online hate speech. However, legitimization of physical violence, or incitement to 

violence, were equally mentioned in both cases. One example from the interviews that would 

fall into the category of ‘physical violence’ is the experience of Interviewee 11, when she was 

beaten in a tram after she was receiving lots of hateful comments from a random man regarding 

her gender identity. Another example is that of Interviewee 3, where he was called a faggot and 

then got a stone thrown at his back. Using homophobic or other types of phobic epithets before 

aggression, could be an example of the aggressor dehumanizing the victim and distancing 

themselves, in line with Fasoli et al.’s results from Study 2 (2016). Even if there were some 

cases of physical violence after offline hate speech, most interviewees had not had this 

experience. The large focus on ‘physical violence’ in the interviews were mainly considering 

the threat of physical violence, which appears to be present in most of the interviewees mind.  
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6.3 Comparison between Moldova and Ukraine 

In order to see whether harms of hate speech are experienced differently depending on the 

prevalence of cultural, direct and/or structural violence in the context in which the hate speech 

is produced, constitutive and consequential harms were categorized according to Galtung’s 

violence triangle. Such harms as ‘physical violence’, ‘psychological distress’ and ‘negative 

impact on self-esteem’ we categorize as direct violence since it directly has an influence on the 

physical and mental state of the ‘target’. ‘Feeling of exclusion’, ‘restrictions on freedom of 

movement and association’ and ‘silencing its targets’ harms are categorized as structural 

violence due to the marginalization and segmentation that are caused in terms of these harms. 

Lastly, ‘normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people’ as well as ‘negative 

stereotyping’ are defined as cultural violence as they legitimize two other types of violence. 

Hate speech itself was previously categorized as cultural violence. 

 

Comparing examples of direct violence between the countries, it appears that specifically 

‘psychological distress’ and ‘negative impact on self-esteem’ were experienced almost to the 

same extent in both countries when interpreting the interviews but highlighted more by the 

interviewees in Moldova. While interviewees in Ukraine seemed to have received more direct 

messages with hateful words and threats what had a big impact on psychological state of some 

of the activists, there were many interviewees in Ukraine that stated that they did not have any 

emotional reactions to hate speech or that it had no influence on their psychological state. 

Generally, interviewees in Ukraine were more desensitized when talking about harms of hate 

speech and some of them were not emotional when they were sharing personal experiences of 

being subjected to hate speech. However, considering results from the questionnaires, one can 

see that LGBTI people from Ukraine had a higher level of agreement on experiencing 

‘psychological distress’ harm in terms of both online and offline hate speech while respondents 

in Moldova had a higher level of agreement on being subjected to ‘negative impact on self-

esteem’ harm.  

 

Looking at ‘physical violence’ as another example of direct violence, it can be seen that 

interviewees in Moldova were focusing on this harm less than interviewees in Ukraine. While 

in Moldova there were two cases of connection between hate speech and physical aggression - 

first when online hate speech has led to a further offline hate speech and second when offline 

hate speech caused physical aggression, there were four cases mentioned by the activists in 
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Ukraine: (1) when online hate speech has led to physical aggression; (2) when online hate 

speech caused offline hate speech; (3) when offline hate speech was followed by physical 

aggression and (4) when physical aggression has led to further offline hate speech. Additionally, 

interviewees in Ukraine were often mentioning far rights as producers of online and offline hate 

speech and were more often mentioning a risk of being beaten by far rights and being beaten in 

general. This was not the case for Moldovan interviewees, who firstly discussed this matter less 

and secondly rather mentioned a risk of being beaten by random people, not specifically far 

rights. Some of the interviewees in Ukraine were again completely desensitized to the risk of 

being beaten and were talking about physical and verbal aggression as something they got used 

to. Interestingly, in the questionnaires, respondents from both countries have agreed to being 

subjected to physical violence almost equally and this harm had the lowest level of agreement 

among other harms. However, as seen from the interviews, physical violence as an outcome of 

cultural violence is present in both countries with its higher prevalence in Ukraine. 

 

Analyzing structural violence, harms as ‘feeling of exclusion’, ‘restrictions on freedom of 

movement and association’ and ‘silencing its targets’ were present in both countries almost to 

the same extent in the interviews and questionnaires. As seen from the data, hate speech is 

leading to structural violence in both cases. However, it can be stated that it is not influencing 

the level of structural violence in Moldova and Ukraine differently as it was in the case of direct 

violence. The only difference that could be seen from the interviews that interviewees in 

Moldova felt more confident to approach police regarding hate speech messages and threats 

while in Ukraine there was more mistrust towards the police. This can be explained by a reason 

that there were less properly investigated cases by the police mentioned by the interviewees in 

Ukraine in terms of hate speech and hate crime. 

 

When it comes to the harm ‘Negative stereotyping’ as a part of cultural violence, there was no 

clear difference between two countries in terms of the interviews and questionnaires. However, 

such harm as ‘Normalization of discrimination towards LGBTI people’ has quite notably 

differed in terms of offline hate speech in Ukraine and Moldova in the questionnaires. 

Furthermore, it was mentioned more often by the interviewees in Ukraine, particularly in 

relation to the politicians as the main producers of hate speech that leads to this harm. 

Additionally, content of political hate speech messages contained more incitements to violence 

and physical aggression in the case of Ukraine. Hence, hate speech as cultural violence is 
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contributing to the increase of cultural violence in both countries with a higher intensity in 

Ukraine.  

  

Following on this, it can be concluded that hate speech as cultural violence in both countries is 

leading to other types of violence. Further, structural and direct violence have shown to increase 

the amount of hate speech in some cases. From the questionnaires, it appears that all harms, 

categorized as violence, are experienced because of hate speech to a larger extent in Ukraine. 

This is specifically the case for ‘normalization of discrimination’ (cultural violence), 

‘psychological distress’ and ‘negative impact on self-esteem’ (direct violence). The content of 

hate speech, as it can be seen from the interviews, may be influenced by the context in which it 

is produced, since hate speech in Ukraine seemed to be more violent, inciting to physical 

aggression as well as related to religious themes, while in Moldova it was referring more to the 

exclusion of LGBTI people from the society and to religious themes. Moreover, as experiences 

of the interviewees show, in the case of Ukraine there is a higher risk that hate speech as cultural 

violence would lead to a physical aggression as direct violence. Considering harms of hate 

speech, it can be concluded that they are experienced differently in Ukraine and Moldova, 

particularly when it comes to hate speech that refers to direct violence. While interviewees in 

Moldova were more aware of the harms that were caused by hate speech, activists in Ukraine 

seemed to be more desensitized towards hate speech harms. Moreover, even though hate speech 

seemed to be more violent in Ukraine, there were more activists in Ukraine talking about 

‘positive’ consequences of hate speech and how both online and offline hate speech give some 

of them a motivation to continue their work. This was brought forward both by the activists 

who were more desensitized towards hate speech and who were experiencing its harms. Lastly, 

not depending on the content of hate speech and context in which it was produced, interviewees 

from both countries were discussing similar preventative actions that need to be taken in terms 

of hate speech and were quite often choosing same strategies to cope with hate speech.   
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7. Conclusion 

What are the harmful effects of online and offline hate speech towards LGBTI activists and the 

LGBTI community in Moldova and Ukraine? 

 

The LGBTI activists and community in both countries are experiencing constitutive and 

consequential harms from both online and offline hate speech. Similarly to previous research, 

victims suffered from constitutive harms as negative impact on self-esteem, silencing, 

psychological distress and restrictions on freedom of movement and association. In terms of 

both online and offline hate speech, results from questionnaires indicated that activists were 

experiencing the constitutive harms ‘psychological distress’ from both online and offline hate 

speech to a larger extent than people identifying as non-activists. Also in line with previous 

research, the LGBTI community and activists suffered from consequential harms like negative 

stereotyping, physical violence and normalization and of discrimination. 

 

Are the LGBTI activists and the LGBTI community in Moldova and Ukraine experiencing any 

differences between the harmful effects of online and offline hate speech? If yes, what 

differences? 

 

It appears that there are some differences in the harms the LGBTI activists and community in 

Moldova and Ukraine are experiencing, comparing harms from online and offline hate speech. 

In the questionnaires, the respondents had a higher average level of agreement to having 

experienced all harms from offline hate speech compared to online hate speech. The harms that 

showcased the largest difference between offline and online were mainly the constitutive harms, 

except for ‘negative impact on self-esteem’. In the consequential harms, apart from ‘physical 

violence’, the difference between online and offline hate speech was negligible. This indicates 

that offline hate speech may cause stronger constitutive harms, whilst both online and offline 

are equally harmful in terms of consequential harms. The experienced harms shared in the 

interviews varied more. As an example, some interviewees found online hate speech to be more 

harmful than offline hate speech. Thus, there is a shared experience of existing differences in 

the harm online and offline hate speech causes, but the individual experience of these harms is 

still unique and may differ from the shared one.  
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Are these effects experienced differently depending on the context in which hate speech was 

produced? 

 

There are also indications that the harmful effects of hate speech are experienced differently 

depending on the context in which it was produced. From the questionnaires, it appears that all 

harms, categorized as types of violence, are experienced to a larger extent in Ukraine. However, 

it is clear from the interviews and questionnaires that hate speech as cultural violence is leading 

to other types of violence in both countries. Results from interviews further indicate that the 

content of hate speech may be influenced by the context. Whilst hate speech in both countries 

referred to religious themes, the content of hate speech in Ukraine appeared to be more violent, 

inciting to physical aggression, whereas in Moldova it was more often referring to the exclusion 

of LGBTI people from society. It can further be concluded that activist in Ukraine and Moldova 

particularly experienced hate speech that refers to direct violence differently, where 

interviewees in Moldova were more aware of the harms that were caused by hate speech, 

whereas activists in Ukraine seemed to be more desensitized towards hate speech harms.  

  

Further research on hate speech can be done from the perspective of both producers and victims 

of it to get a complex vision on the roots of hate speech and further preventative actions. In this 

case, hate speech can be analyzed in relation to a specific producer such as religious 

representatives, far rights or politicians. Moreover, this research indicates that there is a 

difference between the harms that online and offline hate speech causes in terms of constitutive 

harms. Therefore, further research could focus specifically on examining constitutive harms of 

hate speech, to explain potential differences in detail. Lastly, since this research was conducted 

during Pride in two capitals, it can be suggested to conduct similar research in the region, 

preferably in smaller cities and not during Pride, to see how harms of hate speech are 

experienced in more remote areas. 
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Appendices 

1. Interview Guide 

Background questions 
• What is your country of residence? 

• How do you define yourself (LGBTQI?) 

• How do you engage yourself in LGBTQI activism? 

• Is your work directly related to the LGBTQI activism or your activism is something you do 
voluntary? 

 

Online hate speech  
Direct (face-to-face) 

• Have you experienced hate speech online directed towards you personally? 

• What was said or written? 

• Who produced the hate speech? 

• How did it make you feel? 

• Did you experience any harmful consequences because of it? If yes, which ones? 
General circulation 

• Have you experienced online hate speech directed towards LGBTQI people in general? 

• What was said or written? 

• Who produced the hate speech? 

• How did it make you feel and how did you react? 

• Did this expression of hate speech have any consequences on you personally and/or on 
community in general in your opinion? 

 

Offline hate speech  
Face-to-face 

• Have you experienced offline hate speech directed towards you personally? 

• What was said or written? 

• Who produced the hate speech? 

• How did it make you feel and how did you react? 

• Did you experience any harmful consequences because of it? If yes, which ones? 
General circulation 

• Have you experienced offline hate speech directed towards LGBTQI people in general? 

• What was said or written? 

• Who produced the hate speech? 

• How did it make you feel and how did you react? 

• Did this expression of hate speech have any consequences on you personally and/or on 
community in general in your opinion? 

 

Online and Offline hate speech  
• Are there any differences in how online and offline hate speech are affecting you? If yes, what 

differences? 

• Which type of hate speech is more prevalent in your daily life? 

• Are there any differences in how online and offline hate speech are affecting LGBTQI rights 
and attitudes towards LGBTQI in your country?  If yes, what differences? 

 

Towards preventative action 
• What do you think is already done in your country to prevent hate speech and its possible 

consequences? 

• What do you personally do to prevent how hate speech could affect you? 

• What else needs to be done in order to prevent harmful effects of online and offline hate 
speech? 
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2. Questionnaire 
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3. Preventative Actions 

Interviewees’ suggestions 
 

1) the need for a 

political will to 

prevent hate speech 

and the need for 

reactions from 

different actors 

There needs to be a political will. Producing hate speech should be something 

shameful. We need public shaming of hate speech, also of public figures producing 

hate speech. It sets a bad example if the president says he is not the president of 

LGBTI people. (...) When the president produces hate speech, it is obvious that it 

is OK to do it. If someone with power said it is NOT okay, it is NOT allowed, we 

are AGAINST it - it would be a good first step (Interview 1) 

 

Every person holding a governmental position has to understand the 

responsibility for every word he/she says. And it doesn’t matter towards which 

group these words are targeted, either Russians or gays or Moldovan or 

Romanian. He/she has to understand that his/her negative speech about one of the 

social groups is not just a negative speech, it’s hate speech (Interview 3) 
 

Other actors should talk about it and never agree with the opinion that hate speech 

is normal (Interview 2) 

 

There should be a reaction from the society to hate speech, so you will be ashamed 

to produce hate speech (Interview 11) 

 

 

2) informing people 

 

We always try to explain publicly that this person said this or that and went to 

court and had to pay a fine, just to show general public that it is not allowed 

(Interview 1) 

 

We started information campaigns in 2015 and changes are significant since then. 

Before, hate speech comments were more uncontested, now we can also see many 

supportive responses made by people outside of the LGBTI community. (...) Those 

who produce hate speech are confident that the power is on their side. But when 

they get some resistance, it’s very unpleasant for them and they will be afraid to 

comment again (Interview 5) 

 

Anti-awards. It is a tactic that works and is used by a lot of activists in Moldova. 

To radicalize and make fun of people that have bad intentions and that use hate 

speech, in their public discourse especially (Interview 4). 

 

Informing should be done through mass media. Not through the sources that are 

connected to human rights topics and are followed by people who are already 

fighting against hate speech or are victims of it. Because then for whom are they 

writing? (Interview 9) 

 

Hate speech has an influence when there is a lack of information and knowledge. 

And when a level of life is low and when church plays a big role (as in Western 

Ukraine) it also has more impact. Therefore, people have to be more informed 

about LGBT and how people differ within this community (Interview 11) 

 

3) improving education 

system 

We have to teach kids about LGBT at schools. And teach them about diversity and 

inclusion as well as about sexuality. And then I think if kids get information about 
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this at schools, if they are told different examples, if teachers that belong to LGBT 

stop hiding their identity, then something can be changed (Interview 7) 

 

As a long-term perspective, there should be tolerance lessons at schools where 

children will be taught that diversity exist and it’s ok. But it’s a very long-term 

perspective. Because now even teachers are intolerant, so there is no one who 

could teach this (Interview 5). 

 

For example, I think that more attention to hate speech prevention has to be paid 

at schools in relation to 7th, 8th and 9th grades. And this has to be not a boring 

lecture, but something interesting (Interview 8) 

 

We also have to increase level of education at schools to the human rights 

standards. Teachers just recently started to talk about bullying at schools, and it 

will most likely lead to a good result (Interview 10) 

 

There should be education programs and it has to be not only in relation LGBTQI. 

Because hate speech against Roma people also exists. So the level of education 

should be increased. Kids have to be taught that hate speech should not be 

accepted and also taught what is humanity and kindness (Interview 12) 

 

 

4) improving legislation 

 

We have a very good law that prohibits hate speech. The only issue with this law 

is that punishment is not strong enough. (...) If we had a more strict legislation, if 

hate speech would be punished with a fine, and those who don’t moderate their 

pages would be also fined, then maybe we would have less hate speech (…) From 

our experience, when someone has to pay for producing hate speech it’s quite a 

strong argument for this person to not produce it again (Interview 5). 

 

We have mechanisms that are needed to proceed hate speech cases. But these 

mechanisms can work only if on the level of the Ministry of Justice the mechanisms 

of control work very precisely, so such cases are taken into consideration and 

proceeded according to the law (Interview 8) 

 

I think there should be a division between hate speech and freedom of speech on 

the level of legislation and some restrictions should be considered because hate 

speech really leads to awful consequences. However, there should be a 

transitional period before this legislation is fully implemented otherwise too many 

people will be imprisoned. We have to see how it was in other countries (Interview 

10) 

 

It should be a top-down decision. Sexual orientation and gender identity have to 

be added to the legislation in relation to hate speech, not just religious and ethnic 

based hate speech. There should be something done to put responsibility on the 

police if they don’t include hate speech in the case when there was a hate speech. 

And they have to be punished with some sanctions if they don’t investigate it 

properly (Interview 11) 

 

We have a lot of threats coming to us as pride organizers, and we report almost 

every time, but it is not investigated/resolve. So, I guess the proper legislation and 

law enforcing practices are needed (Interview 14) 
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5) working in the 

regions and smaller 

cities more 

I think that there should be more activities in the regions. What is done in Kyiv 

and Odesa is good and society there becomes more tolerant. But if we go 40 

minutes away from Odesa, we already hear “faggots”, “these”, “your event is 

not allowed” and etc. It should be work with the LGBTI community itself, police, 

deputies, doctors, psychologist and people in general (Interview 13) 

 

It’s important to work more online (…) so more is visible and reaches people 

outside of Chisinau (Interview 4) 

 

 

6) visibility 

 

Make more coming outs, as much as we can. Because people are homophobes 

unless they realize they have LGBT people in their surroundings. And when they 

get this experience of communicating with LGBT, they stop being afraid of them, 

they break all their stereotypes and prejudices (Interview 5) 

 

I guess that hate speech is connected to the homophobia and transphobia and 

other phobias and these are connected to that people don’t know anyone that are 

LGBTI in person. That’s why the visibility is one of the crucial things for me, that 

is why I’m doing pride (Interview 14) 

 

I am sure that if you have the inner phobias you can feel that you deserve that hate 

speech is coming your way. Many still don’t want to come to our office because of 

internal phobia, because they don't want to associate themselves with us. They just 

stay away, and they are left out from what they could have. That’s why it is also 

important to work online (Interview 4) 

 

At some point I realized that being openly gay is an activism. I was not yet open 

yet then. I realized that if you are not open and you have internal homophobia, 

you cannot really make changes. And even when world does not accept you, you 

have to be able to accept yourself (…) We started a campaign where I openly 

relieved my sexual orientation on video to make my coming-out more public that 

could help me to protect myself. There are researches that show that public figures 

have less chances to face physical aggression than people that are closed 

(Interview 6) 

 

 

7) informing LGBTI 

community about 

harmful effects of 

hate speech 

I think that being an LGBTI person one should really work with the internal 

homophobia, transphobia, or whatever phobias you have. Because it would make 

you understand that hate speech is not okay, and it would motivate you to fight 

against it. But because we are so used to it, we have that approach that ‘it is not 

the worst that could happen’. (...) First, one needs to understand that hate speech 

is not okay, and then one can learn how to act and how to stand up for oneself 

(Interview 4) 

 

 

8) establishing rules of 

regulating online hate 

speech 

It’s also very important that people who have some influence on such things as 

policy of social media are included in the discussion about the safety of social 

media and are controlling that the rules are followed. I understand that it’s very 

difficult to track dozens of hateful messages online, but I think if people created 

such thing as social media they are capable to make some rules that will work 

(Interview 8) 
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The more preventative measures we will have the better will be. For example, 

deleting homophobic comments or moderating comments (Interview 6) 

 

 

9) support groups for the 

victims of hate 

speech 

 

Maybe some support groups for the victims should be organized so they could talk 

about this and feel that they are not alone (Interview 9) 

10) improving work of 

the police 

 

 

Best-case scenario is the police do something about hate speech (Interview 9) 

 

If we had more efficient and fast mechanism to report hate speech, would be much 

better. But it’s an issue with the police in general. There should be done more in 

order to reform the police (Interview 11) 

 

Police have to work with this. When it’s offline threats police is supposed to do 

something and when it’s online it should be a cyberpolice (Interview 12) 

 

It’s always suggested to report hate speech to police saying that it was based on 

your sexual orientation. The more reports on such cases the more serious attitude 

police will have to this (Interview 6) 

4. Reactions on Hate Speech 

Online hate speech 

Interviewees’ reactions: 

 

11) ignoring hateful 

messages, blocking 

the producer of it, or 

waiting for a page 

administrator to 

handle it 

I usually don’t involve myself in discussions in social media in comments below 

some posts or news where is hate speech. Just because I think it will not have any 

positive results. Ignoring such things is my way of self-defense (Interview 8) 

 

I try not to read hate speech posts or comments because they annoy me. I 

understand that it’s a bullshit so why should I waste my time on this (Interview 9) 

 

When I see first two comments, I immediately stop reading further. I don’t want 

to make my brain busy with that. Or I can also block a person. I can spend half of 

the day to find people in comments who produce hate speech towards LGBT and 

block them. I don’t want them to be present in my life (Interview 11) 

 

I understand that we can’t change this particular person in that particular 

situation, and it is better to not involve ourselves in that conversation, because 

there will be more hate speech (Interview 14) 

 

I usually ignore hate speech because I have too much information and too much 

work to pay attention to such things (Interview 15) 

 

As a group of activists, we see a lot of comments online and I prefer not to read. 

Several years ago, I read all. But then I decided WHY? It is not healthy for me at 

all. I prefer to read positive feedback, and many give us that (Interview 1) 
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Since it was not on my personal page, it’s usually the decision of the organization 

to delete comments like this, consisting of incitements to hatred. It was deleted, 

and I did not respond to it. It made me feel awful when I read it (Interview 4) 

 

Sometimes I just block a person (Interview 5). 

 

12) reporting hate speech 

cases to the police 

When my photo was posted in one of the far rights groups, I reported this case to 

the police (Interview 13) 

 

Our actions towards the hate speech depend on who is producing the hate speech. 

If it is ordinary citizens, we are actually not doing anything. Because if we go to 

the police, they say that it is not possible to find this person. If it is a public person, 

we always apply court cases (Interview 1) 

 

I always approach police because I work in human rights defense field and I know 

that such words are threats to my life and I know that they can be not just simple 

words, so I report to police and tell them that I received threats (Interview 15) 

 

 

13) commenting back on 

the hate speech 

If people just express their opinion or write that homosexuality is a disease, then 

I can comment. But I don’t see the point to engage when people are already 

offending each other (Interview 10) 

 

There was a post on the internet about the series Vikings and a picture with the 

actors. And there was a guy who was quite thin, not very muscular, and they were 

laughing at his figure. And I wrote that his figure was cool and that I would like 

to have one like that. A guy said, “The awkward moment when a “fucking lesbian” 

wants to have the figure of this guy”. After I wrote I’m not a “fucking lesbian” 

I’m a transman, one person wrote that he would beat my teeth out and if my 

parents knew. That was very offensive. I blocked him and tried to report him as 

offensive, but the admin of the group did not act on this (Interview 2) 

 

I reply when it’s possible. I try to explain people why they are not right when they 

write something like ‘homosexuality is a disease’ and attach links that 

homosexuality is something person is born with. But if I see that there is no sense 

to spend time on this person because he/she will not understand then I just ignore 

such comments (Interview 12) 

 

For example, recently I received a message saying that it’s a religious fast now, 

that I have to get rid of my sin, that this person would help me to do this and he 

could send a video with some saint woman that had similar life and succeeded to 

fight this sin. I said that I’m not very religious and especially don’t belong to the 

Orthodox church. He asked why, and I said him that Jesus was gay. His reply was 

like “You fucking faggot, son of a bitch, piece of shit, I know where you work, I 

will fucking find you and will knock out this from you” (Interview 6) 

 

 

14) print screening 

messages for the 

documentation 

 

Some of them I’m print screening and saving at google drive (Interview 12) 

 

Everything that was happening in far rights groups when they were posting 

pictures of the activists in Telegram and Instagram I was print screening 

(Interview 13) 
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I always save it, make a print screen because we document such cases (Interview 

5)  

 

15) using humor to reply It helps me to avoid trauma (...) I usually reply something like ‘Oh, no, you broke 

my heart, how can I move on with my life!’. They don’t expect to receive something 

like this and therefore don’t know how to react” (Interview 5) 

 

16) making fun of hate 

speech with 

friends/colleagues 

 

Sometimes it’s even causing a laugh. I can print screen it, send it to my friends 

and we can laugh at it together (Interview 7) 

 

17) making public 

announcements from 

the organizational 

page 

If it’s super radical form of threats like “we have knives and bombs and we will 

come to bomb your march” or “we will kill you faggots” there can be a panic. So 

then Kyiv Pride makes a public announcement or public reaction. We talk about 

security or ask to ignore some fakes (Interview 15) 

 

(About general circulation of hate speech) Because here I’m a representative of 

the organization and therefore have to react differently. I always register these 

cases and usually just delete these comments. There is also a warning on our 

pages that hate speech will be deleted immediately without any additional 

warning. We make print screens and delete it immediately (Interview 5) 

 

18) attracting media to the 

case to make it public 

When we receive online hate speech, we usually react if it is made by public 

people, we call to mass media and so on. We react in different ways, even though 

I usually don’t think there is any immediate danger (Interview 1) 

 

It’s good to attract media to your case otherwise the police don’t do anything if 

there is no pressure on them (Interview 12) 

 

 

19) joining online groups 

that post photos of 

LGBTQI people with 

hate speech messages 

 

 

I’m joining some of the far-right groups that post pictures of the activists to see 

what’s going on there (Interview 10) 

 

 

Offline hate speech 

Interviewees’ reactions: 

 

1) ignoring hate speech If it is on the street, I prefer not to react. Because you never know how far a person 

can go (Interview 1)  

 

It is safer to just pass by (...) because it lowers their excitement about it (Interview 

4) 

 

There is no sense to have a discussion. What will I say? “Sorry, your words are 

not politically correct?” It’s not safe (Interview 13) 

 

If offline case has not caused a physical aggression and it’s just people yelled 

then it’s okay, I let it go. Otherwise, I would just burn (Interview 12) 
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2) reacting to hate 

speech 

 

I told him to fuck off, and he fucked off. (...) Offline hate speech requires some 

reaction from me. I never know how to react “as one should” (Interview 2) 

 

The issue with offline hate speech is that you cannot just ignore it, you have to 

react somehow. Either you reply, or you go away, but you have to react (Interview 

8) 

 

If it’s far rights coming to shut down our event I can go and talk to them. It never 

went further to something like physical violence. However, I would not 

recommend anyone to do this because usually it just encourages people who came 

to use violence (Interview 10) 

 

 

3) reporting to the 

police 

 

When it’s offline hate speech then you should report it to the police (Interview 9) 

 

I reported my case to the police but the person that produced hate speech and 

used further physical aggression towards me was not punished in any way 

(Interview 11) 

 

4) taking pictures  

of hate speech 

messaged 

I’m just taking pictures for the history, to save this. I’ve read those posters and 

immediately forgot what was written. Because it’s not interesting to me (Interview 

11) 

 

We made a lot of fun of it, because they make a lot of grammar mistakes. But of 

course, it was not comfortable to see them. On the one hand, you’re used to it. 

But we took pictures and also the police noted it (Interview 1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 


