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Il INTRODUCTION

Dear reader,

The purpose of this research is to collect comprehensive, unbiased,
and reliable information about the spread of hate speech in Armenia and its
consequences from various sources, in order to find adequate and effective

solutions to the situation.

Development of this manual is supported by the Embassy of the
Kingdom of the Netherlands to the Republic of Armenia within the frames
of the project “Combating hate speech for the sake of pluralism and tolerant

democratic society”.

The Institute is an independent think tank that conducts a wide
range of expert work and research, as well as develops practical strategies
aimed at improving specific areas and bringing about real changes. The most
important component of the institute's activity is to equip society with
knowledge in line with modern developments through informal education,
filling the gaps in formal education, identifying talents and promoting their

development, and raising public awareness.
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fuinhpp wjuybu Ynsyws Uniinwughwi b, wjuhtiph' kpp dwpnhl,
ogquytiny hpkug hpwyniuptphg, Jwubwynpuwybu junuph
wquunipjult hpwynitiphg, wigunud G pnyjuwnpbih vwhdwbp b
hpkilg hpunitplipp ns pupbjungnpbi bt hpugimd’ jpwpanbynyg
wjing hpwynibpubpp:  Uju hpwdhdwlp Yngynud £ wbdh
hpwyniupttiph  vwhdwbwignd b swpwpwhnid:  Ppwyniuph
swpwowhnmd Jupnn £ wpdwbwgpyl) dhugytt  wy  phwpnud, Epp
dupnt hp hpwyniuptptt hpwgubihu gnipu E qujhu hpkt opkupny
Jhpwwwhywsd hpwjuwunipjniibph gppwttwljhg bt jpwjunbiny wyng
hpwynipubkpp b Juwu hwugubiny tputg ophttwljut owhbpht:

funuph wquunipjut hpuynituph  hpugdwt  plpwugpnid
pnyunpbih vwhdwbb whghihu' hpudnipp swpuswhbijhu, b hwyn
E quihu winbknipjut funupn (hate speech):

'Cunniuby L BYpnyugh junphnipnp 1950 . unjkdpkph 4-ht:
Cunmiuby E UUY-h @ uwynp ykhwdnnnyp 1948 p. nkljnbdptph 10-ht, 217 U III:
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Il PREAMBLE

Freedom of speech or freedom of expression is one of the
fundamental human rights and is enshrined in many international
documents. Freedom of expression is enshrined in the Convention on the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms', the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights? and the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights®. These international acts were the basis for the further
development of the right to freedom of speech and predefined the directions
ofits development. This right includes the freedom to hold opinions,
receive and impart information and ideas without interference from
state authorities and regardless of boundaries.

Currently, the most common problem is the so-called mutation of
freedom of speech, that is, when people using their rights, in particular the
right to freedom of speech, cross the permissible boundaries and exercise
their rights in bad faith, causing damage to the rights of other people. This
situation is called violation and abuse of personal rights. Abuse of a right
can be recorded only when a person, while exercising his/her rights, goes
beyond the scope of powers reserved to him by law and damages the rights
and legal interests of other persons. Hence, during the exercise of the right
to freedom of speech, when the permissible boundaries are exceeded, when
the right is abused, appears the speech of hate or as the whole world calls

it, "hate speech".

! Adopted by the Council of Europe on November 4, 1950.
2 Adopted by the UN General Assembly on December 10, in 1948. 217 A III.
3 Adopted by the United Nations on December 16, 1996. 2200 A XXI.
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Uwnbnipjutt  junuph  wwpwénidt  wjuop nwpdl; k
hwdwsopiwphuyhtt fuuinhp, wyn hul] yundwneny whnnipmnibubpp b
Uhguqquhtt juquultpympinitikpp uful) u - wlnhy  wuwjpup
unk] npu nbd: Muypupp mwpynud £ hisybu punupuljub, wjbiybu
b hpwdulul gnpshpwljuquny twhwnbubng  opktunpuljui
vwhdwiwthwlnidubp pinhniy Uhish pphuljut yunwupwbun-
Ynipjnii:

Uwnbnipjut junupp sh opewtghk] twb 22 hwuwpululub
hwpwpb-pnipyniutbp £ tbpunidyt) b wpdwwnwynpyl] wnbnipjut
junupti hp puquuphy] gpulnpoidibpny yhpudnpubp,  qpugwp-
wnnipnil, ppunipjub Ynstp Gu:

“Sk u https://rm.coe.int/1680505d5b:
5Sk'u UN Strategy and Plan of Action on Hate Speech 18 June SYNOPSIS.pdf:
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The 1997 Recommendation* on Hate Speech of the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe can be considered a document officially
declaring the fight against hate speech, and now the spread of hate speech
has become a very serious problem for the whole world. So much so that
even the United Nations was not left out of it and also got involved in the
fight against hate speech by establishing the United Nations Action Plan
on Hate Speech”’.

According to the United Nations Hate Speech Strategy and Action
Plan, hate speech is “any kind of communication in speech, writing or
behavior, that attacks or uses pejorative or discriminatory language with
reference to a person or a group on the basis of who they are, in other
words, based on their religion, ethnicity, nationality, race, color, descent,
gender or other identity factor.”

The spread of hate speech has become a global problem, which is
why states and international organizations have begun to actively fight
against the spread of hate speech. The struggle is waged with both political
and legal instruments, providing legislative restrictions, up to criminal
liability.

The Republic of Armenia was also not spared from the spread of
hate speech. Hate speech with its many expressions - insult, slander, calls
for violence, etc. - has been introduced and rooted in public relations. All
these are serious threats to the security and solidarity of the society and the

fight against them is currently on the agenda.

*See https://rm.coe.int/1680505d5b:
>See UN Strategy and Plan of Action on Hate Speech 18 June SYNOPSIS.pdf:
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Global and social relations are evolving every day, and new means
and tools are being used to control public behavior in Armenia, and hate
speech is being used to limit freedom of speech. Meanwhile, the
polarization of opinions, the division of people into black and white,
supporters and opponents, where the individual avoids voicing his
differing opinion, being sure that he will become a target of hate speech as
a result, leads to the silencing of alternative opinion, the management of
the formation of public opinion and demands.

Freedom of speech is meant to reveal the truth through civilized
discussion and should not be used as an umbrella to justify discrimination
and disorder, which can lead to crimes and chaos in the country. In order
to find a way out of the emerged situation, it is first necessary to clearly
formulate hate speech as a challenge for democracy, to clearly define it in
domestic legislation and international regulations, to clarify the boundary
that makes it clear for every person where the borderline between freedom
of speech and hate speech is. It is not possible to solve the problems related
to hate speech quickly, but it is very important to remember that it is no
longer a domestic or individual problem of our country. It has become a
universal challenge. It is necessary to educate the public, politicians, media
representatives, adopt proper policies and legislation and be guided by a

simple formula: my rights end where the rights of others begin.
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The “Institute of Liberal Politics NGO has initiated the
implementation of quantitative (public opinion) and qualitative (in-depth
interviews and focus group discussions with stakeholders and experts in
the field) research in order to highlight the understanding of hate speech
by the Armenian society, its manifestations and consequences, as well as
to compile professional solutions and comments about public views and
formed stereotypes.

Quantitative data analysis is necessary in order to get a clear picture
of how society perceives hate speech and its manifestations, on which
platforms hate speech is mostly observed, does it consider the spread of
hate speech as a problem, and what is the reason for its prevalence.

Findings from qualitative data summaries should inform
recommendations for legislative reform and practice improvement,
ensuring evidence-based policy development that reflects the needs,
concerns and recommendations of all stakeholders in the sector.

The research is carried out within the framework of the
“Combating hate speech for the sake of pluralism and tolerance in a
democratic society” project, which is funded by the support of the
Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands in the Republic of Armenia.
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Uppwlwt dpwgpkp E hpwwbwgunid Ephunwuwpnubph hwdwp,
npnip hbkwnwppppdws ki punuwpwluwinipjudp, (hphpwihqung b
dwpnnt hpuwyniupttipny:

bPuunhwnniinp  qpunynud £ bwb  hlkwnwgnunipnibtbph
hpwywbwgdwdp, husybu twb wwppbp  judpbph, whunwlub
Junnygubph, jungkih jadpbph b wy] wbdwbg ppunhpubphtt ninngws
thnpdughnwlut wyuwnmpnibhubph tbpjuyugdudp:

lo

[ PREAMBLE

The Institute of Liberal Politics was founded in 2018 and since
its establishment it has implemented a number of programs aimed at
strengthening democracy and the rule of law.

The Institute is an independent think tank that provides non-
formal educational programs for young people interested in liberalism,
human rights and politics.

The Institute is also engaged in conducting research, as well as
presenting expert works aimed at the problems of various groups, state

structures, vulnerable groups and other people.
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ZEnwgnunmipjub juunhpubpt .
Ljwpwgpk] unghwjujut mwuppbp jpdpbiph qunljkpugnidubpt
wwnbknipju januph Jhpupbpyuy:
Nuunidtwuhpl] winbjmpul junuphtt pupfbnt hwpgusubkph
thnpdp:
Pugwhuwynt) Z2Z-nid wmnbmipjut junup nwpwénn hhdbwlub
hwppwljutpp:
Nuwpql) 22 puwlhsubph JEpwpbpuniipp wnbnipjut  junup
wnwpwédnn hwppwlubph tjundwdp:

NMuwpqgbk, pk wnbnipjut junuptt hy wqngmpmit £ niubkghkp
hupgudlitph b phpwpuught uy) adptpp dpu

NMuwpqk] wnbnipjub junupp uyuebkint  hhdbwlwt  gppw-
wyuwwndwnubpp:
Ljwpwqgpl]  wwubnipjut junup  wwpwoénn  wwpphp

hwppwljutiphg b tnwpptp punyph wnbntlnipniuubphg oqunynn
punwpwghttphunghwi-dnnnyppugpujut nhiwtupp

nuwn uknh,

uwn twppph,

puwn Yppnipjul,

nuwn pupklgnipjut dwljupnulh,

puwn pbwlnipjut Juyph:
zhinwugnunt] ninkjunulut hwppwljutph b jupshp duwynpny
wlhwwnubph huiskgpws wnbnipjut junuph b Jhpwynpuwputiph
YEpwpkpyu ptwfsnipyut nwppkp jpdptph fupshpp:
dtp hwibk), pt hhdtwlwiund hty ptdwbbph, Gplnypubph,
hudptiph b wudwig E JEpupbpnid mbinbjunduljut hwppwljutph
b Yupshp Abwynpnn withwnubph htighgpusd wnbjnipjut junupn:
Mwpgk] np Ukpnpubpt &u 22 plhwlhstbph  nkuwblyniihg
twppuwnpbh wnbnipjut junuph nhd wuypwptint hwdwp, b np
Junnygubpt ot judpbpt B yuwnwupwbwnnt npu hwdwnp:

[l RESEARCH GOALS AND AIMS

The goals of the research are as follows:

. Describe the perceptions of "hate speech" by different social
groups.
. Reveal the respondents' experience of facing "hate speech".

Identify the main platforms spreading "hate speech" in RA.

. Identify the attitude of RA residents towards platforms spreading
"hate speech".

. Identify the impact of "hate speech" on respondents and other
target audiences.

Uncover the main motivations for consuming "hate speech".

. Describe the socio-demographic profile of citizens who use
different platforms and different types of information spreading "hate
speech":

o by gender,

o] by age,

o by education,

o by the level of well-being,

0 by the place of residence.

To research the attitude and opinion of different groups of the
population towards "hate speech" and insults voiced by individual
information platforms and opinion leaders.

. To highlight what topics, phenomena, groups and persons are
mainly addressed by the "hate speech" voiced by individual information
platforms and opinion leaders.

. To find out which methods are acceptable/preferred from the
point of view of RA residents for the fight against "hate speech" and
which structures and groups are responsible for it.
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Nrunidtwuhpnipjui opowbiwljubipnid wnwowunpyud
twuwwnwhht n unghptbpht  hwdwywnwupwt pbnpdl] b
htEnwunuwjhtt hwpgdwu Ukpnnp (CATI), npp htwpwynpnipinit ingkg
ubind dwdjtnnud withpwdbon wnjuutp hwjupwgpt) 22 wwuppkp
dupgbpnd b Bphwinud phwljynn unghwjuljub wwppkp judpkph
Jupshpubph YEpwpbpyw): Zwpgupbppep punjugus tp 11 hhdbwlw
hwpgtphg (wku Zunjkjgwé 1), npnughg btptpp hwpglusitpht
wuwnwupwbbpp  dijiwpuibine htwpudnpmipit tp - nwjhu
wybh hwdwwwpthwl wunlbip vnnwbwnt tywnwlny:

ZEpwijunuwihtt hwpguwb piwnpwtipp

zkpwinuwjhtt hwpgnudn wpdty b 22 swhwhwu phwlhsubph
opowlinid: Zwpgwsubph ptwnpnipmniup juunwpyt B huduygus
obpnnuynpywsd  ptwnpwiph  dbpnpupwinipjudp:  Cuwnpwuph
hwwnljutthy Gt nupdk).
Unmnuuwly 1. Zupgdwsubph puppjujwbnipiniit punn Gplhwuh
Jupywlub ppowiitph

[l RESEARCH METHOD AND SAMPLING

In accordance with the goals and objectives set within the
framework of the research, the method of telephone survey (CATI) was
chosen, which made it possible to collect the necessary data in a short
period of time regarding the opinions of different social groups living in
different regions of the Republic of Armenia and Yerevan. The
questionnaire consisted of 11 main questions (See Appendix 1.), 3 of which
allowed the respondents to interpret their answers in order to get a more
comprehensive picture.

Telephone Survey Sampling

The telephone survey was conducted with the adult residents of RA. The
selection of the respondents was carried out using the combined stratified

sampling methodology. The selection was characterized by:

Table 1. The distribution of respondents according to the administrative
districts of Yerevan.
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gyt pot Zoupgudlibph pututly | Zupgimbtitph wnlpnu Administrative District Number of Respondents Percentage of
Respondents
Unp Lnpp 49 12,3% Nor Nork 49 12.3%
Ugunthiyu 41 10,3% Ajapnyak 41 10.3%
0
Udul 20 5,0% Avan 20 50%
0
UPuElRp = s - Arabkir 42 10.5%
Tw w 16 4,0%
dhpuz 0 Davitashen 16 4.0%
Eptpniuh b Unipupupt 52 13,0%
Uhtunpnt b Unpp-Uipuy 50 125% Erebuni and Nubarashen 52 13.0%
Uwquphw-Ubpuwnpu 51 12: 8% Kentron and Nork-Marash 50 12.5%
Chuquihp 52 13,0% Malatia-Sebastia 51 12.8%
Lwliwuptn-Qtjpnih 27 6,8% Shengavit 52 13.0%
Cunudkp 400 100,0% Kanaker-Zeytun 27 6.8%
Total 400 100.0%
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Epluwt punuph Jupswljwb opowtbpp (& u Ungyniuwl 1),

2z dwpqtph  pwnwpwihit b gnuquiut phwuduypbkpp.
jipupubmp dwupgmud Uk punupuwjht (Wupqbinpnt) b
kpynt gninuijut hwdwyipbp ud kplynt punwp b Akl Ubs ggnin’
hwdwpdtp thnjpwphtidwt htwpwynpnipjudp,

22, puwyhsutph hwdwswh pynwnughtt pnpupt pun uknh
wmwphpwjht hhug jadph (18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 L wykih
nwpblijub):

Cuwnpuwipuhtt hwdwpdpnipjut swdwp Juqdbk E 1.060
hwipgws, nphg 400-p (37,7%) Gplhwuh puwlhs E 660-p (62,7%)
dwpgbph (nk'u Upniuwly 2.): Uwipgbph pwhsttiphg 492-n (74,5%)
dwpqttwnpnuubkph  phwlhs E  168-p  (25,5%)" gniquljub
pwyujwypbph (b v Zwykjwé 2):

Unnuuwly 2. Zwupgdwstubph pwolnwédnipniut pun Gplwuh b
dwpqbph

Puwmjujuyp Lwtiuly Snljnu
Gplwt 400 37.7%
Upwgquénini 44 4.2%
Upwpuwn 77 7.3%
Unpdwydhp 99 9.3%
QLnuppniithp 77 7.3%
Lnnh 66 6.2%
Unwnuyp 66 6.2%
Chpul 99 9.3%
Uniuhp 55 5.2%
duwjng 2np 33 3.1%
Suiyniy 44 4.2%
Cunudkup 1060 100.0%
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[ RESEARCH METHOD AND SAMPLING

Administrative districts of Yerevan city (See Table 1.),

. Urban and rural settlements of RA regions (marzes). In each marz,
1 urban (regional center) and 2 rural communities or 2 cities and 1 large

village with the possibility of equivalent replacement,

Proportional quota sample of RA residents by gender and 5 age
groups (18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 and older).

The size of the sample pool was 1060 respondents, of which 400
(37.7%) are residents of Yerevan, 660 (62.7%) are residents of marzes (See
Table 2.). 492 (74.5%) of the residents of marzes are residents of regional
centers, 168 (25.5%) are residents of rural areas (See Appendix 2.).

Table 2. The distribution of respondents according to Yerevan and marzes.

Residence Qty Percentage
Yerevan 400 37.7%
Aragatsotn 44 4.2%
Ararat 77 7.3%
Armavir 99 9.3%
Gegharkunik 77 7.3%
Lori 66 6.2%
Kotayk 66 6.2%
Shirak 99 9.3%
Syunik 55 5.2%
Vayots Dzor 33 3.1%
Tavush 44 4.2%
Total 1060 100.0%
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1.060 Juytp hwupguptpphl jpugubnt hwdwp 14.813 qubg k

nnpyl]. wunwupwbubpp juqul) Gu 7,2%: Uuugws 13.753 (92,8%)
quiqbph npiypnid hwpgnid sh wpyt) hbnbjw wundwnubpny.
w) hwpgdwip dwubtwlglinig hpwdwpyby k 9.854 hngh (66,5%), p)
ptnpjwéd hinwpinuwhwdwpp gnymipnit sh nikgl) 2.308 quugh
nhypnid  (15,5%), q) 1.312 quiugh dwdwbwl (8,9%) pynwwjht
huwdwywwnwuput hwupgdwsé sh tnky, n) bu 279 hinwpinuwhwdwp
(1,9%) sh wwwnwupuwtk] opyu mwuppbp dwudbph mpjws qutgbphi:

ZElnwgnuinipjub wnpnniupubph Junwhbjhnipjut
Uhowljuypp 95%:

Cuwnpwuph vwhdwbwght ujpwp' + 3%:

SYjuubph ybEpnidnipiniup juwnwpybt) ESPSS Jhdwljugpuljut
thwpbph Jhengny, hwodupldl; &t hwdwpwluwinipmniutt,
thnpjuwywoénipniutip, juwnwpldl] £ jowswdl ni gnpéntwght
Jbpnidnipjnii:

zupgyustbph Jkpwpbpym wdyubikpp ‘ \

ZEnwugnunipjut pipwugpnid hupgyk) k 1.060 hngh 45,3%-n
wpwlwb ubnh ubkplujugnighs, hull 54,7%--n' hquljumb: Swphpuyht
Tutplipp hwdwswith tkpluyug]us ko piunpubiph Ube (& v Uyniuwl
3.): zupgwsubph 40,6%-p pupdpwgnyb Yppnipinit nith, 32,6%-n'
Uhohtt dwuttwghwnwlywi, 26,8%-n" dvhotwljupg:

Unniuwly 3. Zupgusubph pwohunid pun nuphpuwjhtt fadpbph

Zupgywdh nnwuphpn Snlijnu
18-29 nnuptljwtu 23,1%
30-39 rnwuptijuwutu 21,7%
40-49 vnwupbkljwtu 15,2%
50-59 nnwupkljwuu 19,8%
60 nwuptkljjwt b punpdnp 20,2%
Cunudbup 100,0%
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[ RESEARCH METHOD AND SAMPLING

14813 calls were made to fill out 1060 valid questionnaires. The response
rate was 7.2%. In the case of the remaining 13753 (92.8%) calls, no survey
was conducted for the following reasons: a) 9,854 people (66.5%) refused
to participate in the survey, b) the selected phone number did not exist
in 2,308 cases (15.5%), c) in 1,312 cases (8.9%) there was no respondent
corresponding to the quota, d) calls to 279 phone numbers (1.9%) were not
answered at different hours of the day.

Confidence interval of research results: 95%.

Marginal sampling error: + 3%.

Data analysis was performed using SPSS statistical software
package, frequencies, correlations were calculated, cross and factor

analysis was performed.

Data on Respondents
During the research, 1060 people were surveyed, of which 45.3%

were male and 54.7% were female. Age groups are proportionally
represented in the sample (See Table 3.). 40.6% of the respondents have
a higher education, 32.6% have a secondary education, and 26.8% have a
secondary education.

Table 3. Distribution of respondents by age groups.

Respondent Age Percentage
18-29 23.1%
30-39 21.7%
40-49 15.2%
50-59 19.8%
60 and above 20.2%
Total 100.0%
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Zupgustutnh 39,1%-n sh wohiwwnnid, dawgus 60,9%-u nith
npnowljh qpunwénipintt (wnk u Uyniuwl 4.):

Unyniuwily 4. B’y bp wpuwnnid

Qpuinubnipiniu Snljnu
NEnwlwut jurwjupdwt dupduh wphiunwlyhg 3,7%
NEnwlwut juquuljtpynpjut wyhwnwlhg 17,8%
Uwutwynp juquulbpynipjut wpjuwnulhg 57,6%
Qntwpuntp, wthwwn dknukpkg 14,9%
Uhgwqquyhtt jud nknuiju 29-h wpluwnwlhg 2,9%
Gninuntntuntpjudp qpunynn 1,7%
Upnwuguw wpwnng 1,4%
Cunundkup 100,0%

Zhinuqnunnipyull wfjujikph hwdwdwj’ by stsh hwpnd
wduwljut vhohtt Ejudninp Juqunid k onipe 50.052 22 npwd, huly
Swjuup 56.202 22 npud: Owhiup ghpuquiigmd E Ejudnuntbpp,
htsp Jyuynud E Liudnh wupwdupup huknt, gupupnd wypbnt b
sgpuiigus  Lhwdninubph  wnumipyut dwuht: Bulwb
wnwpphpnipinil L ujunynud Gphwbh b 22 wy) ptwljuduypbph dhol.
Eplwtnid Ukl wudh hwoyn] wduwlul pb” Ejudninp b ph’ swhiut
wukbwpupapt kb, hul wy punquptbpmd’ wdkiwguspp: Uhliing
dudwbwl, Bphwind oSwpubpt wbbpwb Eu ghpuqubgnid
Eywununibpp b wwpphpnipnit wy) punupbtph b gninkph (nk'u
Géwwyunltip 1.):
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39.1% of respondents do not work, the remaining 60.9% are

employed in various fields (See 7able 4.).

Table 4. Where do you work?

Employment Percentage

Bodies of Public Administration 3.7%
State Organization 17.8%
Private Organization 57.6%
Entrepreneur, Sole Proprietor 14.9%
International or local NGO 2.9%
Agriculture 1.7%
Working Abroad 1.4%

Total 100.0%

According to the research data, the average monthly income per
capita is about 50,052 AMD, and the expenditure is 56,202 AMD.
Expenditure exceeds income, which indicates insufficient income,
living in debt and unrecorded income. There is a significant difference
between Yerevan and other RA settlements. Both income and
expenditure per person per month are the highest in Yerevan, and the
lowest in other cities. At the same time, expenses in Yerevan slightly

exceed incomes, unlike other cities and villages (See Chart 1.).
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QSwyuunlp 1. Zupgdusubph wduwljut Ejudninubpp b Chart 1. Respondents' monthly income and expenditure per person.
dwuubipp Ukl wtdh hwpyny
30000 7194775311 80000 71942 75311
70000 55533
60000
60000 pa— 55533 ki 44941
50000 42242 44941 40000
40000
30000 20000 — 7519 10592
20000 7519 10592 0 — = I
e Yerevan Other towns of RA Villages of RA
10000 3369 h £ I ¢
O e
UnLLu.IU 33 wy| meug'utn 33 anLfllir\ B Average monthly income per person (AMD) B Average monthly expenditure per person (AMD) M Difference (AMD)

m Uduwlwl Jhght Eywdnunp Ut wush hwpyny (339) = Uduwlwl dhght dwhuup UGy wush hwayny (337%) = Swppbpnipiniup (339)

Zwpgudlibph 343%-p Wb £ np qkpoht hhtg wwpdu 34.3% of the respondents stated that the financial situation of

plpugpnid plunwithph Shttwbuwlwh Jhéwlp sh hnpadby, 19,2%p their families has not changed over the past five years, 19.2% stated that
np npng sunhny juugh) b 1,4%-p np Yupnty puwghy £ 17,7%-p° it has somewhat improved, 1.4% has improved significantly, for 17.7% it

np npny swhny Juunwgky £ 17,6%-p np Yupndy quunagly b (né - has somewhat worsened, and for 17.6% it has significantly worsened (See

QSunguwnkp 2.): Chart2).
Qdwyunltp 2. Puywbu £ ool Qkp  plwnwthph Chart 2. Tell me, please, how has your family's financial situation
dhtwtuwlu Jh&wlp Jtpoht 5 nwpiw pupugpnid changed over the past 5 years?
40.0% 40.0% 34.3%
34.3% i
35.0% 35.0%
30.0% 30.0%
25.0%
25.0% 19.2%
S0.0% 17.6% 17.7% 19.2% igg;ﬁ 17.6% 17.7%
9 i 9.6%
15.00/0 9.6% 10.0%
10.0% 5.0% 1.4% .
5.0% 1.4% . 0.0% e
0.0% Significantly Somewhat Nothing Somewhat Significantly Difficult to
HuinpnLy Npn2 swithny Nshug sh Npn2 suihny “unpniy d. wwn. worsened worsened changed improved improved answer

Jwuwgb £ Jwwnwgbl E thnfuyby Jwywghby E |wywgty £
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«Uwnbknipjut unup» hwuljugmpjwi Jepuptpuy 22

puwmyhsutiph yuwnlkpugnidubpp

Uwnbnipjut  Junuph  Jbpwpbpuwy 22 phwlhsukph
wuwnltpugnidutpp yupqbnt hwdwp hwpgqusubtpht jpugpt) Ehup
uh pwth pwnny twpwqgpl] «cawnbjnipjut jpnup» hwuljugnipmnip:
b uljgpuitt hwpggwséubphtt npbk wwpqupwind sktp wpdl b
wuwwnwupiwih nmwppbpuljutp skhtt wpwowplybky: Uju pug hwupgh
wuwunwupiwbubbpp  pwopudightt hbwnbjwy Ykpwy®™ hwpgdwsubph
37,7%-h  hushgpws wwwnwuppwbbbtpp wwpnibwynd  Eh
uwhdwdwt Ukp wnljw npnowljh nwppbip/wpwidhtt hmngwsubp/
wpunwhwjnmpiniiibp.  «Zwbpuwyhtt  junuph  npubnpnid, nph
wpunwhwynnmd £ wnbnipnit, pnpujutnipnit b jupwpuniunid
E ppunipinit mtidh Jud wtidwig jadph nhiu»: 24,2%-1 wmnbnipjut
hunupt puljunud £ npybu puguuwljub Eubpghwih wpunwdnnud,
8,5%-p unun nknbynpmiutbph  wwpwsnd, 4%-p Jpoht
wnwphubph hpugupdmpmnibtubph hbnbwbp: 3%-u wnbnipjut
hunupp Juwnid £ Uhljn] Qwohtywth wugwb hkwn. hmpgdusutph wyu
hunudpl winbnipyut junuph dwuht fjunubjhu «Uhlnp winiub Endl
wnwig nplk dEjtwputinipjut: Zupy k ok, np wyju yuunwupiwuh
wput] hw&wu nk) b kplwbghtbpp (7,8%) h nwppbpnipnih
22wy punuptbkph (0,5%) b gynintph (1,4%) ptwyhsubph: Uhugws
wuwwnwupiwbtbph wykh hmqunby &b Ypyugl: Munmwuppwttiph
Ul pwpunidp YYuynud k22 phwlhsiiph’ «canbpnipjui junup»
hwuljugmpjut Enipjut JEpwptpyuy hpuqklduwoénipyut npnpwlh
dwljuppulih dwuht. hwuugnipniip ndupwugk) E tjupugply
hupgyustbph dhwyh 9,8%-n (kv Ugyniuwl 5.):
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The Perceptions of RA residents regarding “hate speech”

In order to reveal the perception of RA residents about hate speech,
we asked the respondents to describe the concept of "hate speech" in a few
words. Initially, the respondents were not given any explanation and no
answer options were offered. The answers to this open-ended question were
distributed as follows: in 37.7% of cases, the respondents' answers contained
certain elements, parts and phrases that are present in the definition: "An
expression of discriminatory attitude, public speech that expresses hate or
encourages violence towards a person or group.” In 24.2% of cases, "hate
speech" is perceived as the expulsion of negative energy, 8.5% - the spread
of false information, 4% - as a result of the events of recent years, in 3% of
cases "hate speech" is associated with the name of Nikol Pashinyan - this
group of respondents mentioned the name "Nikol" without any further
comments, while talking about "hate speech". It should be noted that the
residents of Yerevan (7.8%) voiced this answer significantly more often,
compared to other cities (0.5%) and villages (1.4%) of RA. The other
answer options were heard less frequently. Such a distribution of answers
indicates a certain level of awareness of the concept of "hate speech" among
RA residents. Only 9.8% of respondents found it difficult to describe the

concept of "hate speech" (See Table 5.)
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Unyniuwly 5. P’us b, pun Qbq, winkympjut funupp, thopdkp uh
pwith punny Wwpwqgpl] hwuljugnipiniup

[ RESEARCHRESULTS

Table 5. Tell me, please, what is "hate speech” in your opinion? Try

to describe the concept of "hate speech" in a few words.

Nuwnuujauh Snljnu Response Percentage
«wpuyht funuph gpulinpnud, npb wpnwhuwynnd | wnbnipmnd, of all responses
nnpujuitinipinit b ppujuntunid | poinipini whdh ud whdwbg 37,7% Responses close to the definition: "An form of public speech
hadph bt vwhdwidwip Unn wunuuuabitp that expresses hate or encourages violence towards a person or 37.7%
«Puguuuljul Fukpghuyh wpnundnnud” supnipnil, twpuomba, 242% group.". : :
quypnyp» ” Expulsion of negative energy: malice, envy, anger 24.2%
«Unun mbnklmpnitiiiph nupudnud» 8,5% Spreading false information 8.5%
«Ikpoht muphlikph hpunuipdnipniitkph hknbwbip» 4,0% A consequence of the events of recent years 4.0%
«Uhlyn] @uphlyui» 3,5% Nikol Pashinyan 3.5%
«Unpphgwlighibph huiinky dkp qquiginiipibpp» 2,3% Our feelings towards Azerbaijanis 2.3%
«Sghuinipjul ppubinpnud» 2,1% Manifestation of ignorance 2.1%
«blpiunjunuhni pyuil wuljuiu niikgnn dwpgm Jupp» 2,1% Behavior of a person who lacks self-confidence 2.1%
«Funlwbuljuiljhg wiphuwphp Yupufupdwb gnpshp b swphp» 2,1% An evil and a tool to rule the modern world 2.1%
«Unpunnipjni i 1,5% Poverty 1.5%
«Iplhduingpnipni» 1,1% Revenge 1.1%
<Gpp untpp poguhuyunjoud ks LES When the lies are revealed 1.1%
«Adunpillmiiial vyt 98% | | find it difficult to answer 9.8%
oot 100,0% Total 100.0%

Ujunithbnb hwpgusubpht wnwewnplyt) £ hwdwdwjinipiniu
htinwgnunulut  fudph’
wwnbnipju junuph yhpwpbkpu) dpowljuws huip punnnmpmnitubpht:

Jud wbhwdwdwjinipnit hwyntb]

Zupgusubph dbdwdwubnipmniip hwdwpnd k, np htnlyw) snpu

nuunnnipnibbbpp  hhdtwlwind  punpnomid - G «cawnnbnipjut

Tunup» hwuljugm pynibp (nk v Pwgunlkp 3,).

L. «wbpujhtt gnpshstutph b Junnygutph YyEpwpbkpu) unin b

wywwnbnEjuwnynipnit nupwskipr (63,8%),

2. «wlunwlnppubphtt  Yud dpgulhgubpht «pnipp» jud «w-
npplowugh» wudutkyp» (63,5%),

3. «Punupuljut hwjupwlnppubphtt wtdtwlwb Jhpuynpuip

117

Respondents were then asked to indicate their agreement or
disagreement with nine statements made by the research team regarding
"hate speech." The majority of respondents believed that the following
four statements mainly define the concept of "hate speech" (See Chart 3.):
1. "Spreading lies and misinformation about public figures and
structures" (63.8%)

2. "Calling opponents or rivals Turks or Azerbaijanis" (63.5%)
3. "Inflicting personal insults on political opponents by a person or a
group of persons" (63.3%)

4. "Emphasized hatred and insulting expressions towards
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hwugubp» (63,3%),

4. «Uj1 wqgqh ubpuyugnighsubph nbd pungdywsd hwuljulputpu

nt Yhpwynpuljut wpinwhwjnnipniutbpp» (63,2%):
Zudbdwwnwpwup wybih phy hwpgdwsubp hwdwpnid B,

np hbtwnbjw] tpp nuwwunnnipniubbpp tnybwybu punpnond Bl

«uinbnipjul junups hwuljugnipniup (nk v Qwwyunlkp 3.).

5. «Uwhdbnuljmbutphtt jud hEpwiunuubphtt «<hbnwdbiwg» b

«Juypkup» mtduukp» (50,2%)

6. «L&FS hwdwyuph ubkpyujugnighsubphtt ninnus ubnwlwt

punyph hwjhnjuuputpp» (50,2%)

7. «Punupuljut qnpshsubph Enypubpnd punnhdwunhpubtph

whwnwlwynpbp, tpwig spnpbnt Yny wmtkp» (48,4%)

Zupgwsutph wykih thnpp winlnup jupénd k, np «unbjnipiut

punpnoymid  E twlb hbwnbjuwp Eplnt

nunnnnipLitbpny (kv Sungunnlknp 3.).

lunup» hwuljugnipniip

8. «uwiwtg wouwnwipwht b punupuljut wpwguwnugdui
httwpwiynpnipmiiuttph b hpwymitpbph vwhdwbwthwlnidp»
(38,1%)

9. «ZEpniunu- il nunhnhwnnpynidubpnid, phpptpnud
hwtpwjht gnpshsubiph wudtwlwb Jyubpht JEpwpbpnn thwuwnkph
hpuwywpuwlnidp» (35%):
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representatives of other nations" (63.2%)

Relatively fewer respondents believed that the concept of "hate
speech" is also mainly defined by the following three judgments (See
Chart 3.):

5. "Calling Muslims or Pagans backward and savage" (50.2%)

6. "Sexual insults directed at representatives of the LGBT community"
(50.2%)

7. "Labeling representatives of opposition in politicians' speeches,

urging not to vote for them" (48.4%)

A smaller percentage of respondents also considered the following two
judgments to be the main characteristics of "hate speech". (See Chart 3.):
8. "Restriction of women's opportunities and rights for career and
political advancement" (38.1%)

9. "Publication of facts related to the personal life of public figures in

television and radio programs, newspapers" (35%).
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Qswyyunlbp 3. Unnpl Goquwd nunnnmpynibibphg n'pi k Chart 3. Tell me, please, which of the following statements best

wnwybkjuybu pinpnonid «cannbjnipju junup» hwuljugnipniun

AtnnLunw- W nwnhnhwnnpnnwdutpnud, ptpptpnLd
huinuhl gnnohsuibnh wsUwluw Wuilphl Yenwpbnnn
thwuwntph hpwwwpwynwdp
Yuwlwlg w2huwwnwupwiht W punwpwywlu
wnwghuwnwguwl huwpwynpnieyntlunh W hpwyniuptph

uwhJwuwthwyndp
e Ut satanntac o w7
whunwywdnptp, Upwlg spuinptine Yny wutp i °
LQLS hwdwjuph UGpYwjwgnighsutiphu nunnywd utinwywu 759
punyph hwjhnjwupltnp el

Uwhutnwywlutphu Yud htpwunuutphu htinwduwg W poe
Juwjpbuh wujwutn pedd

oty hramipretian ssouugomouonn I 2
hwywypwupu nu yhpwdnpuywl wpnwhwjnnieyncultpp = °

Wuah Ywd wudwug hudph Ynnuhg pwnupwywu

hwywnwynpnutphtu wualwywu yhpwynpwup hwugltip —%

Swywnwynpnutnpht wd Upgwyhgutiphu pnipp Yud
wnppbowlgh wujwutip

D g | i
wwwwntntywwnynipintt tnwpwdtip i

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m 3hduwyuned punpnanud £ mNpn2 swithnd punpn2nud £ m Cunhwupwwtiu sh punpnnud = Mddwnwuncd GU wwnwupuwlby
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describes the concept of "hate speech"?

Publication of facts related to the personal life of public
figures in television and radio programs, newspapers
Restriction of women's opportunities and rights for career
and political advancement

Labeling representatives of opposition in politicians'
speeches, urging not to vote for them

Sexual insults directed at representatives of the LGBT

SOOI SO 212% | 228%  5.8%
Calling Muslims or Pagans backward and savage | SRR N STE7 M 8107605 5%

Emphasized hatred and insulting expressions towards
representatives of other nations

Inflicting personal insults on political opponents by a person
or a group of persons

Calling opponents or rivals Turks or Azerbaijanis | NGNS T2 N0157 1%

Spreading lies and misinformation about public figures and

structures NGET  23.0%  11.1%1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W Mainly defines M Somewhat defines M Doesn't define atall  m Difficult to answer
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zupgusubph dhuy 23,7%-p uokg, np wbdwdp tpplk sh
pwfut] wnkmpjub unuphl, 62,7%-p np huqiunby b pajudnd,
hul 9,9%-p np owwn hwwp b pwpdmd: Zwpgwsitph 3,7%- p
ndjupuguy wwwnwupiwbl] wju hwpght: ZEkwwppphp E  np
tphwughubph hwdbdwwnwpwup wykjh dEs wnnlnut E tok), np ouwn
hwdwh E pujuynid wmnbnipjut junupht (15,3%)" h tnwpplpnipiniu
22wy punuplbph (6,1%) U qmointph (8,1%) phwlhhsubph (mé
Qdwwunnlibp 4.):

Qsmwyunlp 4. Ubdwdp bpplk pwpnlt] bp wnbjnpub
Junuppt

70.0%

59.3%

60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0% 15.3%
10.0% 61% & 1/‘

0.0% N

ujn, bnpbd'u

659/622/

23.5% 23.2% 25-4%

|
} 2.0% 48% 4.3%
—

d. wwin.

Wn, owin hLuﬁquu ﬂk UNEUQ

mbplwl mUj pwnwp =m9ynLn

Cutn hwpgqwsitph’ dbp phpnid dwpnhly wewdb] hwgwpa
pufudnid - ki wnbmpjut  junuph  htwnbju)  ppubnpnidubpht
punupwlwlt hwjugputpp whunwlwynpnny (18,7%) b dwpnnme
), wlkjh hwqlunby ubkpwljwb
ynnudunpnonudp pubttwunwwnnn (14,5%), dnwynp jupnnmipmnibaubpp
Juuljuwsh il nunn (11,5%) b wqgnipiniup yhpwynpnn (10,2%): Uniu
yuwwnwupwbtbpt wybkih hwmqunby Gu Yplugby: bull hwpgdusutph
6%-n ndjupugh] k yuinwupiwib] htnlyu hupghtt' «Ubkp bphpnod
dwpnhly winkpnipjut unuph bty npubnpmudibph b wewyb] hwgwp
puudnids (nk u QSungunnlibp 5.):

wpunwphtt wnkupp dwnpnn (18,5%),
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Only 23.7% ofthe respondents stated that they have never personally
encountered "hate speech". 62.7% sometimes encounter "hate speech",
and 9.9% encounter it very often, 3.7% found it difficult to answer this
question. It is interesting that a relatively higher percentage of Yerevan
residents stated that they often encounter "hate speech" (15.3%) compared
to residents of other RA cities (6.1%) and villages (8.1%) (See Chart 4.).

Chart 4. Tell me, please, have you personally ever encountered hate

speech?
80.0%
65.9%
o300 062.2%
60.0%
40.0%
23. 5/23 2/25 4%
15.3%

20.0%
° 6.1% 8.1% ‘ 2.0% 4.8% 4.3%
0.0% . - | = 1

Yes, very often Yes, sometimes No, never Difficult to answer

M Yerevan M Othertown mVillage

According to the respondents, people in our country most often
encounter the following manifestations of "hate speech": labeling political
views (18.7%) and mocking a person's appearance (18.5%), less often
criticizing sexual orientations (14.5%), questioning mental abilities.
(11.5%) and insulting nationality (10.2%). Other answer options were
mentioned less frequently. And 6% of respondents found it difficult to

answer this question (See Chart 5.).
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Géwwywwnltp 5. Ukp Gpypnud dwpnhl] wnbnipjut junuph
h"ts nppulnpnidbph ko woun]b] hwdw pupaynid

4. wwuwn. 6.0%
Uwpuh gnyup plliwnpynn - e 39
UGnhU yGpwptnnn e 3 3%
Uwulwghwinnipiniup yunYwpGynn, — e 3 4%
SwphphU UGpwptpnn — — 5 2%
Unnup W hwywwnpp pllwnwunnn - ee—— 6,2%
Uqanieyntup dhpwynpnn - ee——— 1(),2%
Uwnwynn YwpnnnteyntlGpp Juuywsh inwly nunn - ee—— 1 1,5%
Utnwlwl YnnuunpnnLdltnp plliunwiinnn - —— |4, 5%
Uwnnnt wpwwphl wkupp dwnpnn 18.5%
Luwnwpwywl hwjwgputnp whwnwywynpnn 18.7%

00% 20% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0% 18.0% 20.0%

Zkwmwppphp  ophtwswthnipnitttp  Jupbih b tunly
wuwwnwupwubbpp hwdbdwntihu’ nuun hwupgdwsutph
puwljuyuwyptph. Gplwth puwlhsubpt wdbih hwdwp tjunnd Eu
wnwphphl, dwolh gnyuht, uknht b dwubwghnnmipjuip ykpwpbkpng,
huy 22 wy puqupbbph b gmunbph plwlhstbpp  punupwlwh
hwygputpp whunwlwynpnn, dwupnnt wpnwpht wnbkupp dwinpnn b
ubnwlwt  Ynnuunpnomidp  phtwnwwnnng  wwnbnipjut  junuph
npulinpmdubipp (nk u Qsunyunnlikp 6):

NMuwunwupwiubtph  hwdbdwnnpmnitt pun hwpgdusutph
ubnh kwlwb wwppbpnipimt gnyg wnlykg dhujt «punupuljui
hwjugpubpp whnwlwynpnn» b «dupnnt wpunwphtt nkupp dwnpnn»
yuunwupwbbph  wwpuqunid.  nnqudwpnhll wdbh hwdw
tjuunnd ki pwnuwpwljuwb  hwjwugpubpp whwwlwynpnn, huly
Juiugp dwpnm wpuwphtt wbupp swnpnn wnkimpjub unupp:
Snuwdwpnjuig hwdwp  wiykh  wnbh o wwphpht b
dwutwghnmpjubp, hul Jwbwig hwdwp ubkohtt Jbpupkpng
wnbnipjut junupp (né v @wgunnlkp 7):
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Chart 5. What manifestations of "hate speech" do people most often

face in our country?

Difficult to answer NG 6.0%
Discussing skin color I 2.3%
Gender related I 3.3%
Discrediting the profession I 3.4%
Agerelated NN 5.2%
Criticizing religion and belief I 6.2%
Insulting nationality G 10.2%
Questioning mental abilities NG 11.5%
Criticizing sexual orientations I 14.5%
Mocking a person's appearance NN 13.5%

Labeling political views I 18.7%

0.0% 20% 4.0% 6.0% 80% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0% 18.0% 20.0%

Interesting patterns can be observed when comparing the responses
of respondents from different settlements: Residents of Yerevan in our
country more often notice manifestations of "hate speech" related to age,
skin color, gender, and profession, while residents of other cities and
villages of Armenia label political claims, mock a person's appearance, and
criticize sexual orientations (See Chart 6.).

A comparison of the responses of male and female respondents
showed a significant difference only in the case of "labeling political views"
and "mocking a person's appearance" responses; while men more often
notice "hate speech" labeling political views, women - mocking a person's
appearance. "Hate speech" related to age and profession is more noticeable

for men, and "hate speech" for women (See Chart 7.).
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Chart 6. What manifestations of "hate speech" do people most often
face in our country (distribution of responses by settlements)?
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Chart 7. What manifestations of "hate speech" do people most
often face in our country (distribution of answers according to gender of
respondents)?
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zupgusutph ghpwlohn dwup hwdwpnid £, np wnbnipjut
Junupti wybkjugk) t phk 2018-h hknuithnjunipinithg, pk~ 2020-h
Upguujui44-opjuyqunbpuquhglpt 2022p. ubyunbdpkphtulju]ws
wnpphowlwut  wgpbuhwhg hhnn  (hwdwywinwuwbwpup
71,3%, 79,2%, 69,4%) (nku FSwyuinllip 8.):

Qswuunnljtp 8. Cun 2kq wnkjnipjub unupt wnfbjugh 1, ph’
wuluwuk) £

2022 .-h ubwywnbUpEphu wnppGowlwywu wapGuhwihg
htwn

2018 p.-h htnwthnfuniejntuhg hbun

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mUJGwgb £ m2h thnfudtp mRswgb E d.wwn.

(Gl pnnp judptph Ukpluyugnighsitpp hwdwpnud G, np
Jtpnhhojwy  hpwnwpdmpiniuiiphg  hbunn wnbnipjut  junupt
wytjugl) b, wyypnihwiinpd hunwly Ynpijughnt juy ju htuyybu 22
Jupswybnh, junwjupmpjut nt Uqquphtt dnnndh, wjuwybu b
punuwpuwlwt  pugphuniputt gopéniubmipjut puguwuwljut
quuhwnwluwbttph b wmnbnpju funuph wybjugdwt dwuht Juynn
yuwwnwupiwbbbph dhol: Uju hwpgwstubpp, npnup puguuwlub Eu
quuwhwunnd tpgws Jurnygubph gnpéniibmipinitp, wybkh hwdwp
i tonud twl, np wwnbmpjut junupt wdbugl; £ otpdws
hpwnupdnipniutiphg htwnn (k& u Qwwyunnlyipibn 9, 10., 11.):
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The majority of the respondents consider that "hate speech" has
increased equally in 2018, after the revolution, in 2020, after the 44-day
Artsakh war, in 2022, after the Azerbaijani aggression, which took place in
September: 71.3%, 79.2%, 69.4% respectively (See Chart 8.).

Chart 8. In your opinion, has hate speech increased or decreased?

after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022

after the 44-day war

after the revolution of 2018 7.9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Bincreased W Nothing changed B Decreased  ® Difficult to answer

Although the representatives of all groups consider that "hate
speech" has increased after the above-mentioned events, there is a clear
correlation between the negative assessments of the activities of the RA
Prime Minister, the Government and the National Assembly, as well as
the political opposition and the answers indicating the increase of "hate
speech" (after the revolution of 2018, after the 44-day war of 2020, and
after the Azerbaijani aggression in 2022). Respondents who negatively
assess the activities of the mentioned structures also more often state that

"hate speech" increased after the mentioned events (See Charts 9, 10, 11).
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«2018 p. hbEnuihnjumipniuthg hbwnn
yuunwupiwbt  phnpusd
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Chart 9. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
"hate speech has increased after the revolution of 2018" among those who
assessed the activities of the RA Prime Minister, the government, the

National Assembly and the political opposition as "rather positive", "rather

negative" and those who found it difficult to assess.

Hate speech has increased after the revolution of 2018

90.0% 85956 81.0% 81.7%

69.2% Cd—

I I |

Activities of the Political
Opposition
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Activities of the RA Prime  Activities of the RA National

54.3% 58.0%

56.7%
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Activities of the RA
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Minister Assembly

M Rather positive M Rather negative M Difficult to answer

As the data in Chart 9 shows, 85.7% of the respondents who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018. And
the relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the
Prime Minister of RA rather positively and those who found it difficult
to evaluate them consider that "hate speech" has increased after the
revolution of 2018, 57.7% and 55.4%, respectively. 81% of the respondents
who evaluated the activities of the RA National Assembly rather negatively

consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018.
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Whereas the relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the
activities of the RA NA rather positively and those who found it difficult
to evaluate consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution
of 2018, 51.7% and 54.3%, respectively. 81.7% of the respondents who
evaluated the activities of the RA Government rather negatively consider
that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018. And the
relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the RA
Government rather positively and those who found it difficult to evaluate
them consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of
2018, 58% and 56.7%, respectively. 73.7% of respondents who evaluated
the activities of the RA political opposition rather negatively consider that
"hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018. And the relatively
lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the RA political
opposition rather positively and those who found it difficult to evaluate
them consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of

2018, 69.2% and 57.3%, respectively (See Chart 9.1.).
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Chart 9.1. Percentage of respondents who chose the answer ""hate
speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018" among those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister and the political
opposition as "rather positive", "rather negative" and those who found it
difficult to evaluate.
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Chart 10. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
""hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war" among those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister, the government, the
National Assembly and the political opposition as "rather positive", "rather
negative" and those who found it difficult to
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According to the data presented in Chart 10, 86.8% of the
respondents who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister rather
negatively, believe that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war.
And a relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities
of the RA Prime Minister rather positively and those who had difficulty
evaluating them, consider that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-day
war, 73.2% and 69.6% respectively. 84.7% of the respondents who evaluated
the activities of the RA NA rather negatively, consider that "hate speech"
has increased after the 44-day war. And the relatively lower percentage
of those who evaluated the activities of the RA NA rather positively and
those who had difficulty evaluating them, consider that "hate speech"
has increased after the 44-day war, 73.3% and 66.8% respectively. 84.5%
of the respondents who evaluated the activities of the RA Government
rather negatively, consider that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-
day war. And the relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the
activities of the RA Government rather positively and those who found
it difficult to evaluate consider that "hate speech" increased after the 44-
day war, 79.9% and 66.9% respectively. 83.7% of the respondents who
evaluated the activities of the RA political opposition rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war. A high
percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the political opposition
of RA rather positively, are of the same opinion: 83.3%. And a relatively
lower percentage of those who found it difficult to evaluate the activities
of the RA political opposition consider that "hate speech" has increased
after the 44-day war - 64.8% (See Chart 10.1.).
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Chart 10.1. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
""hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war" among those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister and the political
opposition as "rather positive", "rather negative" and those who found it
difficult to evaluate.
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Chart 11. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
"hate speech has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in September
2022" among those who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister,
the government, the National Assembly and the political opposition as
"rather positive", "rather negative" and those who found it difficult to
evaluate.
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The data presented in Chart 11 prove that 75.5% of the respondents
who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression
in September 2022. And a relatively lower percentage of those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister positively and those who
had difficulty evaluating them consider that "hate speech" has increased
after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022, respectively: 64.6%
and 62%. 75.7% of the respondents who evaluated the activities of the
RA NA rather negatively consider that "hate" speech has increased after
the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022. And the relatively lower
percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the RA NA rather
positively and those who found it difficult to evaluate them consider
that "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in
September 2022, respectively: 61.2% and 56.3%. 77.6% of the respondents
who evaluated the activities of the RA Government rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression
in September 2022. And the relatively lower percentage of those who
evaluate the activities of the RA Government rather positively and those
who find it difficult to evaluate consider that "hate speech" has increased
after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022, respectively: 63.2%
and 55.3%. 73.7% of the respondents who evaluated the activities of the
RA political opposition rather negatively consider that "hate speech" has
increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022. And the
relatively lower percentage of those who evaluate the activities of the

political opposition of RA rather positively and those who find it difficult
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to evaluate them consider "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani
aggression in September 2022, respectively: 69.2% and 57.3% (See Chart
11.1).

Chart 11.1. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
"hate speech has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in September

2022" among those who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister

and the political opposition as "rather positive", "rather negative" and those

who found it difficult to evaluate.
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[ EXPERIENCE OF FACING "HATE SPEECH"

According to the respondents, "hate speech" occurs most often in the
speeches of politicians: 52.2% answered "always", and another 32.3%
answered "often". The next is Facebook: regarding the appearance of "hate
speech" on this platform, 50.7% of respondents said "always", "often" -
another 27.5%. On the rest of the platforms, "hate speech" is significantly
less common, according to the respondents. Among those platforms, Tik-
Tok was mentioned relatively more often. Among the TV channels, Public
Television was mentioned most often, then "Yerkir Media", Channel 5,
Armenia TV Company, among other TV channels, H2, Shant and "New
Armenia" were mentioned (See Chart 12).

Chart 12. How often do you think "hate speech" occurs on the

following platforms?
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It is interesting that the answers of the residents of Yerevan differ

significantly regarding the relatively rarely mentioned platforms. a
significantly higher percentage of them indicated the answers "always"
and "often" compared to residents of regional cities and villages. In
particular, in personal contacts, in educational institutions, in the
workplace, in entertainment programs, in programs of other TV channels,
in newspapers, online media, in Telegram, in YouTube channels, in the
speeches of bloggers, residents of Yerevan notice "hate speech" more

often than residents of other settlements of RA (See Chart 13.).

Chart 13. How often do you think "hate speech" occurs on the

following platforms (distribution of responses by settlements)?
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Swpplkp hwppwlubph Jhpwpbpu;  «dhowy, <hwdwjo» b
«hwqunbu» wuwwnwupwmbkpp njwd hwupgjwsubpht
hwpguqpnigujupubpp puugpnid Eht hunwljbgul] yuwwnwupwbn:
Uju hmpgdwsubpp, npnup «punupwljut gnpshsubph tinypubkpnud»
wnwppkpulp tok) Eht «dhpwy, <hwdwpo» jud <hwqunbuy», hbnbyug
Ytpy i hunnwljkgpl) hpklg wuwwwupwbbpp> 12,5%-p ol L,
np wnbknipjui junupp husnd £ UG thunbph dudwbwly, 9,3%-p
pinphunipjut wihpukpnid, 4,9%-p Zwlpughtt hkpntunwwhpnd,
punnhunipiniu-hojuwtinipnit jud Gwohtjumb-Lnswpyut  Epljjun-
unipjniuibpp npybu wnbnipyut junuph hwppwly bty £ 3,7%-p,
2,6%-p gnyghpt ni  pupnqupou]ubpp, Uhlnp ®wohbjwihl
wnwtdht ok k 2,5%-p, pnswppubwljuiubphtt 1,5%-p (ipubg Uk
hish; G GEnud Lwqupuih, Pojuwtt Uwnupbjuth b Ubbw
Qphgnpjuih winitbpp), Jupwjupnipju winudikphi' 0,7%-p:
U4dtjh hmqunby wpwudht todl) Eu Updkt Usnuyuih b Ubtw
Uljpunsjwth wni ibpp (kv QSungunnlbp 14.):

Zuupuwjhtt hbEpntunmwunbunipjutt  hwnnpynidubphg npytu
wnbmpyutt  junuph  hwppwl wpwdbk] hwdwp Uyl kb
punupuwlub phdwibpny hwpguqpnygubptt nt hwnnpynudubpp
(11,6%), (Jpunyjuljut hunnpnnudutpp (6,3%), Ud thunbkpp (3%) L
«Zwupguqpnyg NEnpnu Twqupuh htw»s hunnpnnudn (1,8%):

«Bplhp Ubnhw» htEnniuwnwwhph hwnnpnnudutiphg
hhdbwlwunid tpdby G jnipkpp (7,5%) b punnhunipjub bnypubpp
(4,2%), mnwudhtt  upyk) E «Gpyhpt wyuop» hwnnpnnudp (0,8%):
Ukljulwb whqud tpdt) bu «dhdunuoh wplusutpp» hwnnpnnudp,
I «Zwwnnignid» hipntunwubphup:

«Unpdkuhw»
npybu wnbnipjut junuph hwppwl wrwybl] hwdwjp tydkp kb
ubphwtipt nu uhppnutpp (18,6%), wyn pYnid’ «Uniyp wopawph»,
«Ppnyutiitppr b «*dJwup wypniuwns: Loyl G bub hnudnpwjht

htpniunwpuypnipjut hwnnpynidubphg
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[l 'HATE SPEECH" ON VARIOUS PLATFORMS

Respondents who answered "always", "often" and "rarely" about
different platforms were asked by the interviewers to clarify their
answer. The respondents who indicated "always", "often" or "rarely" in
the "speeches of politicians" specified their answers as follows: 12.5% of
respondents said that "hate speech" is heard during NA sessions, 9.3%
- on opposition channels, 4.9% mentioned H1 TV channel, opposition-
government or Pashinyan-Kocharian dialogues as a platform for "hate
speech" were mentioned by 3.7%, 2.6% mentioned the demonstrations
and campaigns as a platform for "hate speech", 2.5% mentioned Nikol
Pashinyan, 1.5% mentioned the Kocharian supporters (including the
names of Gegham Nazaryan, Ishkhan Saghatelyan and Anna Grigoryan),
0.7% mentioned the members of the government. The names of Armen
Ashotyan and Anna Mkrtchyan were rarely mentioned separately (See
Chart 14.).

Among the programs of Public Television, interviews and
programs on political topics (11.6%), news programs (6.3%), NA sessions
(3%) and "Interview with Petros Ghazaryan" program (1.8%) were most
often mentioned as platforms for "hate speech".

News (7.5%) and speeches of the opposition (4.2%) were mentioned
mainly among the programs of "Yerkir Media" TV channel. The "Country
Today" program was mentioned separately (0.8%). One respondent also
mentioned the program "The Adventures of Vivtash" and the TV series
"Revenge".

Among the programs of "Armenia" TV Company, series and sitcoms

(18.6%) were most often mentioned as a platform for "hate speech",
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hwnnpnnudutpp  (4,2%), hwnnpnnudp  (2,4%),
punupuwluwb phdwibpny hwpguqpnygubptt nt hwnnpynudubpp
(1,3%): zknniunmwubphwjubpp b uhppnutpp hwdbdwwnwpup wykh
hwdwh ok E dhohtt vnwphph (40-49 wwpklwt) hwpgdusubph
28,6%-n I dwpgbph plwlhsubph 20,3%-n (& v QSwwyunlkp 15,
16.):

«Unip  wblyni»

Géwyunljip 14. Lunupulwb gnpshsubph Enypubpnid
wnbmputt junup dhown, hwdwp Jwd hwqupby tjunws
hwpgdwstutiph hunnwljgnudubpp®
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GSuyunybpnd ubpuyugws wdjujukph hwbpugnidwpp Juqunud E 38,1%, wy) ny
100%, pwtth np punwupwlwi gnpshsutiph Enypubpnud wnknipjut junuph JEpupbpyuyg
hunwljignidubp wpk) £ hwupgdusttinh dhuyh 38,1%-p:
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including "The Blind World", "Blbulyanner" and "Hard Life". Humor
programs (4.2%), "Sharp Corner" program (2.4%), interviews and
programs on political topics (1.3%) were also mentioned. TV series and
sitcoms were mentioned relatively more often by middle-aged
respondents (40-49 years old) - 28.6% and residents of marzes - 20.3%
(See Charts 15 and 16.).

Chart 14. Clarifications of the respondents who always, often or

rarely noticed "hate speech" in the speeches of politicians®:

Anna Mkrtchyan 1 0.1%
Ishkhan Saghatelyan 8 0.2%
Anna Grigoryan § 0.2%
Armen Ashotyan ® 0.3%
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Gegham Nazaryan

Members of the government

Nikol Pashinyan
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Opposition-government, Kocharyan-Pashinyan dialogue
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The sum of the data presented in the Chart is 38.1%, not 100%, as only 38.1% of the respondents

specified hate speech in politicians' speeches.
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Géwyunltp 15, «Updkuhw»
ubiphwjubpp nt uhppndbpp npuybu wnbnipjuwt funuph hwppwly tyws
hwpgJwsutph pwpjunidtt punn wwphpwjhtt fjudptph (ininuubpp
huoquplyquws b pun ndjuy wwphpughtt judph  hwpgqusitph
punhwnip pyh)

40.0%

30.0%
17.6% 16.5% 9
20.0% 15.2% 11.7%

- N H =
0.0%
18-29 nmwpbywu  30-39 nwpbGywu  40-49 nwpbywu  50-59 nwpGwu 60 nwptlywl G
pwnén

hbEnniunwpulpniput

28.6%

Gdéwyuwnlip 16,  «Updkuhw»  hbEpniunwpulbpnipjui
ubphwitipp nu uhppndtpp npuybu wwnbknipjut junuph hwppuly
tows hwpgwsubph pwopunid punn phwlwduwypbph (nlnutbpp
hupqupldus ki pun nfjuy  ptulwduyph  hwupgdusubph
punhwunip pyh)
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Chart 15. The distribution of the respondents who mentioned
"Armenia" TV series and sitcoms as a platform for "hate speech" by
age groups (the percentages are calculated from the total number of
respondents of the given age group).
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Chart 16. The distribution of the respondents who mentioned
"Armenia" TV series and sitcoms as a platform for "hate speech" by
settlements (the percentages are calculated from the total number of
respondents in the given settlement).
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S-pyp whpr-h Gpbpnud, pun hwpgwsubph  6,1%-h,
wwnbnipjutjunuphiysndbpunupuljubiptdwnyhwunnpynidubpnid
b hmpgwqpnygubpnid, 2,2%-p ok k jpunduljut spwuqptpp, 0,8%-
' dudwtguwjht b hnidnpwght spugpkpp, Ukl whqud tpyb) E «HhEd
nhdwg» hwunnpnnudp:

Ungutg jpundudhongibphg wnwb] hwdwp ok ki
(6,2%), «Armtimes.am» (5,3%), «Armnews.am» (5,1%),
«lin.am» (3,2%), «<Hraparak.am» (3%), «News.am» (2,2%), «Yerevantoday.

«Lurer.am»

am» (2,0%), «Lragir.am» (1,8%), «Armlur.am» (1,8%), «Panarmenia.am»
(1,1%), «Mamul.am» (0,8%), «168.am» (0,6%) L «Asekose.am» (0,3%)
(kv wupunlkp 17):

Géwyunljkp 17. Ungutg jpunyudhongubpnid wmnbnipjui
funup dhown, hwdwp fwd hwqupby tjuwnws hwupgjwsubph
hunwljignidubkpp
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«Lureram»-p  npwbku wwnbnipjutt  junuph  hwppuly

hwdbdwwnwpwp wykh hwdw tpk) Lu pupdpwgnyyt Yppnipjudp
hwpglusubpp (nk v wwunfkp 18.): Cun hupgusdubph ubnh,
wwppph, ptwuuyph b Bjudnp dwfupguih §npkjughnt juy
sh wpdwbwgpyby:

|37

[l 'HATE SPEECH" ON VARIOUS PLATFORMS

According to 6.1% of the respondents, "hate speech" is heard
in programs and interviews with political themes on Channel 5, 2.2%
mentioned news programs, 0.8% - entertainment and humorous programs,
once the program "Téte a téte" was mentioned.
Among the online media, Lurer.am (6.2%), Armtimes.am (5.3%),

Armnews.am (5.1%), lin.am (3.2%), Hraparak.am (3%), News.am
(2.2%), Yerevantoday.am (2.0%), Lragir.am (1.8%), Armlur.am (1.8%),
Panarmenia.am (1.1%), Mamul.am (0.8%), 168.am (0.6%) and Asekose.
am (0.3%) (See Chart 17.).

Chart 17. Clarifications of the respondents who always, often or

rarely noticed "hate speech" in the Online Media.
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Lurer.am as a "hate speech" platform was relatively more often
mentioned by respondents with higher education (See Chart 18.).
According to the respondents' gender, age, place of residence and income

level, no correlation was recorded.
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Géwyuwnljp 18. «Lurer.am» wngwig jpuwnjuljuipn npuybu
wwnbnipjut junuph hwppwl tywsd hwpgusutph pwojunidu puwn

yppnipjutl (nnlnubtkpp hwoquplduws b pun ndjuy Yppulul
dwljupnul) niukgnn hwpgusubph punhwunip pyh)

10.0% 8.6%

8.0%
6.0%
6.0%
4.0% 2.8%
2'0% -
0.0%

Uhguwywng UhghU dwulwghwnwywu

Pwpépwagnyu

Swwghp ptpphphg upyb kb «Zpuwyupuly» opuptppen (0,8%),
«bpwyniup»-p (0,4%) b «Unwynwx»-n (0,2%):

zupgusutph 28,1%-p «dhjupnip» unghwjuljub guugnid
npybu  wwnbknipjutt  junup  wwpwoénnh Wbk £ dwpnub
Ambuwujuwiht  (Ing), 16,8%-p  qpupmidubph  wwl  wpdng
Uk iwpwbnipniubpp, 11,2%-p Yhnd oquuwhwshyubpp, 8,4%-p’
oquuunkptph gpupnidikpp, 0,8%-p $hjupnipjutt dpkpp: Loty Ll
twl dLjupnipnid puquuhwqup hinnbnpnutp niukgnn ogunuwnbpkp
Uphwttw ZnJubtywtp (1,6%), Uppnip TFwuhbjuup (0,5%),
Mr*hEghttw Mpwqutip (0,4%) b ‘Lupkl Uwjjutnp (0,3%): dbjupnipjui
gpupnidubph nwl] wpynn dkjtwpwiunipnitutpp hwdbdwwnwpwnp
wybh hwdwp ok Gu Ephvnwuwpny hwpgwsubpp b Gphwbh
puwlhsibpp (kv QSwwgunnlkp 19.,20.):
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Chart 18. The distribution of respondents who mentioned Lurer.
am as a "hate speech" platform by education (percentages are calculated

from the total number of respondents with a given educational level).

10.0% 6%
8.0%
6.0%
6.0%
4.0% 2.8%
2.0% -
0.0%
Secondary VET Education Graduate

Among the printed media, "Hraparak" daily (0.8%), "Iravunk"
(0.4%) and "Aravot" (0.2%) were mentioned.

28.1% of respondents who spread "hate speech" on Facebook
mentioned Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog), 16.8% - comments made under posts,
11.2% - fake profiles, 8.4% - user posts, 0.8% - Facebook groups. Arianna
Hovsepyan (1.6%), Artur Danielyan (0.5%), Regina Prazyan (0.4%) and
Narek Malyan (0.3%) with thousands of Facebook followers were also
mentioned. Comments made under posts on Facebook were mentioned
relatively more often by young respondents and residents of Yerevan (See
Charts 19 and 20).

On Facebook, 28.1% of respondents mentioned Vardan Ghukasyan
(Dog), 16.8% - comments under posts, 11.2% - fake profiles, 8.4% - user
posts, 0.8% - Facebook groups, as sources spreading "hate speech" on this
social network. Arianna Hovsepyan (1.6%), Artur Danielyan (0.5%),
Regina Prazyan (0.4%) and Narek Malyan (0.3%) with thousands of
Facebook followers were also mentioned. Comments made under posts

on Facebook were mentioned relatively more often by young respondents
and residents of Yerevan (See Charts 19 and 20).
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Géwyuwnlp  19.
gqpupnidubph  wwl  wpynn  dEjbwpwinipniabtpp

«dbjupnip» unghwjulmt gwbgnid

npuyku
wwnbnipjut junuph hwppwl] tyws hwupgjwsubph pwpunid puwn
wwphpuyhtt fudpbph (nnlnubtkpp hwoquplyduws b pun ngjug
wuphpuhll fufph hupgusttipp piphutnip pih)

9
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Géwyuwnlp  20.
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npuyku
wwnbnipjub junuph hwuppwl] tyws hwupgjwsubph pwojunidu puwn
piwlu]uyptph  (nynutbpp  hwojupljuws ko pun o
plulunjuypp hupgywdtbph plphwinig pih)
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Chart 19. Distribution of respondents who indicated the comments
made under posts on Facebook as a "hate speech" platform by age group
(percentages are calculated from the total number of respondents in the

given age group).
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Chart 20. Distribution of respondents who indicated comments
under posts on Facebook as a platform for "hate speech" by locality
(percentages are calculated from the total number of respondents in a

given locality).
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Ephunwuwpn hwpgdwsubpp hwdbdwwnwpwp wykjh hwdwpa
Eu ok dhjupnipnid Yhnd oguunuhwohydubpp npybu wnbnipju
lunuph hwppwly (nk v QSwwyunfkp 21.), jubwp wikh hwdwh
(13%), pwt wnudwupnhl (9%), pwpdpugnyt  Yppnipnia
niukgnnutpp wykih hwgw (13,7%), pwh dhetwlupg b dhohl
dwutwghnwlwt Yppnipjudp hupgdwsubtpn (9,5%):

Géwyunljip 21. «dEjupnip» unghwjulwt guwugnmd Yknd
oqnwhwohqutpp npyhku wwbnipjutt junuph hwppwl tows
hwupgJwsubph pwohunidt punn wwphpwjhtt judpbph (nnynutbpp
hwpquplduws kb pun wfjuy wwphpughtt fdph hwpgusubtph
punhwunip pyh)

18.0% 16.3% 16.0%
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14.0% 13.0%
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10.0% —
8.0%
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18-29 nwpkywl  30-39 wpbywl  40-49 wpblywl  50-59 twnbywl 60 tnwntlwl bL
pwnan

Skikgpudjwwhpuiphgnpuybuwnbnipjutjunuptinupusnn
hwppwl] pupdju] wnwybt] hwdwh oyl Edwpput Tnitjuuyuihup
(mgq) (9,2%): 1,1%-1 wnwuduwgpk) E «Funpudjut 25» wihpp, 0,6%-
R «2nuw Mnghwnhyduwr-t, 0,5%-n" «tunup Updktuhw»-u, 0,2%- p°
«Intpunp-p, 0,1%-p° Gpuunmhh Uwpnujwih wihpp b 0,1%-p
«Xacherubka»-u: Zupgywsubph 5,2%-p uoky EUkjuwpwtnipniuutpp,
2,2%-p" ninhn kptpubpp, 1,8%-p° Jhpinhninjuljubpn:

l40

[l 'HATE SPEECH" ON VARIOUS PLATFORMS

Younger respondents were relatively more likely to mention fake
Facebook profiles as a platform for "hate speech" (See Chart 21), women
more often (13%) than men (9%), those with higher education more
often (13.7%) than respondents with secondary and secondary vocational
education (9.5%).

Chart 21. Distribution of respondents who identified fake profiles
on Facebook as a platform for "hate speech" by age group (percentages

calculated from the total number of respondents in that age group).
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16.3% 16.0%
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1
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Among Telegram channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned most often as a platform spreading "hate speech" (9.2%). 1.1%
have outlined "Baghramyan 25" channel, 0.6% - "Zona Positiva", 0.5% -
"Radar Armenia", 0.2% - "Dukhov", 0.1% - Yeranuhi Matosyan and 0.1%
- "Xacherubka". 5.2% of respondents mentioned comments in general,
2.2% - live broadcasts, 1.8% - video clips.

Among the YouTube channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned the most frequently (19.7%). 2% of respondents mentioned

"Half-open windows", 0.2% - "Public Voice" channel. 0.4% mentioned
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Snipjnipjut whpubphg nwpdyu] wdbbwhwdwpp tyyb) k
Jupput Wnitjuuyuuhup (dng) (19,7%): Zupgusubph 2%-p ok
t «Yhuwpug nuwdnintbpsp, 0,2%-p «Zwipught dugi-p: 0,4%-
p Wbk E dnyudhpdbpp, nphg dby hwpglus  «Ghwunibikps
Unyjunnubphuwyp:  1,8%-p ok E  dEjtwpwinipiniuubpp, 1,6%-
p puundulut wihpubpp, 1,5%-p° mnhn  bphpukpp,  0,2%-p
huwntpp: Ukjulwt wiqud byl Gu «Catboy Kami»-ut it «Benjamin
Bennet»-n:

Pingbputph owppnid npuyjbu wnbknipjut junup twpwoénnh
nupdju] wdbkbwhwdwpp ok b Ywpnput Inijuuymttht (“kng)
(15,8%): Twun wykjh hmqunby uoyb b wunhwuwpwly pingbputph
ninhn bpbkpubtpp (2,2%): @ughll Unnnuntymuht tok) Ehwupgdusubtph
0,7%-p, Quk; Uwpquultht 0,5%,-p Qqkunkh Lhunh 0,5%-p,
Uppnip Ywihbpuht' 0,2%-p, wunnqupw Lniujw Zwlnpjubhy
0,2%-p, dkjuljut wiuqud upyk) tu Lwhph Znpupljutp, Uppnip
Ujjuqutp (Untwfup) b Lhug (tniqht:

«Shjunlp unghwjuljut hwppwlnd npuybu wnbnipjut

funup  wwpwénn bk b dEjhwpwimpnitubpp (3,2%),
punupuwlub phdwtbpny pingbputphtt (2%), Jhninhninduljubpp
(1,7%), mnpphpwimjuit kokpp (0,5%): Ukljuljwt wmbqud husk)
«Ujkpu», «f@hphqg» bt «Rhuq [tniqgh» wjhpubkpp:
Utdtwlut othnudubph owppnid wnwyl] hwdwh tpybk) bl
«unopju ljubp» (21,7%) b «wphowwnwtipughtt Ynjklnhy» (11,4%)
wnwppbpwlubpp: YUppwlwt  hwunwwnnipniuubph  pwppnid
pnthbpp ol E hwpgqustbph 20,2%-p, hul nypnglbpp 11,4%-p:

Udthnthbng wwppbp hwppwliubpnmd wnbnipjut junup
wwpwédnn pinghpibph dwuhtt wighugduws Jh&wljugpnipniup
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cartoons, one of which was the "Animals" cartoon series. 1.8% mentioned
comments, 1.6% - news channels, 1.5% - live broadcasts, 0.2% - games.
"Catboy Kami" and "Benjamin Bennett" were mentioned once each.

Among the Bloggers, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) (15.8%) was again
mentioned as the one spreading "hate speech'. Live broadcasts of
bloggers were mentioned much less frequently (2.2%) in general. Gagik
Soghomonyan was mentioned by 0.7% of the respondents, Gnel Sargsyan
- 0.5%, Kiso of Glendale - 0.5%, Arthur Danielyan - 0.2%, Astrologer
Lusya Hakobyan - 0.2%, Nairi Hokhikyan, Artur Ayvazyan (Monakh)
and King Ruzi were mentioned by one respondent each.

3.2% mentioned comments on the TikTok social platform as
spreading "hate speech", 2% bloggers on political topics, 1.7% video clips,
0.5% Azerbaijani pages. The channels "Alex", "Titiz" and "King Ruzi"
were mentioned once.

"Daily life" (21.7%) and "Workplace collective" (11.4%) versions
were mentioned most often among Personal Contacts. Among the
Educational Institutions, 20.2% of respondents mentioned universities

and 11.4% schools.

Socio-demographic profile of respondents who mentioned Vardan
Ghukasyan as a source of spreading "hate speech".

Summarizing the bloggers spreading "hate speech" on different
platforms identified by the respondents, it can be confidently stated that

the blogger spreading "hate speech" with the widest audience is Vardan
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Junwhwpwp Jupkh E wink, np mblughpubph wdbuwdbs Ghukasyan, his name was mentioned on one or more platforms by
[uwpulb nitkgnn wnbknipiub unup nwpwsnn poagkpp Twppwh 30.3% of the respondents. Arianna Hovsepyan's name was mentioned
Tnijuuywbt k. tpw wiuntup dkl fud dh pwth hwppwynid ok k
hwupgjwséubtph 30,3%-p: Wuhwdbdwwn wybkjh phs hwpgduwsubp upyby
ki Uphwttw Zndubthjuth wntup (1,6%). btw hwjnuyt) k Epipnpy
nbknnud: Ujniu wintbbbpp pwn wyljh hwqlunby 6o uodby (né o
Qdwyuninllp 22.):

by comparatively fewer respondents (1.6%), she came in second place.

Other names were mentioned much less often (See Chart 22.).

Chart 22. Frequency of mention of bloggers spreading "hate

Gdéwyuwnltp 22. Supphp hwppwljutpnid wnbknipju fjunup speech" on different platforms.
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Cun hupgywstbph dkswdwutimpyut vwpnhl oginymd ki
wnbnipjut lunup wwpwénn  hwppwljutphg,
«puyjuljubuwswth hpugbguws skur (64,1%), «ay hwppwlubpp unip
(63,3%),
wnghwunnipjut nppubnpnidu b (59,4%), «upwtg nnip £ quihu tdwb
npudwnpyuénipiniup» (58,6%), «dhwjt tdwb diiny Et jupnnuitinid
1hgpupwthybp» (53,4%), «ayn hwppwlubkpp wuwpq b hwuljwbwh
1Egnt Lt ogunmgnpénid» (48,4%): Ujniu Lplnt npuuunnnmipinibtbph
hwupgwséubph swwn wybtih thnpp wnlnut £ hwdwdwjinipiniu
hwjnuk].  «aiphouunnwhbih wnpnip squ»  (20,1%)  «ujla-
nbn nknknipniutbpp Juinwhbih b (19,3%) (nk v QSugunnlbp
23.):

puil np‘

pltwpuunnipmit kb wwpnibwlnid» «qpu  tpwbg

Gduyuwnlkp 23
nuwnnnnipnibbbpht

Judwdw’ i Ep  wpynp  htnlyug

Uwpnhl oqundmd ki mmnbym pjul junup wnwipwdnn hwppuljubphg, pwih np.

pwywywlwswih hpwabyyws s6U

npwup unLp pulwnwwnnipenil GU wwnniuwyned
nw hptug wghwnyejwu npulLnpnwdu £

Upwlg nnip E guihu bdwu inpwdwnpywéniejniup
Uhwju bdwl dlny GU Yupnnwunwd hgpwpwhyt|
wwnq W hwulwuwih [GgnL GU ogunwgnpdnLd

nLph2 Juinwhbih wnpnep syw

wjuwnkn nbntynLejnLlutpp Juinwhbih Gu
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m3wdwéwju G m3wdwbwil s6d  m1d.wwwn.
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According to the majority of respondents, people use platforms that

I MOTIVES FOR USING PLATFORMS SPREADING

spread "hate speech" because they are not sufficiently informed (64.1%),
these platforms contain sharp criticism (63.3%), it is a manifestation of
their ignorance (59.4%), they like this attitude (58.6%), they are only
able to discharge in this way (53.4%), those platforms use simple and
understandable language (48.4%). A significantly lower percentage of
respondents agreed with the other two judgments: "there is no other
reliable source" (20.1%), "the information there is reliable" (19.3%) (See

Chart23.).

Chart 23. Do you agree with the following statements?

People use platforms spreading hate speech because...

they are not sufficiently informed

they contain sharp criticism

it is a manifestation of their ignorance

they like that attitude

the only way they are able to discharge themselves
they use clear and understandable language

there is no other reliable source

the information there is reliable
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Agree MDon'tagree M Difficult to answer
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I bpntgjuy hwdwdwjunipniu
hwjntwsutph quuqwsh hwdwnpnudp  bpwbg  Yppwulub
dwluppuyh htwn gnyg £ wwihu, np dhgtwfupg Yppnipjudp
hwpgJwsubpt wykh hwqunby Et hwdwdwjinipnit hwjninid
wju jwud wybt qpuunnnnipjut hbwn, pwt wybih pwpdp Yppulut
dwljupnuly niubkgnnubpp: Fugupnipinit L juqunid dhuyt «<niphy
Juwnwhbh wnpynip syws nunnnmipip (nk v wuyunnlkp 24.):

nuunnnipniautpht

Gdwyuwnljip 24. TFwwnnnnipnibubphtt hwdwdwjunipniu
huwjntwstbtph puopunid pun Yppnipjui
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MOTIVES FOR USING PLATFORMS SPREADING
"HATE SPEECH"

A comparison of the volume of those who agreed with the above

judgments with their educational level shows that respondents with
secondary education less often agree with this or that judgment than
those with a higher educational level. The only exception is the judgment

"There is no other reliable source" (See Chart 24.).

Chart 24. Distribution of those who agreed with the judgments

by education.

80.0%
68.8%

70.0% 66.7% 6/ 63. 3/ 62.1%
60.2%
60.0% 57.0
o0 50.0%° i 0
: 426
40.0%
30.0% 232% qg39  203%
8 5/ 18.7

20.0% 4.2%
10.0% I I

0.0%

Are not uff ntly  The) y t h rp  Itisa manifestation They like that attitudeThe only way they are They use simpleand ~ Ther oother The f rmal n there
inform of theirignorance bI to dis¢ harg understandable reli bl e source iable
themselve: language

W Secondary M VET Education m Graduate
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Gdwyuwnljp 25. TFwwnnnnipnibubpht hwdwdwjunipiniu
huwjntwstbtph puopunid pun Ejudwnwght judpbph
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bty  JbEpwpbpnid £ wwnbmpyut  junuph uyundwb
wuwwdwniutpht, hwpgwsubptt wnwyl] hwdwh plwnpl; Eo
wwinwupiwih hinlyuwy bphne nuppbpuljubpp «dwpnhl uluk) Ea
hpwp wwnbp (22,2%), «punupuljuis npnowljh nidbp G hpwhpnud»
(15,9%): Mwnwupiwih dbmgusd nmwppbpuljubpt wdbih hwqunby
L gty (& u wwunlkp 26):
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"HATE SPEECH"

Chart 25. Distribution of those who agreed with the judgments

by income groups.
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As for the reasons for the consumption of "hate speech", the
respondents most often chose the following two options: "people started
to hate each other" - 22.2% and "they are incited by certain political
forces" - 15.9%. The rest of the answer options were mentioned less

often (See Chart 26.).
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Qdwuqunlhp 26. Cutn kg bhzno 1 b wupwiwnpgws Chart 26. In your opinion, what causes the spread of hate speech?
wwnbknipjut junuph mwpwsdniup

N wwn. I 3.3%
’ Difficult to answer | 3.3%
“w wyuop Unnuyhly wppwat & I 3.0%

Uswintpushls wndthuwduwlungh Sqluwdwuh hontwp & M 5 0% It is a fashionable behavior today [ 3.0%
N wwydwuynpdws Eytpwhuynnnupjut U hwdwwwwnwuhuwl wwwndh I 4%
4% . -
Ubfuwlihqulph pugwiywntpjwup It is a consequence of the crisis of the cultural value system | NN 5.9%

Unpwywl hwlwywngh 6quwdwuh htnbwup £ G 3.5%

It is due to the lack of control and appropriate punishment I

Upunwphl wgnbgnupniuitph heinbwup £ I  9.0% mechanisms !
W iU hinlwitp £ [ 9 ; T :
w unuph wquinnpjwl hnluip! 9.5% It is a consequence of the crisis in the education system | NNNENEEEEE ¢.5%

Luwnwpwywi npnwyh nudtin G hpwhpnut - I 15.9%
Itis a result of external influences

I ©.
Uwpnhy hpwn uyut 5wt I 22.2% 1:0%
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% Itis a consequence of freedom of speech |GGG ©.5%
They are incited by certain political forces | NN 15.9%

People started to hate each other |G 22.2%

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0%
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Zupgwsutph dbkbwdwutmipmiip  hwdwpnid k. np
wnbnipjut hlnup]} puguuwljui wqnplgnipniu nthl pt whdwdp
hn (72,1%), pt hp punwuhph wunudubkph (73,1%), pt tphluwubph
(67,5%), pt wupnne hwuwpulnipjub (67,6%), phk wwnknipul
lunuph phpwuh ypw (67,4%) (nk u Qéwuyunlikp 27):

Uwnbnipjutt  junup wwpwoénnh  Ypw  wqplgnipiniup
puguuwljut £ hwdwpnid hwpgwsubph dhwyn 32,1%-p, huly
36,8%-p Jupéniud k, np wnbknipjut junupp tpwig Yypuw ppuljub
wqntignipinit kpnnunud: Fpuljutwqpbgnipyubt tdwb pupdpnnlnu
wj] wnwppbkpuwlubphg b ny dkljh wwpwqund sh wpdwbuwgpyby
(nku Qéwnyunnllp 27):

Npno hwupgdwsubp ok G, np wnbknipjut junupp npuljut
wqptgnipinit nitth wnbknipjut junuph phpwhh ypu (4,7%, Jud
np unyut £ 50 hwupgwsd) (nku bwuumnlkp): Zkwwuppphp b,
np bdwb wwunwuppwt pnpwsubtph dbks dwup (76%, Jwd np
tnyut k38 hwpglws) Bplwt puwnuph phwlhhs ko Ldwb
wnwppbpwl punpwsttph pynd gqhpwlppnid B wpwlwb uknh
Ukpluyugnighsubpp (68%, Yud np inyut £ 34 hwpgyws):

Géwyuwnlykp 27. I"th wqntgnipnil £ pnnunid wnbjnipjui
unupp

UwnG|nLejwl funup tnwnwdnnh ynw s o s . 136.8% | 21.8%
UwnGinLpejwili hunuph rehniuuhuih Ui U | 1 7% 23.5%
5N uLuliGin U U S GG 0N % 1 1517%.
Udpnng huuuwunuuyniLiyuul Uy | A 006 5% 21.0%
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[ THE IMPACT OF "HATE SPEECH"

The majority of respondents consider that "hate speech" has a
negative impact on them personally (72.1%), on their family members
(73.1%), on children (67.5%), and on society as a whole (67.6 %), and on
the target of "hate speech" (67.4%) (See Chart 27.).

Only 32.1% of respondents consider the impact on the person
spreading hate speech to be negative, and 36.8% consider that "hate
speech" has a positive effect on them. Such a high percentage of positive
impact was not noted in any of the other options (See Chart 27.).

Some respondents indicated that "hate speech" has a positive effect
on the target of hate speech - 4.7% (50 respondents) (See Chart 27.). It is
interesting that most of those who chose such an answer option, 76% (38
respondents) are residents of Yerevan. Among those who chose such an

answer option, male representatives also dominate, 68% (34 respondents).

Chart 27. What is the effect of "hate speech"?

On the one who spreads hate speech IS OS5 . 36.8% . 21.8%
On the target of hate speech | /] V7.6 23.5%
On children | T TG A0 % 1517 %:
On the whole society | S Q24T % 21.0%
On you personally 1 - 256194 . 2%
On your family member 15— S 7 408 %012 %

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Negative m No effect m Positive Difficult to answer
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Onpdbny dbjuwpwil] wnbnipjut junuph puguuwlub
wqnlgnpniip hwuwpuwlnmpjut b bpw nwppkp nuppph Jpu
hwupggwsubpp hhdtwljwiunid uok) kb, np wmnbnipjut junupp pipnud
E mpudwnpnipjut wiuljdwi, tpp januptt wdwdp hwpgdwsubph b
upwig pivnwtthph winwdutph dwupt E: Ugplkuhwb hwpgqustbpu
wtjh hwdwp ki ok npuybu wwnbnipjut junuph hhnbwbp
putwplbny Epkjpowutph b punhwinip wndwdp hwuwpuwlnipjut
Jpw wunbnipjul junuph wqpbgnipmiip: Zuuwpulnipiut Jpu
wqntgnipjut wpnidny hwpgduwsttpp wnwyb] hwdwh uok) G, np
wunbnipjut funuph Wywwndwnny hwuwpwlnipjut dby sunwiinid
E puguuwljut Eubkpghwt (33,6%): Gphjuwubph ypw wqnbgnipjui
wnnidny hwpgwséubph thnpp winlnup bk E np wnbnipjut
hunupp pnytiph nbd gupnid E, b bpiluwubpt pinophttwlnid Gu wyt:
Uwnbnipjutt  junuph ppuljub  wqpbgnipjutt  Jpwpbkpyug
hwupgjwsubph dkjtwpwiunipniiutpp hhdbwlwind JEpwpbkpnud
ki wwnbmpjut junuph ounphhy thnpfbnt dqundwip  (wk
Qéwyuninllp 28.):

Uwnbnipjutt junuph phpwjuh Jpw wqpbgnipjut dwuhb
hunubjhuhwpgqusubphubddwuptp b k,npounuinidkpuguuulju
Eutipghwt (19,9%), wnbnipjut junupp mpudwnpnipjut wbjdwb
(12,5%), wmqpbuhwyh (2%) wwwndwn E nununud, phpwpwynpjusd
wudhtp bhghjuybu quun tu qgnud hpkug (4,2%): Zbkwmwppphp
E, np hwupgwsubph 2%-p hwdwpnd E, np wnbnipjut junuph
phpwjutt wpdwuh k npui, hull 0,7%-p Jupoénid, np, wnbnipju
Junuph ounphhd, phpuwuwynpyws wudp dqunid t qnjuldby (mé u
Qéwyuninllp 29.):
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Trying to comment on the negative impact of "hate speech" on
the society in general and its various elements, the respondents
mostly stated that "hate speech" brings down the mood when it comes
to the respondents personally and their family members. Aggression
as a consequence of "hate speech" was mentioned more often by the
respondents, discussing the impact of "hate speech" on children and
society in general. In terms of impact on society, the respondents most
often stated that negative energy increases in society because of "hate
speech" - 33.6%. In terms of impact on children, a small percentage of
respondents indicated that "hate speech" is considered an oppression of
the weak and children imitate it. The respondents' comments regarding
the positive impact of "hate speech" mainly refer to the formation of a

desire to change due to "hate speech" (See Chart 28.).

When talking about the impact of "hate speech" on the target, most
of the respondents mentioned that negative energy increases - 19.9%,
12.5% talked about a decline of mood, 4.2% mentioned that the targeted
persons feel physically bad, 2% mentioned aggression. It is interesting
that 2% of respondents consider that the target of "hate speech" deserves
it, and 0.7% think that the person targeted by "hate speech" seeks to
change (See Chart 29.).
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Géwyuwnlip 28, Uwbnipjut  junuph  wqpblgnipniup Chart 28. The impact of "hate speech" on respondents, their family
hwupgjwsubph, hpkug ptwnnwthpubph winudubph, Gpkuwttph b members, children and society in general.
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[ THE IMPACT OF "HATE SPEECH"

Chart 29. The effect of "hate speech" on the target” .
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Negative Decline of Feels bad Aggression They  Oppression Aspiresto  Others Answer
energy mood,  physically deserveto  of the change imitate with
abounds in Sadness, be insulted  weak kindness

society Depression

As for the effect of "hate speech" on the person spreading "hate
speech", the main part of the respondents who commented on the
answers to this question, 22.9%, noted that the person spreading "hate

speech" feels good and is relieved in this way (See Chart 30.).

"The sum of the data presented in the chart is 43%, not 100%, because only 43% of respondents
commented on the impact of hate speech on the target of hate speech.
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8The sum of the data presented in the graph is 29.9%, not 100%, because only 29.9% of respondents

SQdwyuunlpnud ubpuyuguws wdyuubph hwtpugnidwpp juqunud § 29.9%, wy ns commented on the effect of "hate speech" on the spreader of "hate speech”.

100%, pwith np wwnknipjul junup mwpwénnh Ypuw wnbnipjut junuph wqnbgnipniup
Ukhuwpwily £ hupgdusubph vhwyh 29.9%-n:
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B POSSIBILITIES TO PROTECT AGAINST "HATE
SPEECH"

As an effective way to protect citizens from "hate speech", the
respondents most often mentioned "Banning of mass media/channels/pages/
blogs spreading hate speech" - 23.9%. "Punishing those who spread hate
speech" was chosen by 18.9% of respondents. A slightly smaller percentage
chose awareness as an influencer, 18.1%. 16.3% of respondents emphasized
the importance of providing true and proper information through official
channels, and 16.2% believe that it is necessary to demand the removal of
publications containing hate speech. 4.1% of the respondents consider that

it is not necessary to take any measure, because it contradicts the freedom
of speech (See Chart 32.).

Chart 32. In your opinion, what measures should be taken to protect

citizens from hate speech?
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[l CONCLUSION

The analysis of the data collected during the research on "hate speech"
allowed us to draw a number of conclusions.

37.7% of respondents have some idea about "hate speech" and their
answers contain certain elements of this definition: "An expression of
discriminatory attitude, public speech that expresses hate or encourages
violence towards a person or group.”

Most of the respondents have personally encountered "hate speech".

62.7% - sometimes, and 9.9% - very often.
Residents of Yerevan face "hate speech" more often than residents
of other cities and villages of RA.

According to the respondents, people in our country most often
encounter the following manifestations of "hate speech": labeling political
views (18.7%) and mocking a person's appearance (18.5%), less often
criticizing sexual orientations (14.5%), questioning mental abilities (11.5%)
and insulting nationality (10.2%).

Residents of Yerevan more often notice manifestations of "hate
speech" related to age, skin color, gender, and profession, while residents
of other cities and villages of Armenia notice labeling of political views,
mocking a person's appearance, and criticism towards sexual orientations.

Men are more likely to notice "hate speech" labeling political views,
age and profession.

Women are more likely to notice "hate speech" that mock a person's

appearance and refer to gender.
The majority of the respondents consider that "hate speech" has

increased equally after the revolution of 2018, after the 44-day Artsakh
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[l CONCLUSION

war in 2020, and after the Azerbaijani aggression that started in September
2022: 71.3%, 79.2%, 69.4%, respectively.

Respondents who negatively evaluated the activities of the RA
Prime Minister, the Government and the National Assembly, as well as the
political opposition, more often state the increase in "hate speech" equally
after the revolution of 2018, after the 44-day Artsakh war in 2020, and
after the Azerbaijani aggression that started in September 2022.

According to the respondents, "hate speech” is most often found in
the speeches of politicians and on the Facebook social network.

Among the TV channels, Public Television was most often
mentioned as a platform for spreading "hate speech", then "Yerkir Media",
Channel 5, Armenia TV Company, as well as H2, Shant and "New Armenia".

Among the programs of Public Television, interviews and programs
on political topics (11.6%), news programs (6.3%), NA sessions (3%) and
"Interview with Petros Ghazaryan" program (1.8%) were most often
mentioned as platforms for "hate speech".

News (7.5%) and speeches of the opposition (4.2%) were mentioned
mainly among the programs of "Yerkir Media" TV channel. The "Country
Today" program was mentioned separately (0.8%). One respondent also
mentioned the program "The Adventures of Vivtash" and the TV series
"Revenge".

Among the programs of "Armenia" TV Company, series and sitcoms
(18.6%) were most often mentioned as a platform for "hate speech",
including "The Blind World", "Blbulyanner" and "Hard Life". Humor
programs (4.2%), "Sharp Corner" program (2.4%), interviews and programs
on political topics (1.3%) were also mentioned.
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[l CONCLUSION

According to 6.1% of the respondents, "hate speech" is heard in
programs and interviews with political themes on Channel 5, 2.2%
mentioned news programs, 0.8% - entertainment and humorous programs,
once the program "Téte a téte" was mentioned.

Among the Online Media, Lurer.am (6.2%), Armtimes.am (5.3%),
Armnews.am (5.1%), lin.am (3.2%), Hraparak.am (3%), News.am (
2.2%), Yerevantoday.am (2.0%), Lragiram (1.8%), Armlur.am (1.8%),
Panarmenia.am (1.1%), Mamul.am (0.8%), 168.am (0.6% ) and Asekose.
am (0.3%).

Among the printed media, "Hraparak" daily (0.8%), "Iravunk"
(0.4%) and "Aravot" (0.2%) were mentioned.

On Facebook, 28.1% of respondents mentioned Vardan Ghukasyan
(Dog), 16.8% - comments under posts, 11.2% - fake profiles, 8.4% - user
posts, 0.8% - Facebook groups, as sources spreading "hate speech" on this
social network. Arianna Hovsepyan (1.6%), Artur Danielyan (0.5%), Regina
Prazyan (0.4%) and Narek Malyan (0.3%) with thousands of Facebook
followers were also mentioned.

Among Telegram channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned most often as a platform spreading "hate speech" (9.2%). 1.1%
have outlined "Baghramyan 25" channel, 0.6% - "Zona Positiva", 0.5% -
"Radar Armenia", 0.2% - "Dukhov", 0.1% - Yeranuhi Matosyan and 0.1% -
"Xacherubka". 5.2% of respondents mentioned comments in general, 2.2%
- live broadcasts, 1.8% - video clips.

Among the YouTube channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned the most frequently (19.7%). 2% of respondents mentioned
"Half-open windows", 0.2% - "Public Voice" channel. 0.4% mentioned
cartoons, one of which was the "Animals" cartoon series. 1.8% mentioned
comments, 1.6% - news channels, 1.5% - live broadcasts, 0.2% - games.
"Catboy Kami" and "Benjamin Bennett" were mentioned once each.
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Uppnip UjJuquith (Untwhu) b Lhtiq (tnighh winitbubpp:

«Shljnnlp unghwjulwt hwppwlind npybu wnbniput
lunup tnwpwsdnn tok) ki dkjuwpwnipnitutpn (3,2%), punupuljute
ptdwbbpny pingbhputpht (2%), Jhpbnhnndulukpp  (1,7%),
wnpphowtiwljut kotipp (0,5%): Ukjulwt wbqud tpyb) Gu «Ujkpuy,
«[Fhphg» U «Rhuq [Fniqh» wihpubpp: ‘

Swppbkp  hwppwlubpmd  wdbbwhwdwp  hhywwnwljws
wwnknipjub junup mwpwsdnn pinghpp Ywpnu Tntjuuywit £, tpu
wuniup dkY Yud vh pwth huppwynid uobky E hupgqusubph 30,3%-n:

Cutn hupgqustbph Ubdwdwulmpjut dwpnhly oquimd
wnbnpjul  junup wwpwény  hwppwlubphg, pwuh np

|57

[l CONCLUSION

Among the Bloggers, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) (15.8%) was again
mentioned as the one spreading "hate speech". Live broadcasts of bloggers
were mentioned much less frequently (2.2%) in general. Gagik
Soghomonyan was mentioned by 0.7% of the respondents, Gnel Sargsyan
- 0.5%, Kiso of Glendale - 0.5%, Arthur Danielyan - 0.2%, Astrologer Lusya
Hakobyan - 0.2%, Nairi Hokhikyan, Artur Ayvazyan (Monakh) and King
Ruzi were mentioned by one respondent each.

3.2% mentioned comments on the TikTok social platform as
spreading "hate speech", 2% bloggers on political topics, 1.7% video clips,
0.5% Azerbaijani pages. The channels "Alex", "Titiz" and "King Ruzi" were
mentioned once.

Vardan Ghukasyan, the most frequently mentioned blogger
spreading "hate speech" on various platforms, his name was mentioned on
one or more platforms by 30.3% of respondents.

According to the majority of respondents, people use platforms that
spread "hate speech" because they are not sufficiently informed (64.1%),
these platforms contain sharp criticism (63.3%), it is a manifestation of
their ignorance (59.4%), they like this attitude (58.6%), they are only
able to discharge in this way (53.4%), those platforms use simple and
understandable language (48.4%).
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«pujuljubiuswth hpugblgws skt (64,1%), «uyn hwppwlubpp unip
puttmnwunipnit kb wuwpnibwlnud»  (63,3%), «qu  upwbg
wnghunnmpjut npubnpnid b (59,4%), «tpwig nmip £ qujhu tdwb
npudwunpuénipmniup» (58,6%), «dhuytt wnwbu G jupnnuinid
1hgpupwthyty» (53,4%), «wyn hwppwlubpp wuwpq b hwuljwbwh
1Egnt ki ogunuugnpoénid» (48,4%):

Zunjupwljut E np dmniu Gpint nuunnnnipnibtubpht
hwpgqwséutph swwn wybh thnpp wunlnutt £ hwdwdwjinipniu
hwjnik]  «phy  Juinwhbih  wnpmoip shus (20,1%),  «ujinbn
wnbnbklnipnitubpp Junuhth Bus (19,3%): Zupgusutph onipe 20%-
0 £ wnbnipjutt junup tnwpwédnn hwppwlubptt wdkh Junwhbih
hwdwpnud:

Cun hupgqudtph dwpnhl uywenid b winbjnipyub junupp,
pulth np’ «lwpnhl uljub] o hpup wnbp (22,2%), «@unupulul
npnowlh nidtp Gt hpwhpnid» (15,9%):

Zupgwsubph  dbdwdwubnipmniip  hwdwpnmd k. np
wnknipjul unupp puguuwljui wqpkgnmpnit nth ph whdwdp
hp (72,1%), pt” hp plinwtthph winwdubph (73,1%), ph” kpkawibph
(67,5%), phk wupnne hwuwpwlnipju (67,6%), pt  wwnknpub
lunuph phpwjuh ypw (67,4%):

Uwnbnipjutt  junupp wwpwsdnnubph JYpw  wqnpbkgnipiniup
pugwuwlut E hwdwupnid hwpgusubph dhuygh 32,1%-n, huly 36,8%-
R Jupénud E, np wmnbnipjul junupp mwpwénnubtph Jpu npuljut
wqntignipinit k pnnunud, putth np tpwp tdwb diiny hgpupwthynid
L

Zupgwsubph 4,7%-np (50 hwpgws) hwdwpmd E, np
wwnknipju junupp gpuljut wqpgnipnit nitith wnknipjut funuph
phpwjuh Jpu: Ldwb yuwunwuppwih mwppbpul ptnpwsubph Ubs
dwup Gplwt punuph wpwlwi ukinh ptwlhsutp Gu:

| 58

[l CONCLUSION

Itis noteworthy that a significantly lower percentage of respondents
agreed with the other two judgments: "there is no other reliable source"
(20.1%), "the information there is reliable" (19.3%). About 20% of the
respondents consider platforms that spread "hate speech" more reliable.

According to the respondents, people consume "hate speech"
because "people have started to hate each other" - 22.2% and "certain
political forces incite it" - 15.9%.

The majority of respondents consider that the "hate speech" has
a negative impact on them personally (72.1%), on their family members
(73.1%), on children (67.5%), and on society as a whole (67.6 "), and on the
target of "hate speech" (67.4%).

Only 32.1% of respondents consider the impact on the person
spreading "hate speech" to be negative, and 36.8% consider that "hate
speech" has a positive effect on them, because those spreading "hate speech"
are discharged in this way.

4.7% of respondents (50 respondents) believe that "hate speech" has
a positive effect on the target of hate speech. Most of those who chose such
an answer option are male residents of Yerevan city.

According to the respondents, "hate speech" leads to a decline in
mood, the spread of aggression and negative energy.

As an effective way to protect citizens from "hate speech", the
respondents most often mentioned "Banning of mass media/channels/
pages/blogs spreading hate speech" - 23.9%. "Punishing those who spread
hate speech" was chosen by 18.9% of respondents. A slightly smaller
percentage chose awareness as an influencer, 18.1%. 16.3% of respondents
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Cutn  hupgqudtbph wwnbjmpjut Junupp hwighghmd E
npudwnpnipyubt wtljdwip b wgpbuhwjh nt puguuwlui Eatipghwgh
wnwpuddwbp:

Npubtu wwnbnipju lunuphg punupwughubpht
wuownyuwikint wqnkghl] Uhong hwupgdusutipntt wnwyb] hwdwp uoby
kl «unbnipjui funup wnwpwdnn QLU-
utph/whpubph/kobpp/pinqgutiph  wpgbjpp» (23,9%), «wwnbnipjut
lunup wmwpwénnubphtt wwwndbip» (18,9%): Uubpwt wiybkh phs
hwpgJwséttp hpwqblnudp tok) ki npuytu wqnkghly dhong (18,1%):
Zupgustubnh 16,3%-p Juplnpk] B yuwownntwlwb junnnjuljubpny
SoUwphnn b yuwnpwd nbknkjunynipjut mpudwnpnudp, huly 16,2%-
p Uk, np whunp E wwhwiek) hhkpwgil; wnkmpjub junup
wupnibwlnn hpwwwpwlnidubpp:

Zupgustutnh 4,1%-p hwdwpmd k, np wnbmipjut junuph
wnwpwsdwt nbd nplhk dhong dkntwpll] wbwp sk, pwuh np nu
hwljwunid £ junuph wquunnipjubnp:
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[l CONCLUSION

emphasized the importance of providing true and proper information
through official channels, and 16.2% believe that it is necessary to demand
the removal of publications containing hate speech.

4.1% of the respondents consider that it is not necessary to take
any measures against the spread of "hate speech", because it contradicts the
freedom of speech.
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lunuph nkd wuypup hwtunit
dnnnyppujupuljutt  hwuwpwlnipniunid puquulupsnipjut b
hwinmpdnnqujwinipyjutt  hwunwwndwb»  Spugph  opewbwlynid
wiglugyl] bt Pniniupudpughtt pubwpynidubp b junphtt  hwp-
guqpnygubp  winbjmpjul Junuph nkd wuypwph gnpdpupwgnid
owhwqgpghn U nppnh htwn nipnuijhnpbkt jud wininnuljhnpk
wnbsynn  wnwppbkp  opowbwlubphg dwubwghnwlwit  Jdhjuw-
putnipnittp, wnwowpmpmnitutp b phnwplnudubp hwjwpw-

«Uwnbnipjui

gptnt b wpdwbwgpnidubp juwnwpbnt tyuwwnwyny:

dnlntujudpuyghtt pitwpnudutipt wighugydl) b wnbnipjut
lunuph hwuljugnipjut nt npubnpnudubiph, htiyybu twb wnknipjut
lunuph hwnpwhwpdwt JEpwpbpuw] twpwwybu  hwjupuqpdus
hwipuwjhtt Ywpshph hbkwnwgnuunmipniuttiph dhongny uwnwugdus
pwiwljulwb mdjujubph hhdwb ypu:

Cownpdl] o dwubwghnwlwt  wwppbp hwdwjupubp
ubpyuwjugunny thnpp  pudpbp: dnyniupudpuyhtt  pubwpynidubpnid
Yhpuodly b dtwynyup (Wbhh) Jbpnnp, pun nph adph
mipuwpuwignip winud  tbkpiujugund £ puguhwyndws puunph
wuwwdwnp, hushg htwnn Upru dwubwlhgubpp hwdwdwjinipyni
Jud wihwdwdwjinipmt i hwpninud: Pugh wyn Yhpunyky ku
uhtbtpghly EdEGwnh, htwnnithnhy jnpupuwthwutgnipyut, widunwb-
gnipjwtt  wnwybnipniutbpp: dnyniupudpuyhtt  putwplnidutiph
wpynibipiiphg  ipupwisnipt wdthnd]by £ wnwdh gpuny pun
htggywd hupgh:

"Tudphg wykih own wbnklnipnit k unwugynid, put jnipupwtgnip wunudh htin wnwdh
qpnighkinig:

Unynpupup quy qunuithwpbbpp stdmu ko whuguubih’ jodpmd, wyy ns ph Akl dwpnm
htwn hwpguqpniygnid:

SUw  htwpwynpnipnit £ wnwhuy, wdkh dnn hudnqunitpubpng b dunwdnnnipjudp
dwpnuig by jpdpnid dhuwdnpbnyg, wewy ) yniphti pupdity putwpdwt dwuwlhgubphg
nipupwgniph wthwwnwljwt huptwnpubinpnidp:
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Focus group discussions and in-depth interviews were conducted
within the framework of the “Combating hate speech for the sake of
establishing pluralism and tolerance in a democratic society” project in
order to collect and record professional interpretations, suggestions and
observations from various circles interested in the process of combating
hate speech and directly or indirectly related to the field.

Focus group discussions were conducted on the basis of quantitative
data obtained through pre-collected public opinion surveys on the concept
and manifestations of hate speech, as well as on overcoming hate speech.

Small groups representing different professional communities were
selected. The snowball (Delphi) method was used in the focus group
discussions, according to which each member of the group presents the
cause of the identified problem, after which the other participants express
agreement or disagreement. In addition, the advantages of synergistic
effect, intuitive insight and security were applied.

Each of the results of the focus group discussions was summarized in a

separate chapter according to the question raised.

"More information is obtained from the group than from talking to each member individually.
*Usually, good ideas are born out of the blue, in a group, not in an interview with one person.
3This makes it possible, by uniting people with closer beliefs and mindset in one group, to make the

individual self-expression of each of the discussion participants easier.
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1. Zmupwyht Jupshph niunidbwuhpmipnithg unwgyb] £ wdpuy,
hwdwduwyh nph wnkmpjub unup wdkihg swn nmwpwsnmd ki
punupwlwi qnpshsitpp: N'ph b tdwb Gupshph dtun]npiwb
wundwnp:

1.1. busnt kb punupughbpt wjy Yupshpht hwbqghy:
Zudwdh " bp bpwtg htwn: basn™ ki punupulub gnpshsubph hpkig
Enypubpnid wnbnipjut unup Jhpwnnud:

1.2.  Punupwlwt gnpshsutiph opowtinid wmnkjnipju januph
Uhpwpnidp  Wuqbgubne hwdwp  huswhuh”  ppuduluit b
gnpstwljut wmnwewnplubp nikp:

1.3. Npubtu wwnbnipjut  junuph wwpwsdwb  bEpypnpy
wlkiwwlnp] hwppwl hhpwnwll; b $bjupmpp: bt E
dhjupniptt wdktwwlnhy hwppwlubphg dkjt wnbmpjut junuph
nwpusdwb gnpsnud: Npi £ unbndyuws hpundhdwlhg wnu]by
wprynitbwybtiwn Gypp:

1.4, Zwupmpjub juyb quiqustubp wugnud bu, np wnk-
|nipjul junuph nwpwddwt hhdtwlwt hwppwljutp G bwb hb-
pniunnwnbunipiniiit nt minijunjuljut  wegutg hwppwlubpp:
P’y bp Yupsnid. wnbjnipjub junuph nupusiwi hundwp whknp &
wpiynp kipuplykl qunwupwiunynppul: Bpk wn, wuyw n'y
whwnp E wnwehtt hippht Gupwplyh wunwuppwbwwnynipyjut:

1.5, Zwuwpwlimpnitp wunmdl, np wnbnipnit junup
nwpwsnnubpp  whnp o wwwd]kl:  bpujuluwb  hbsyhup”
dbjowthquutp £ hwpluwynp tbpnubk;, npybugh hwuwpwlnipju
wJws wwhwbop pwydwpupldh, vwluyt wyny wjuybu Ynsdusd
wwwhdp 1huh hpwdwlub (wbhpwdbon b pujupup) vwhdwib-
hpmd:  Yw whwp b {huh pphwlw’y, pk’ Jupswlw’t wwnwu-
wbwinympub  quonmd, phk’ qnun dwubudnp  whpnygpnd
thnjuhwinnigdwt ywhwby whwnp E ukpyuyugyh:
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1. From the study of public opinion, data was obtained, according to
which politicians spread hate speech the most. What is the reason for
forming such an opinion?

1.1. Why did the citizens come to that opinion? Do you agree with
them? Why do politicians use hate speech in their speeches?

1.2. What legal and practical suggestions do you have for reducing
the use of hate speech among politicians?

1.3. Facebook was mentioned as the second most active
platform for spreading hate speech. Why is Facebook one of the most active
platforms in spreading hate speech? What is the most effective way out of the
created situation?

1.4. Wide masses of the public claim that television and online
information platforms are also the main platforms for the spread of hate
speech. What do you think. Should they be held accountable for spreading
hate speech? If yes, then who should be held responsible first?

1.5. Society insists that those who spread hate speech should be
punished. What kind of legal mechanisms need to be implemented so that
the stated demand of the society is met, but the so-called punishment is
within the legal (necessary and sufficient) limits? Should it be in the field of
criminal or administrative responsibility, or should a claim for
compensation be made in the private domain?
2.Another picture emerges from public opinion research.

2.1. Many view hate speech as a manifestation of freedom of
speech and consider restrictions unacceptable. Where is the line between

hate speech and freedom of speech?
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2. Zwbupwjht Jupshph hbwnwgnuinipniihg nipjugsyl) £ bu dky
wuwnlbp:

2.1. Tuunbpt wwnbnipjut junupp nhunwplnud &b npybu
lunuph  wquunipjutt  ppubnpnd, U vwhdwbwhwlnudubp
wipinmibjh hwdwpmd: Opunk’y ' wnkmpjut unuph U unuph
wquunnipjul uwhdwbwghén:

3. Zmupuyhtt yupshph ntuntdbwuhpnipjut dudwwly hwipg b wnpyty,
ptdwupnhl hsnt ki oqunugnpénid wnbnipjuw junupt L Ejnpntwht
hwppwljutpnid:

3.1. Unwbdtwlh niowgpuy E wybu hwbqudwbpp, np
hwpgwsutipp upénud kb, ph dupnhl winbknipjub junup nwupwoenn
hwppwljutiphg oqunynid ki, putth np wytt unip ptbwnuunnipmu k
wupniwlnud: by bp Jupsnid wpyn’p nplt dwpdhy whwnp
Jtkpwhuljh Ipunyuljut hpwjuwbwgunn
unipjkljinntiiph opowtinid wnbknipjut junuph mwpwsdwt nhwypbpp:
Bpt wyn, wyw n’p dupdhip b 'y byubal(akp)nd:

4. Upyn’p hiiptwljupqunpiwh dkuwbhquikpp (ophliwly QLU-P,
nnubkjt npudwnponnutph pungnmitws) Jupnn Gu puduljubwswth
wpynitbwytinn dhong (hul] wwnbnipjut junuph gqhubpugdwi b
nwpusdwb nhd wuypwpnud:

5. Qkp woliunubpmud tkpyhnwlub opkiunpnipyul hbsyhup”
pugtp Ep ujuwnk), npnup Jupnn bu yepuwpkpbih (hul) wnbnipjut
hunuph nid wuwypwuph wpnynibwybnnipjut pupdpugdwinp:

6. P’y t hupludnp wik), np wnkympjui junuph nhd wuypwupp
hwonnnipjudp wuwlyh:

Udthnthugptpnud by ki qubt) $nlniujudpuyhtt puiwpldwi
dwubwlhgubph  ubpyujugpuwsé qunuthwpubptt  nqnubh G
wininnujh  dbkgopbipnudubph, husybu btwb punhwbpugnidubph
Uhongny: ‘
dnlntujudpuyghtt pttwpinuduiptt wdthnthdt] G pun hwbpught
Yupshph
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3.A public opinion survey asked why people use hate speech on electronic

platforms.

3.1. Itis particularly noteworthy that the respondents believe that
people use hate speech platforms because they contain sharp criticism.
What do you think. should any body control the cases of spreading of hate
speech among media entities? If yes, which body and in what way(s)?

4. Can self-regulation mechanisms (for example, adopted by mass media,
domain providers) be a sufficiently effective means of combating the
generation and spread of hate speech?

5. What kind of gaps in domestic legislation have you noticed in your
work, which may be relevant to increasing the effectiveness of the fight
against hate speech?

6. What needs to be done for the fight against hate speech to be successful?
The summaries included the ideas presented by the focus group

discussion participants through direct and indirect quotations, as well as
generalizations.

The focus group discussions were summarized according to the
recommendations of the professional groups regarding the questions

obtained from the public opinion survey, in the following order:

1. representatives of the legal community,

2. representatives of the journalistic community,

3. representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission,
4. representatives of the media ethics monitoring body,

5. representatives of the RA Prosecutor's Office
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Ybpuwpbpuy  dwutwghnwljwi  judpbph  wowewpynipniutkph
hEwnlbyw) hwonpnujutnipyjudp.

L. hpwjuwpwt ukpjuyugnighsubp,

2. |pwgpnn tbpluyugnighsubp,

3. Zujuunnwth  Zwbpuybunnipjut  hipniunwnbunipjut b
nwinhnjh hwtidtwdnnnyh tkplujugnighsutp,

4. QLU tphiuwyh nghunnpy dwpduh tbpuyugnighsubp,

5. Zujuunwih Zuupwy binnipjut nuunwiwugnipjul

ubpluyugnighstip:
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1. Mpkp kit wnknipyui unup nwpudniy:
1.1.
wlkithg s nupuwénmd i punupwljut qnpshsubpp:

Pusnt E hwuwpulmpjniiip quinwh, np winkympjwub junup

Zuiply b aljuinky, np hwipnipjut wyt jupshpp, hwdwawi nph
wnbnipjutl junup wpwyl] hwdwj wnwpwsenid k. punupulub
gnpshsubipp, hwunwwnynid £ dwubtmghunwlwt fudpbph pttwpljdub
plpugpnid dwutwghnbbpt hpkig mbuwytnibpp bbpjuyugund bu
puquuphy opptwljutpny phjpny:

Ppujwpwitbph $nlnrupudpughtt pttwpudw dwubwlhgubpp
Junpoénud kb, np punupwghubpp hwql) Gu wyn upshpht, pwth np
puwnupuwlwb gnpshsttiph, hwnjuwybu punhdwnhputph 70-80%- h
opowtnid pwn wljuthuyn £ wnbjmpjut junupp: Unwbduwgybk) b
twl nruwlgnipjut jud pdpulgnipyuit winud punupulub
gnpShsubipp, npnup nhuwplynd kb npybku wwnbnipjut junuph
hhdtwlwt nupwdnnubp: Ppujuwpwitbpp hwdnquniup kb hwjnik,
np wnbknipjub junuph phpwjinid wnwyl] hwdwp hwjniynid
holuwtnipjut  tkplujugnighsibpp, wpwybjpuwbu  his-np opkliu-
npulub twpwdbntnipyub pttupdwt dudwbwly: Fuwynpuybu
npungdyty E dbjupniph wmtwpwunby phpujunwupmpmniip punw-
pwlwt  hhdpny wwbniput  junuph wwpwsdwl gnpénud:
Uwubwynpuybu wuyly k.

«bu, opplhwl, Gunwidiughlbh
unghuywliml gubigp b punwpulwbl gnpdhstlph Enypbbpp:
Sbjupnipnid wijlyh punn Fhwbnhuynid, pwih np hpdbwlubnid
phufwghlp  sh  hwhwpupdnid:  Pwgh  wyp  pupupulwh
gnpSpsabpl wykjh wquun kb unghuywlwh hwppwlibpnid,
fhlswlu bwlh wbjh JES jumpwl niakl, pul Ugquyhl dnpnih
binyplkph  Juwdwinul, npnbp hépniuvnwnkbunipypudp ki

gnigunpyniuy:

«dkjupnip»
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1. Who is spreading hate speech?
1.1. Why is society confidante that politicians spread hate speech the

most?

It is worth noting that the opinion of the public, according to
which politicians spread hate speech most often, is confirmed during the
discussion of professional groups, specialists present their views with many
examples.

The participants of the focus group discussion of lawyers believe
that the citizens have come to this opinion, because among 70-80% of
politicians, especially the opposition, hate speech is very obvious. Politicians
who are members of the party or faction, who are considered as the main
spreaders of hate speech, were also singled out. Lawyers have expressed
their belief that representatives of the government are the targets of hate
speech, especially during the discussion of some legislative initiative.

The unprecedented role of Facebook in the spread of hate speech

on a political basis was mainly emphasized. In particular, it was said:

"For example, I would single out the Facebook social
network and the speeches of politicians. It is more common on
Facebook, because the other person generally does not reciprocate. In
addition, politicians are freer on social platforms and also have a larger
audience than during National Assembly speeches that are televised.”
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Uju hmdwwnbtpunnnid twl tipyky E, np punupwljmb gnpshstipt
wnbnipjut junup b wjjwplnype qquynit pnduinuynipnit ki nw-
puoénid ptnpybint hwdwp, putth np hpjpowbnipjuw nt punnhunipyub
Uholi wuypwp k ppwinid:

2}2-hubpyuyugnighsibkipp phbwpdwtwhwjun Eihwudwpnid
wju nbnklnipiniup, np, duppjuig dkdwdwutnipyut hwdnguwdp,
wnbnipjull junuptt wpwybjuwybu wnwpwdynid £ punupului
fununypnid, vwluyt tond Lu twl, np hwuwpwlnipniup bu
tyuwunnd £ wyn wdktht: Uwubwdnpuwbu phpyk) £ wyt ophtiwyp,
nn owwn hwdwh nbknkjunjuljut hunnpynidubpp pwwn wybkh phs
Lt nhwnynud, pulty, ophtiwl), wnbknipjut junupny htinkndus «Ftwp
uyukip, Uh put mtkup» pnyutinulnipinit nitkgnnubpp.

«Uwpgp, Uplibinybl F, hAngbpubinpki nignid Fjuly
ayn hpbnnpuwpwinipinilp. pp hwdwp wijbjh gpuifhs F np jup
hpkunpulwl wyy jnupkpp, nu sh bugnod Epnyp nibkgnnl hp
Junupni uwhdwih llIZIgZI} E pk’ns: L dphwbquidhg nu Fufbfh
nglinpywé juniu»:

Cun 20:2-h" punupwlwi gnpshsitpt winkjnipyul junup ku
yhpwnnid, np dnnnypnhtt wykjh Unnn Gphwb. nuw tpuwig hwdwp
«gnpShpuljuqu» k nupdb;: dudwiwjulhg punupuljut qupwnnid
npw Jhpwenudp ks jupbnpnipinit k dtnp plipky:

Uwubwljhgiphg dkyp hwdnqwsé kE, np wmnbkjnipjub junuph
hwdwp hhdp Swnwynn  wjjuwnjugnipiniup
hwuwpwlnmpyut dby ubpdwill) E plinbu junphppujhtt opowiihg,
uwluytt  hbnwbulwpnipjut  wwphttipht wpwydbk]  dwypwhbn

hwjwunwyut

npulinpnudbip £ unnwgh): Uwutwynpuybu bonid k.
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In this context, it was also noted that politicians spread hate speech
and other sensitive content in order to be elected, because there is a struggle
between the government and the opposition.

Although the representatives of the RA Television and Radio
Commission consider credible the information that, according to the
majority of people, hate speech is spread mostly in political speech, they
also note that the society also contributes to all this. In particular, the
example given was that very often informational programs are viewed
much less than, for example, those with content filled with hate speech,

“Let’s kill, do something.”

“A person psychologically wants to hear that rhetoric
anyway. It is more attractive for them to listen to those rhetorical
words, and they do not look at whether the speaker crossed the line in

their speech or not. They Iimmediately Iisten to it more

enthusiastically.”

According to the RA Television and Radio Commission, politicians
use hate speech to appear closer to the people. It has become a “toolkit” for
them. Its application has gained great importance in the modern political
field.

One of the participants is convinced that xenophobia, which
serves as a basis for hate speech, has been instilled in Armenian society
since the Soviet period, but it has received more extreme manifestations

in the post-independence years. In particular, he notes:
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«Unyknwlwi  dpnipniap  puwowjbpnid  Ep
wwnknipyul junupp gublugud wy pdph b, b pu pwpnibwlly
Eanpd Jiwy bwl whlwpinipiniihg hkun: Fuyg bpk wpilhbnid
pur vwhdwhupwlpfmé Ip vwhdwbunpwl pkunipuny, ujuhbpl’
Uh wyhp kp, phs pk pwwun hknbnwd Fhlp, jwd U pubh plpp Ip,
np vl puphbpllp mbkp (dpughp kp, Gopkhunp ip
pnijy skhl nughu), wyyw hpdw ns Uh pul shw: Gu Gluwnky kU, np
wwnknippull inupl wikjh punn §npdiwlhghlp nibh, pwb
hwjwuwpwlonywé junupp»:

Lpwqgpnnutp h ujqpuik pungdnid G, np wmnbknipju funupp
thwunwghnplt wdbh «gquhwboywd» E punupuljuinipjut dky, b
wjuop nu wdktnmip E, npnghbnb  «<htyybu  wuwungnud Bup b np
ynnd yunynwd Eup, wnbnipjut junup E, b wju wnnudny whwp k
nywnpnipinit nupdubk] wyn hwbqudwbphs:

Lpwgpnnutphg dklp, ubplujugtbng dpnwunhunwupynidubp
Juunwpbint wbdtwlwbt thnpdp, wund E, np hwuqk] E hEknbyuy
Lqpuljugmipymp. jpunjudhongutpp thwuwnwmgh hwppwl G,
npntnhg wwpwéynd E  pugupwwybu hwbpughtt  gnpshsubph
onipplphg htiynn wnbnipjut junupp: ‘Lw tynud E, np wnbnipjut
hunup tjwwnynud b wopwbjuwybu Zwbpwjhtuh Epbtpnud: Opubu
wwnbnipjutt  junuph  wnwpwsdwt  <hwbpwhwym»  wWundnpd
wnwbdbwgunid £ bl Uqquyht dnnnyh wdphntp:

Uwnbnipjutt junuph  wnwpwédwt dudwbwlwugpnipjut
Ytpwpbpuy upshpubpp wwppbp tht, puth np npnp phypkpnid
dwubwgbntbpp Jupémd  Eht, phk wwnbnipjut funuph
twhiunpuikpp Zuywunwtnd b huyn Bu Byl 2018 pywljuihg.
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“The Soviet Union encouraged hate speech against any
other group, and this continued to be the norm even after
independence. But if before it was limited by a limited resource, that
is, it was one channel we more or less followed, or it was a few
newspapers that had dozens of barriers (it was an editor, a proofreader,
they were not allowed), now there is nothing. I've noticed that hate
speech has more supporters than balanced speech.”

The journalists emphasized from the beginning that hate speech is
actually more “demanded” in politics, and today it is everywhere, because
“wherever we look is hate speech, and in this sense, we must pay attention
to that circumstance.”

One of the journalists, presenting his personal experience of
monitoring, says that he came to the following conclusion: the media is a
de facto platform from which hate speech is spread exclusively from the
lips of public figures. He notes that hate speech is mostly seen on Public
TV. The podium of the National Assembly is also singled out as a “popular”
platform for the spread of hate speech.

Opinions about the chronology of the spread of hate speech differed,
as in some cases experts believed that the precursors of hate speech appeared

in Armenia since 2018.
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«..whyundbpnipyul  qqugnidp  Juwp,  Gup
Junubyn:t  wyn wdpnno puguwuwlub  Fhkpghwl  wuwwndbint
Juphpp: ZEwn wjp Gnyh wnklibnnghughl phdbghll wpnkl
pwnupuljul Uinru Swdpuphkphg nt hwuluguil, np nw dnpuuy
b wnilbihli wowlgnipnil F oJuykinid hwuwpulnippul spou-
anud: bul wpnkl wwwnbpwquhg hkwnn wn pnqubl Junwbquiynp
wunhdwhph hwuwy. puwnwpuwlwb qnpdhsilpp, [niuwlgni-
pyihblpp, hnpdwghnwlwh nupwnp, hwdwp bwlh jpungu-
Uponglikpp uljukghl jhpwnkyp:

Twinwpwgnipjut  ukpluyugnighsubpp  hwdwlwpshp khu:
‘Lpwilp tpnud &, np mythan]mh lunuptt hujuybu swwn Lwpws-
Jws k, dwubwnpuubu  punupuljuwt jununypnud, vwluy tyw-
nwlwhwpdwp Gt hwdwpnud hupghtt wuwnwupwtl] pugupwy bu
pptwhpuyduljut hwdwwnbpuwnnid.

«[lruntdbiwuppnipinibblpp gnyg &b wwhu, np
pobnipyul nskp wnwily owwn hwinhuynid ki «dbjupnip»
unghuwyjwljul gubgnid, npunkny wkuwbbh Funwupudyjudnipub
puwpdp wumhdwh: Fujg ppublp hwinhynid ki bwl punuw-
pwlwl gnpShstlph bynypalpnid, npnip nwpwdynid ko Gnphg
«dljupnip» unghwjwljw gubgnid, plswku bwl nphl hkpniu-
wnwwnkunipyul, jpunywlui Juph  jud  pbs-np UEGh
whdbwub Fohgy:

Uju hwdwwnbpunnid nipwgpuy £ nuunwpwgnipjut tbp-
juywugnighsubiph wpunwhwjnwé hbwnbjw; dhwnpp. wyt, np hwb-
npnipjul opowtnid muywynpnipnit £ unbndyt), pk wnwyb) hwdwp
punupuwlwb gnpshsubptt B wnbnipjut junup nupwsénid, wwup-
quubu wujdwbwynpyws k tpwiny, np punqupwljui gnpshsutiph
wonwwnwipp hwipujtwgymd £ b mbuwtbih Ehwuwpulnipnion:
Uyl hwpwpbpmipmnitbtpnid wnbmpjut  junuph npubnpnidubp
unyuywbu wniuw G, puyg npuwbp wnubu Jujinpku  skb
htEnwpdwlynid.
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“..there was a feeling of impunity, there was a need to
talk and tell all that negative energy. Then other political camps turned
to the same technology and realized that it is normal, moreover, it
enjoys support among the society. And after the war, that dose reached
a dangerous level. politicians, parties, the expert field, often also the
media began to apply it.”

The representatives of the RA Prosecutor’s Office were of the same
opinion. They noted that hate speech is indeed very common, particularly
in political speech, but they consider it appropriate to answer the question

exclusively in the criminal context.

'Studies show that calls for violence are more common
on the Facebook social network, where a high level of prevalence is
visible. But they are also found in the speeches of politicians, which
are shared again on the social network “Facebook”, as well as from any
television, news website or someone’s personal page.”

In this context, the following opinion expressed by the
representatives of the prosecutor’s office is noteworthy. the fact that the
impression was created among the public that most often politicians
spread hate speech is simply due to the fact that the work of politicians
is publicized and is visible to the public. In other relationships,
manifestations of hate speech are also present, but they are not so widely

broadcast.
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«Ujunkny Juplnpi uwyi L np pwpwpwluib
gnpSpsakpp hkbg nw whnid ki pnnph npdhg nipwnpnipinei
qpwykint hwdwp: Zupl E ok, np dwpghl hkpniunwgnigny
wbublnid ki, np Ud-nud F pwwn hwdwfu hiskgynid unnkynipjub
Junup, huwwnjuyku’ Joprulinipni - plpphunipinii
pwhwbdbpnid: Fuyjg bpk, ophhwl, wkubkhl pwiubdbpp
puunupugh o wupnywih punwlul Ghunp Judwial,
uyhpwll punn nppwl wkubnid ki Ud-h  Ghuwnbpp, wyw
hwlwnwl jupshp [lhugdbhiy:

Lumupuljwi gnpshsubph wnkimpjub junuph wibwhwnby
nwpwsdult ywuwwnmdwnubph JEpwpbpuy QLU Ephluyh nhunpn
dupdith Jhwubwlwt nhppopnonidp hbwnbjuwih k. hpwudhdwlp
poinpnyhtt wyp  Yihubkp, bEpbk  wwnbnpipjutt junup  wwpwoénn
punupuwljub gnpshsp «wbyunhd» sdtwp: Uwubwynpuybu tyynid
E, np hwuwpulnipniip (wehwuwpul] dhnhulninbin uywpnnp)
tpljuip iwphtikp hwinnipdty £ punwpwlut gnpshyutph onipptphg
hiisws wnbjmput Junupp, wykiht sh wbkubp, np wnbnpul
funuph hwdwp dklp wunwupwbwnynipjut Eipwupldh, jud dkjh
tjuundwp gnuk hwbpwhtt  JGpwupbpdnitp  dbwynpyh, bEpk ny
nuunuljuil, wyw gnut hwbpujht pttwnuwnnipnit high: Ujn huly
wuwwdwnrny puwnupwlwbt gnpshsubph  omipplphg owpnitwly
wwnknipjub junup k husnud:

Yhunpy  dwpdih  Gkpuyugmghsibpp hwungdus b
huunhpt wyipwt |nipe k, np dwdwbwlh pipwugpnid hwjumuwnwyu
hwuwpuljnipnit Uk punupuljuit hwjugpipny wuwydwbwynpws
wwnbnipjub junuph tinpdwynpnid £ mtinh niukgk], b wjuop smwnbpt
wjt hwdwpmd B punupwlut §ntnbtn, nptt wpynitwdbn k
ognnugnpéynmd  hwnjuubu twppbwnpujut  opowtnid npybku
dvhdjwg  pubwnuunbini, Jupiupklbn,  dhdjwbg  hwyyght
htnhtuwlnipnit yuunwlbnt Uhong:

dhpnuoyuy dnwhwignmidubph hinhttwlp tipuyugunid £ hp
wbdtwljul thnpdp.
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“What is important here is that politicians do exactly
that to attract attention from everyone. It should be noted that people
see on TV that hate speech is often voiced in the National Assembly,
especially in government- opposition debates. But if, for example, they
saw the debates during the court session of the prosecutor and the
defense attorney, as much as they see the sessions of the National
Assembly, they would form an opposite opinion.”

The joint position of the media ethics watchdog regarding the
reasons for the unprecedented spread of hate speech by politicians is
as follows: the situation would be completely different if the politician
spreading hate speech did not go “unpunished”. In particular, it is noted
that the society (in general, the consumer of media content) has tolerated
hate speech from the lips of politicians for many years, moreover, it has
not seen that someone is held accountable for hate speech, or that at least
a public attitude is formed, if not judicially, then at least public criticism
should be heard. That is why hate speech is heard continuously from the
lips of politicians.

The representatives of the monitoring body are convinced that the
problem is so serious that, over time, hate speech due to political views
has been normalized in Armenian society, and today many consider it to
be political content, which is effectively used, especially during the pre-
election period, to criticize, discredit, and discredit each other - a way to
earn reputation at each other’s expense.

The author of the above thoughts presents his personal experience.
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«Uh whqud wnpp nibikgu qpniglint wwnbynipyui
Junup hiskghnn phhiwénip  hkw, npp «X»4  hEkpniuwnw-
plilbpnipinia Ip EGly Gwlpbunpulwui pupnquowdhl dwu-
bwlgkini hwdwp, npp «punupulwl [niuwlgnipyui» nkiw-
up Lp: Mipmgpuy L np wyy opkpple QLU [phluyp phunpy
dwpdhbp pugduphy phunid-pngnpiakp Ep uwnwinid, hkwnk-
Jupwp ku thnpdkgh hwpqupdwl punwpwlub gnpésh hkwn
gpnigk;, hwulwbhw): Lw wuwg, np wwnkbnippul  funuph
fhpwnnidp punn Gnpdwy E: Sunp upwnp, dpulp pw hudwpnid
kb dnpnyppuupnippul  hlis-np  Gjwdnid, wquwn  jinuph
ppulinpnud bb: 2EGg wyunky E, np JEGp pulwybu pupsnid Eip
Junuph wquunnipjul, JInpnyppuywpnipiul wuyhuh  [kps
Ubhhwpwlnipniaakph, np hppl ok wbubp, Ukip nu wunid Lip,
npnihkwnl Ukp wquin junupl F juplnpy:

Lunupughtiiph  opowtmid  dbwynpduws  hwdnquniuphp?
Ytpwpbpyurg “hinpy Uwpduh utpyujugnighytpp
dwutiun]npligqud Yupshp b huskgimd  Gokny, np wnbkjnipjui
Junuptt  pnpuppunfutph  pipwugpnid punupwlub gnpshyubkph
htgignwsd unip junupbph htwn E dhgnigh juwyws: Uwubwynpu-
whu 2021 p. pipupounfh pupugpnid dwpnhly ns dhugt wkubnid
Eht ‘Uplny Quohtywth dnipdp fud junid Utpd Uwpquyuth
huwjhnjwupn, wy bl ptbwplnid Ehtt wyn wdkup:

Utwbmbinmpjul  uyqpoitiphg  bjukn]  wnbquiwb  hbenunwwghph  whmbp  skp
hpuwupulynud:

®> Uju dwupt, np wnwy b hwdwju punupwlui gnpshsutip b wnbnipyjui junup hghgund:
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"Once I had the opportunity to talk with a hate speech
using candidate who came to “X” 4TV Station to participate in the pre-
election campaign, who was the leader of a ‘political party”. It is
noteworthy that in those days the media ethics monitoring body
received many applications and complaints, therefore I tried to talk to
the respected politician and understand him. He said that the use of
hate speech is very normal. Unfortunately, they consider it a kind of
achievement of democracy, manifestation of free speech and so on.
This is where we really face such false interpretations of freedom of

speech, of democracy, that you see, we are saying this because our free
speech is important.”

The representatives of the Monitoring Body express a private
opinion regarding the belief formed among the citizens’ , noting that the
hate speech is perhaps related to the harsh words uttered by politicians
during the election campaigns. In particular, during the election campaign
in 2021, people not only saw Nikol Pashinyan's hammer or heard Serzh

Sargsyan’s swearing, but also discussed it all.

*Adhering to the principle of anonymity, we do not publish the name of the local TV channel.
>About the fact that politicians are the ones who utter hate speech most often.
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170

«bplt wnhwuwpwl pnunid Lip jpuwnyuwdhon-
bkpp npnpué wwnlnipypul jinuph Jwuhl, wyw nu Eplhpnp-
pulwb fjubphp L pul wnwebughbp hkbg uyl L np punwpulub
phulnipunid kb ghbbpugynid wnkinipyul jinup, whhwinnip-
dnpuwlwinipinil: tw wuydwhunpywd FoGpwiny, np dkp
hwapuypl jubpp punupulwbl ppunupdnipnibikph, punu-
pwlwl Upgulgnipyui hln Fhpdbwlubnid juwwd b, hupi/h
wnbbny phphwinip upnuyhl b wgpkupy Jhdwlbabpp, wuw-
nwhwlwh sE np hkig pwnupwlwi finupnid Eip wnui/ly
hwdwp hwbnhynid bwl wwnkinipjub fnup»:
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“If we talk about the speech of hate that flooded the
media in general, then it is a secondary problem, and the primary one
is that hate speech and intolerance are generated in the political
discourse. This is due to the fact that our public life is mainly connected
with political events, political competition and, taking into account the
general nervous and aggressive conditions, it is no coincidence that it
is precisely in the political speech that we most often encounter hate
speech.”
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1.2. By t  hwplunp
pupbjuytnt hwdwp:

wbl]  unbnddwé  hpwdhdwlp

Zunljupwljut k, np wyu hwupgh Jbpupbpyuy putwpldut
dwubwlhgubph  wnbuwlbnubpp  jphun wwppbpynn  Ehu b
hhdtwluinuddwubwmgbnubppynnuuwlhgkhtthupttwjupquynpdwi
dbjuwthquutph  ubpppdwtp, oswpmbwlwluwb  Yppnipjut b
hpwqbtywdnipjut dwjuppuljh pwpdpugdwip, npny dwubwynp
nhuypipmud hpujuljwi vkwthqdbph twwnbudwbp jud wnlu
hwdwlwnpgbiph wpynitwybwn Yhpupdwip:

PpuJwpwitbpp hwdnqus kb, np wpnbu hull gnnipinia
niubkgnn dwpdhutbpp ybwnp Ehpkuggnpswunnyputptiwdbjh yuwmnowd
Juwnwpki: Uwubwynpuwbu junupp yepuwpkpniud £ Uqquyhtt dnnnyh
Ephyujh hwudtwdnnnyht, pwth np wnbknipjub junup wdkthg hw-
dwiju htiynid £ whwnnipjut opkitunhp dwpduh wdphnuhg:

Uhltunyt dwdwbwl, ppwwpwbtbptt pungdnud Eu, np
punupuwljwb gnpshsubiph (b ny vhwj) jhpunwsd wnbkjnipjut fjunuph
ntd vh owpp vhongupnmidutp nmwwyuwynid ki hkug hojuwmtinipyut b
punnhunipjut wywljwrnignpuljuinipjut yuwndwnny.

Gujhmwbaph hwdwp Jh duwdwbwl pplwlwh
wuwwnwunwbwwnynippul Lha Eipwplnid, nphb ku Gnpd Eh:
Fuyg nu supjuunnkg, pwiah np phpphunipiub wuwd wdkia U
pur Swip yhpu/npuip pupdphl: Zwpnipunp ppkwlul
gnpdhkp hupnigbght: Pojowbuy/npblpht b nnip Lp quijhu, np
pplkbg «npy wunnblbphl ppEkwful wunwupiwuwnyniyeul Fha
Lhpwplynid: Cypnwwih b} wpdwquipkg uwyn gnpdkphl, ni
supfuunnkg uw: Unphg pwpnibwlijlkg huynhuyiph nwpwddwi
wpngkup: (11 hkhg wip wwwdwpny L bu Juunwwnbu EJ
ppwjwlwi jnidnid wawynt hwpgnid, pwih np hbwpu/np F
nibkiuy opkbhuppuw b, ppwyulwl jnidnid, puyg thswglly»:
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1.2. What needs to be done to improve the situation?

It is noteworthy that the views of the participants of the discussion
on this issue were very different and mostly the specialists were in favor of
introducing self-regulation mechanisms, increasing the level of continuous
education and awareness, in some private cases, the provision of legal
mechanisms or the effective enforcement of existing systems.

Lawyers are convinced that the already existing bodies should
perform their functions more properly. In particular, it refers to the ethics
committee of the National Assembly, because hate speech is most often
heard from the chair of the highest legislative body of the state.

At the same time, lawyers emphasize that a number of measures
against hate speech used by politicians (and not only) fail precisely because

of the destructiveness of the government and the opposition.

“Once, they were prosecuted for blasphemy, which I
was in favor of. But it did not work, because every word spoken by the
opposition was turned into a grave insult. Hundreds of criminal cases
were initiated. The authorities also liked that those who blamed them
for anything were prosecuted. Europe also responded to those cases,
and this did not work. The process of spreading profanity continued
again. And that is why I am pessimistic about providing a legal solution,
because it is possible to have a legislative, legal solution, but spoil it."
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Unwowpljjws Ukl wy dninkgdw hwdwawyt hwpght whunp k
nw) wnwy by unppughtipnisnid whnm pjui wlnhy dhpwinn pyudp
hwuwpwljuwlwt pupdp hpwywghwnwlgnipyudp wthwnubp Ypphing
b bpwbg hpwqtlbny nhintu dwbijuywpnbquihtt muphphg: Ldwt
nbuwlbnt huptht hwlwugpnud £ wwwndh punwgdwt dhongny
wwnbnipjui junuph nbd wuypwplint twpunpnhy hiywsd upshpht:

Uju hwipgh onipg pwduljub mwpptpynng thu 202 ubpluyyu-
gnighsutiph Unnkgnidtbpp: Uwutwnpuybu phupldwb uyqpnod
htgnid E Qupshp, np wwnbnipjut junuphtt hwljuqpbnt hwdwp
hwdwgwugp whtwp E Jtpwhuljijh nquown phpdh:  Unwydb] ks
wowlgmpmnit £ vnnwinid wjt mbuwlbnp, np jpunph jnwsdwip
dhnjwd wnweohti puytphg dtlip wwbnipjut junuph huwnwly
uwhdwinidp whwp k (huh, npp.

..o junupp & fanupp
wquunipjul vwhdwbibpp. whnp F pdwbwbp, pk nph F
wwnknipyull  funupp, ppw  phnpnonidp  wwip: Uwknipjub
Junuph n1 pinuph wquunnipyul vwhdwbp wknp Fhunwl jhbhs:

wwnknipyul

Cunn  20}2  ubpluyugnighsibph’  wwnbkmpub  Junuph
quigquduhtt  nmwpwddwb wwwnmdwnutphg Ukt wyt E  np
wwnknipju pnupt wnwyby UkS Swjwny kEnwpwsynid, pub inpduyg
ntnktwnp: Ldwb hpwyhdwljubpnid wpwybjuybu dkinuydnp k ny ph
wjtt wbdp, npbt wnknipjui junup E jhpwnnd, wy) wyt unipbljnp, np
nwpwédnid £ uyt: Uju juyuwlgnipjudp wuyt) Ehtnbyjugp.

«Ujunky dhuyl wunnblbph dkgpp st Gnyl wyn
wwpwdnnhbpl by ki puwn Jknunp: Qupdwbnid b, pk hisn: F
il punupwlwl gnpdsh binypp kS hisknnipinil vnwinid:
Hw uwndwnp gnigh uyl B np nnwpwénnblpl Ei puiny:
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According to another proposed approach, a deeper solution should
be given to the issue, with the active intervention of the state by educating
individuals with high public legal awareness and informing them from the
kindergarten age. Such a view itself contradicts the previous opinion of
fighting hate speech through toughening the punishment.

The approaches of the representatives of the RA Television and
Radio Commission were quite different on this issue. In particular, at the
beginning of the discussion, an opinion is voiced that in order to counter
hate speech, the Internet should be brought under control. The view that
receives the most support is that one of the first steps towards solving the

problem should be a clear definition of hate speech, which:

"...will draw the boundaries of hate speech and
freedom of speech. we must know what hate speech is, give its
definition. The boundary between hate speech and freedom of speech

should be clear.”

According to RA Television and Radio Commission representatives,
one of the reasons for the massive spread of hate speech is that hate speech
is spread in a larger volume than normal content. In such situations, it is
not the person who uses hate speech, but the entity that spreads it, that is

most guilty. In this regard, the following was said:

“Here, it is not only the fault of the speakers. those
same spreaders are also very guilty. I wonder why the speech of such a
politician gets a lot of attention. Perhaps the reason for this is that there
are a lot of spreaders.”
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Quipqugubiny wwnbknipjut junuph nwpwddwip twywuwnnn
hwppwlibpht  wuwunwupwiuwndnput  ipwpybne  dhnpp
dwubtwlhgubphg dbyp tupnd E, np wyn wnbuwlbnp phybn hp
hwdwp nnonitbih k, vwluyl, wyuntwmdbuwjhy, npnpwljh nhuljtp k&
wwpnibwlnd: Ophtwly winpudwpwiwljwi huh wpgkil; U
thuwntph ninhn hinwpdwlnudp, dhtyntn sun niwyptpnid hktug wyn
wuphnithg E nupusynid wnkpnipjui junup ninhny bpbpny:

Uunpununtwny wjt hwpght, ptk nd whwnp £ unbndjwsd
hpwyhdwlih hwdwp wwunwupwbwwnynipnittt Yph, jpugpnnubpp
dwlipudwutinpbt ubkpjuyugtnud Bu jpunph insdw nuppbpuljubpp,
dwupunwhpwybptbpp, huswybu twlb htwpwynpmnipnitutpp.

«[lignulih wkwp L jpap ghnnwlgnid, np bpk dEip
hpdw shurjuipykip ni suwhdwbbip Eehljuyh Jubinbbbpp, wuw

UEp hnjuupkl pu whkinn Fybnngeniip, whkng Fijun dbkpny

vwhdwhwhwbiny dkq: Uju wdkap pwnkpp sk hwulwbnid,
npnyhbwnl Gnyl Jwubwghunwlul guonh wnwuppkp onulakn
wwnknipyull finuph phpwh ki puninids:

“Thunpny  dwpduh  winudubpp  ppugph  msdwt httwpw-
Ynpnipjnibtipp nbubtnud Gu punqupwluit  gnpshsubph hkwn wwp-
pEipwpwp wmwpynn wohpwnwipubpnid: Uju wnnudny  wpdwbw-
qnynid &, np punupwljwte gnpshyutpp puin nhwypkpnid ghnkihph
wuwlwu sniukl, b «Jhgdbih junupp» hhdtwlwinid hwinhwynid k
punupwlui nhunipunid punupwlui punphdwhmuh hwinby
wnwybknipinit dknp phpknt tywwnwlny: Fthunnpy dwpduh hudng-
dudp  punupulwb wuypuwph  hwdwwnbpunmd  hisws «anip
funupp» whwnp t ghunwpll npybu puqupwljwt juhun unup jud
hntunnpuwlwt junup, wy] ny phk wnbknipjut junup, pwuh np wj
hwugbwlwt sk htyywbu wnwbdhtt unghwjulwt pdpiph pbd
(ophtwly Epthl wwnlubkimpjudp jud ukpwljwh Ynqdanpnodwdp

173

B RESULTS

Developing the idea of holding accountable the platforms that
promote the spread of hate speech, one of the participants notes that
although he welcomes this point of view, but nevertheless it contains
certain risks. For example, it would be illogical to ban the live broadcast
of NA sessions, while in many cases hate speech is spread live from that
podium.

Addressing the question of who should be responsible for the
created situation, the journalistic community presents in detail the options,

challenges, and opportunities for solving the problem.

“There should just be an awareness that if we don't
gather now and define the rules of ethics, then the state will do it for
us, it will do it in bad ways, limiting us. Many people do not understand
all this, because different circles of the same professional field become
the target of hate speech.”

The members of the Monitoring body see the possibilities of solving
the problem in the regular work with politicians. In this sense, it is recorded
that politicians do not lack knowledge in most cases, and “controversial
speech” is mainly found in political discourse in order to gain an advantage
over a political opponent. According to the opinion of the monitoring
body, the “sharp speech” uttered in the context of political struggle should
be considered as strictly political speech or rhetorical speech, and not
hate speech, because it is not directed against individual social groups

(for example, due to ethnic affiliation or sexual orientation) the hate
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yuydwbwynpjws) punupwluwb gnpshsubph hwdwp huskgpws
wwnbnipjutl junupp: Npwbtu punupwlwbt gnpshsubph Yhpunws
wwnbnipjutt  funuph  ppubnpmd Yhunpn dwpduh GEpuyw-
gnighsubphg Jkit wpwbdbwgund E wwppbip  Epunuhdubph
oquiugnpdnidp jununypenid’ dwpnljuig Yhpuwynphint tuyunwlynd.

Guywuwnmwlp pwjuwlwl nighfuy Ephpp Fono
hwuvwpwlwlwh  phluydwlh ke «enippp»  wwnbinipui,
Yphpwynpuwiph  funup L ni kpk Jkp ppbwulwil opkiugppny
wnwobnppykip, wuw pnipp wunpbbpp whnp Fnuwnika: Khown
pwnupuliul gnpShstlpp swkwup L ogunugnpdki bdwh punkp,
hlsp hwdwpdlbp F pnipn qwd bgph wulbnil, pkl hhdbwlwinid
oquuugnpénid ki gnyyghph dwdwiwl, hwwnljuwwyku phpphuni-
pnihll oqunugnpdnid L wyn Ekqpouypp, pwnp, hul Ugquyhl
dnnnih wdphnlhg bplbp pl s&i wunid whnwlub gnpdhsblpp»:

Uhltnyt dwdwbwl, pungdsymd E whwp b woiwnby
dupnuig hbkwn, np unghwjulut gwignd wwnbnipjut junup
wmbubbjhu ookt Juwu «Report» wukl, hull bpk punupulub
gnpShsubph junupp mwpwésynd E dinhuwyh dhengny, wwyw tpwbg
Ypw Lupnmid gnpownphit:

Luttwplws hwpgiph msdwt yuunwupwbwnynipniap,
puwn thuinpn dwpdth, hpnd £ 22 hpujuywh hwdwlupgp, putth np
puwnupuwlwt gnpshsubiphtt Wwunwupmbwnympyut Eupwuplbne
Yuywlgnipjudp QLU tphjwih nhnnpy dwpdhtip npbit gnpswnniyp
b hpwjwunipnit  snith. wwunwupwbwwnynipjut  Gupwplnnp
hpwjuwlwt guownnid hpwjuwwwh dwpdhtiibptt ' puunwpwip,
nunwpiwugnipniup b

“huinpn dwpduh huskgpué jnsdwtn dbl wyp dbpuwtthquh
hulwdwyt punupwljwh Ywipp jupgunpbip swihwqubg uppht
E b ny wjipwt byyuwunwljuwhwpdwp, pwuh e wnljw E huptwlup-
quynpdwt htwpwynpnipnit.
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speech often voiced by figures. As a manifestation of hate speech used by
politicians, one of the representatives of the Observer group singles out the

use of various ethnonyms in speech with the aim of insulting people.

“Armenia is quite a unique country and in public
perception, ‘turk” is a word of hatred and insult, and if we are guided
by our criminal code, then those who say “turk”should be tried. “Right
politicians should not use such words, which is equivalent to saying
‘kurd” or “yezidi’, although they mostly use it during demonstrations,
especially the opposition uses that term, the word, but the statesmen
probably don't say it from the podium of the National Assembly.”

At the same time, it is emphasized that it is necessary to work with
people so that when they see hate speech on social networks, they delete
or “Report” it, and if the speech of politicians is spread through the media,
then pressure is put on them.

According to the Monitoring Body, the RA law enforcement
system is responsible for solving the discussed issues, as the media ethics
monitoring body does not have any function or authority in relation to
holding politicians accountable. the law-enforcement bodies in the legal
field are responsible: the court, the prosecutor’s office, etc.

According to another solution mechanism voiced by the watchdog,
regulating political life is too difficult and not very advisable as long as

there is a possibility of self-regulation:
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«..wnwohlpuypljpikpunbynipyuifinuphliugp
bupynipyul ijuglgnidp unphppupuwinid: Ubdhpudbown Fpuwn
hankiupy o wppynibwbn gopsh Eehlugh hwiadidwdngniyn
Junphppupwinid, npp Jhpohl wwphbbphl ns dh whqud sh
hwyjwply hinphppupwinid b nplbl wnhpny pabwplynid sh
jwquulbpuyly, ppwlwbugpk;, b kbhlng bpubhg, np sh 4
hwpwd bnin/nid Uhisl wyuop Ephliuyh hwbdbwdngniyh wlnhy
gnpénibbnipiniap ' puw Jhuwnipinial F Gpw, np dhgnighk punuw-
pwlwh pupnnid hpdbhwlwl ppunugnnbkph hudwp dkninnnt £
ns pk pnjwhnulught pwhwfkdp, wy hkbhg hnjuwnupd
Yhpwynpuiplhbpp, pwih np pu wijljh wppniiwybun dhong ko
hwdwpnid punupwlwi gnpdnibbnipiniinid, pwh Jwnnign-
nulwl pinuwlgnipinilp b Spwgplph dpguilgnipniipy:

Twinwpwgnipyut  ukpuyjugnighsubpp Jupdniud - Gu, np
puwnupwlwb  gnpshsubph  huskgpwés  wwnbnipjut funuph
wnwpwsdwmtp hwjuqnbjhu whwnp £ owwn qqnyo (huk), pwth np
puwnupwlwl junupp wuydwbwlwinpbt wwonwywidus kL,
Uhowqquyhtt swihnpnohsubph hwdwdwyt, wyt, hy wpgbhjdws L, np,
ophtiwl, ny punupwlwt wtdt wuh, swwn hwdwju pnywwnpkh
E punupuwljub gnpésht: Fwwnwhiugmput tbpluyugnighsubph
punhwinip  hwdnqunitipt wyt E, np gnpénn  dbkjpwthquubpp
hhdtwlwinud pwupup b punupuljwb gnpshsttiph huskgpws
wnknipjut Junuphtt hwlwugnykint hwdwp, wykjht pwn hwwhe
wlthpwdbown sk nplk YEpy hwljwqnb] wnophttwl) jununypht, pwth
nn nu kL dnnnypnuyupnipyut wuwhwbgn.

«..puwnupwlwl ppwnupdnipmnibibph Jwuhl
Junupp whnp F wnuibjuybu wqupnywijws jhah wpunuwhuyg-
wkint wqunnipul ppuyniipny, pwlh np pugupwlui hpw-
nuipdnipyniibbph dwupl hapnplughuyh wquwn hnupp withpu-
dlpwr F dnpnyppujupujul hwdwlupgh jujugdu b hundwp:
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“..the first step would be to reduce hate speech and
aggression in the parliament. It is necessary to have a very intensive
and effective work ethics commission in the parliament, which in
recent years has not once gathered in the parliament and has not
organized, carried out a discussion on any occasion, and based on the
fact that the active activity of the ethics commission has not been
initiated until today, this is the evidence that maybe for the main
players in the political field, it is not the substantive debate that is
beneficial, but mutual insults, because they consider it a more effective
way of political activity than constructive conversation and
competition of programs.”

Representatives of the Prosecutor’s office believe that one must
be very careful when countering the spread of hate speech by politicians,
because political speech is conditionally protected and, according to
international standards, what is forbidden for a non-politician to say,
for example, is very often is permissible for a politician. The general
belief of the representatives of the prosecutor's office is that the existing
mechanisms are generally sufficient to counter hate speech uttered by
politicians, moreover, it is often not necessary to counter such speech in

any way, because that is the demand of democracy.

"..the speech about political events should be
especially protected by the right to freedom of expression, because
political the free flow of information about events is necessary for the
establishment of a democratic system.
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Zbknlwpwp ' pwnuwpwlwh fnupp sh Jupng
wpqlyyky n1 ppuw hwdwp wwnwupiubwwnynipnil vwhdw bk,
bplk nu wwnkbniypul, wihwipnipdnyuwbinipjub, ppinipnil
hpwhpny funup sE wyy Jppwinpuiwl, vwgpng funup b

Utnpunwuntwny lunuphtt hwljuqnbny
jujugnyyt Uhongbpht' nuunwpiwqbkpp womd &, np, ophtl,
htEpniunnwwnbunipnitiiph yuwpuqunid (Gpp ngputp punupuljui
punyph wwnbnipjut junup Lt nmwpwénid) dhgnigh wpynibwdbtn
1hup qupswfut Jupnypp, npp twpiwqgnigugnidubph fhugnpnh.
nu jupnn k£ hwigkgul) pinhniy dhsh wpunntwgnph uukgdw:

wwnbnipju
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Therefore, political speech cannot be banned and
responsibility imposed for it, if it is not speech that incites hatred,
intolerance, violence, but is offensive, provocative speech.”

Referring to the best means of countering hate speech, prosecutors
note that, for example, in the case of television stations (when they spread
hate speech of a political nature), administrative proceedings that follow

warnings may be effective: it can even lead to the suspension of the patent.
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1. 3. Pusm t $hjup wlkiwmwlup] hwppuli wnknipui

lunuph nwpwsdw hwdwp:

Onpdwughnuljui judpbpt wiybpwwwhnpbit hwdwdwyt Eht
hwipuyht jupshphtt Jipuhwununtiny, np $kjupnipt wnbjnipul
funuph mwpwsdwt hhdtwljuwb hwppwlt E: Uwubwgbntbtpp tobnid
ki, np btpw Jupquynpnidubpp tdwb htwpwynpnipynit Bb phdEnnud:
Npubu ndnid wnwewplmd G htupuwljuwpquynpdwtt vhongp b
wunnud, np Uhuyb Ukl wowbdht Jhpgyws gnpshpuljuquny withtup
E pupbjudb] wnjuw npnipniip b wthpuwdbown tu hwdwljwpquht
Uninbgnidubip:

PpuwJwpwitbpp  wingmd &b, np wwwdwnp  dkjupniph
pldkows hbwpuwynpmipniutbpl i, dwubwdnpuybu  hlnbyug
wnwbdbwhwwnlnipniutbpp.

dtjupnipp pninph hwdwp hwuwubh E,

dhjupnipnid htipnn k qununth wwhb) ubthwlub wbdp,

dhjupnipnid dwpnhly, npyjbu juint, yuwnwupwbwwnynipinia
skl pnud hpkug qpus dbjumpwinipjut hwdwnp:

Ppudwpwt dwutwlhgubpp Jupbnp Bb hwdwpnid bwb wy
hwiuqudwpp, np Zujuwunwinid wwnbnipjut junupp dkswuybu
ounuuyws E punupwlwt hpwnwpdnipjniiubph  hbkw, huly
dhjupniptt wytt hwppwlt k npunbn nupwsynid b punupuljub
nhuljniputbpp, b wpunwgnpynid b punupwljuwb gnpépupwugutph
htwnbwupubkpp:

PpuwJwpwt  tkpjuyugnighsubpp  Jhpuniniw;  whpnypnid
wwnbnipjut junuph Ykpupununpdwt yquydwb Bt hwdwpnud bwb
huwjumunwiyut  hwuwpwynipjut  dky whpnn  wbnpnonipju
hwjuwpwljwut qqugnnmipmniip: NMuwwnwuppwibny opkuph niukgus
Yupquijnphy tpwtwlnipyut JEpwptpju) hwpghtt hppudwpwttpp
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1.3. Why is Facebook the most active platform for spreading
hate speech?

The expert groups unreservedly agreed with the public opinion,
reaffirming that Facebook is the main platform for spreading hate speech.
Experts note that its settings provide such an opportunity. As a solution,
they propose the measure of self-regulation and claim that it is impossible to
improve the current situation with only one instrument, taken separately,
and systemic approaches are needed.

Lawyers claim that the reason is the opportunities provided by Facebook,

in particular, the following features:

Facebook is available to everyone.
It’s easy to keep your identity private on Facebook.
Asarule, people on Facebook are not responsible for the comments

they write.

The participant lawyers also consider the fact that hate speech in
Armenia is highly connected with political events, and Facebook is the
platform where political discourses are spread and the consequences of

political processes are reflected.

The representatives of the legal community also consider the
collective feeling of uncertainty prevailing in the Armenian society as
a condition for the reproduction of hate speech in the virtual domain.

Answering the question about the regulatory significance of the law,
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hwdwljupshp G, np opkupp Yupnn k nisk) dhuyt hbnbwbpubkpp b
yuwnwupwwwnynipjut hwpgp, hull pu bujuwb pub sh thnjunud:

Qtwhwwnbiny wnljw hpwyh&wlyp’ |nwgpnnubpp,
dwubwghnwljut  thnpdh  pughwbpugdwdp, wignmd Gu, np
wlbhpwdbonn £ wwpquuybu twllp  dEjuwpwbnipmibaubpp
mipwpuwignip  hpwwwpwldwt hwdwp,  wwluyl, Jhbbnygd
dudwbwl, twlb dwnwhngnmipmnit hwjyniunwd, np nu bk Wniph
nhunbjhnipjub mwpwsdwb juunhp E wnwewgunid, hush wyuwngwnny
nu k) byuwnwluwhwpdwp skt hwdwpnid:

«bppldtt  Gnybpul pw  hpwhpynid E np
phwnbihnipinil hwjwph: Cwwn jpunywdhongibp niaklh bwlh
blyp ogqunuunkpkp, npnbp dwninid JEjhwpwbinipniibbpnid
Junuwlgnipinil kb pugnid, nphg hlnn pupdinid kb gnip ni
YEpluughp phnid- «Unghujwlub guigp huynnid B> ni nnulp
Gnphg nipwfunipinil, nglhnpnipin:i:

Upwiip tunntwpnid b twl §lnd oquuuinptph hwdwjudpph
«pbypliph gnpdwpwbph» wnhy nhpujuwnupnipniup $tjupnipjut
nhpnypl wnkmpjui junupny htnbnknt gnpsnud pungdtind, np
wju wneniuny «quuljp hpwjuwwwhubph guownnid by, bk tpuwiip whwnp
E wyu ninnnipjudp Jubjuwpgbjhs dhgngunnidubp wiuglugubt: Uju
Juyuwlgnipjudp dwubtwynpuybu wuyby k.

«[Ipnowh whynnwbgnipinil ko ggnid [knd Eony,
dnwdnid kb, np hkwnbwip sh nibkiw: Ugwhniynipjub qqugnid
Fypwbihg gl oy,

«Uwnbynippul junup nupwdngbbpp hhwlubinid
[Ekns ogunuumnbpkpl Eix:

Npno pugpnnubp wpwopipug tu wnbkutnd dhjupnipyui
nhpnypnud wnbjnipjut funuph hwwugnuwt ngnnipyudp okynd.
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the lawyers agree that the law can only solve the consequences and the
question of responsibility, and it does not change anything essential.
Evaluating the current situation, journalists, generalizing their
professional experience, claim that it is necessary to simply close comments
for each publication, but at the same time, they also express concern that
this also creates a problem with the spread of viewability of the material,

which is why they do not consider it suitable.

'Sometimes even this is provoked to gain views. Many
media outlets also have fake users who come in and open a
conversation in the comments, after which they turn it into a story and
put a title: “The social network is cursing” and underneath it is joy and
excitement.”

They also point out the active role of groups of fake users, “factories
of fakes” in flooding the Facebook domain with hate speech, emphasizing
that “the ball is in the court of law enforcement” in this regard, and they
should conduct preventive measures in this direction. In this regard, it was

specifically said:

“They feel a certain security with a fake page, they
think that there will be no consequences. A sense of security beyond
the screen’,

“Hate speech spreaders are mostly fake users.”

Some journalists see progress in the direction of countering hate

speech in the Facebook domain, noting:
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«.twmwénid kb, puyg Gupénid Ed gniak uEkip
jpugpnnbkpu  fJud  ghwnwlhg Jdwpphly nibkbh phphulup-
quifnpilurl juliphp:

b ply $F-md wppkl Ghwwunid b Juidwg-
juwdwg dbunpiyng wpnne uUpbninpnp: Uhgnigh hnqbly [
dwpnlwbg Up dwup»:

Uju wpnidny [pugpnnibpp jupbnpmd b dnpbpughwb’
npuytu pYuwyhtt whpnypmd wwnbnipjut junuphtt  hwljuqnbno
wilnitwpwpuihtt  gnpshp:  Cun bpuig  «Uquunippniins
nwnhnljuyuith thnpdt htiptwwnhy ophtiwly k. wwnbnipjut junup b
Jhpwynputp wwpnibwlnn dEjtwpwtnipniutph JEpuwhuljdwi
hwdwp wnwtdhtt hwuwnhp Ju:

2}2 ubpuyugnighsubpp fuunph yundwunp wuydwbwynpnid
ki whumpub  «Ubknws-h  (Shjupmp) htn  hwdwgnpsulghin
hwunuwunuljudnmpyut puguljunipjudp: Lpwbp Jwupénid G, np
dtjupnipjut mhpnypnid  wnbnipjut  junuph wnwpwsdwu nhd
wuwjpwph wnwowdwpwnhlutp whwp k jhukt wyt Juypkpp, npnup
hwppwl] tu wpwdwunpmd oguuwnbpbpht wwnbnipjut  junup
nwpwshint hwdwp. bpubp whnp Eywpunudnpnipynit Ypkt’ obgkine
huwpuinnid wuwpnibwlnn dkjtwpwinipiniutbpp, vwhdwbuwtulbine
Ubjiwpwtinipnit ponubnt  hwuwubjhmpniip jud wy Yhpy
hwljuqntnt wmnknipju junuph tkphnupht:

Twinwpwgnipjut Gpluywugnighsubpp dipohtt dninbgdwit
hwupgnmid hwdwljupshp Lu: ‘Lputghg Ukyp dwubwynpuybu tpnid L.

«Lwifu Juypp whwp [ wwnwupnwbunnne jhah
lyniph pnywbnunipyui hudwp, np swupnibwh wwnknipub
Junup, b kplk ogunugnpénid F uyp hwppulp, wyw wkup Fhwl
ujhwhup  dEjuwbhgqdubp  nibbbw, np  hp  Loh  wwl
Uk iwpwbnipnidbbpnid idwbwwnpy niplp sunwpwdips:
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“..they think, but I think at least we journalists or
intelligent people are in need of self-regulation.

By the way, I already notice the healthy atmosphere
slowly forming in FB. Maybe some of the people are tired.”

In this regard, journalists emphasize moderation as a cornerstone
tool for countering hate speech in the digital space. According to them, the
experience of “Azatutyun” radio station is an original example. There is a
separate post here for monitoring comments containing hate speech and
insults.

The representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission
attribute the cause of the problem to the state’s lack of determination to
cooperate with “Meta” (Facebook).

They believe that the pioneers in the fight against the spread of
hate speech in the Facebook domain should be those sites that provide a
platform for users to spread hate speech: they should have an obligation
to delete offending comments, limit access to commenting, or otherwise
counter the flow of hate speech.

Prosecutor’s office representatives agree on the last approach. One

of the prosecutors specifically mentions:

“First of all, the site should be responsible for the
content of the material, so that it does not contain hate speech, and if
it uses that platform, it should also have such mechanisms that similar
materials are not spread in the comments under its page.”
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QLU kphiuyh ghunpy dupduh tkpjuyugnighsutpp bu wy-
punupdb] Eb wnbnipjut junuph nwpwsdwt hunbuuhynipjut
wnniiny Shjupniph dknp phipws <hbinhwlnipjuiy wundwnubphl
yuydwbwynpbny nu wjt hwbhqudwbpny, np dhjupniptt mdbkuw-
htnbkuuhy sthdwt dhpwduypt | Zuyuunwinid:

dhjupnipnid wnbnipjut junuphtt hwljugnuwth wunpunun-
twn htwpudnp nesnudikp Bu aodnud: Skuthulut hwpuynp
(ndnudutiph owppnid  hhpwwnwljynid £ wpgjuthwlnudp, npb wyn-
pwl k| wppynibwdbn sk hwjywkqnt mhpnypnd, puth np puquw-
rhy b npu oppwugdwt dukpp: QLU nhwnnpny dwpduh dkpljujugni-
ghsutphg dklyp htnbmpmit £ wunwd, np Gpk junupp yhpupbpnid
E unghwjwuljmt guugkphti, hwupgp ywhwp k nisyh ny ph dEjupniph,
wy| hwipuyhtt punupwljwinipju Upwlnyph qupqugdudp:

“huinpny dwpdhup Jupbnpnud £ wnbnipjut junuph phd
wuwypwpp dLjupnipjutt mppnypmid twb wyb wpnudny, np owwn
nhypbpnid  wnbnipjutt  junupny nnnnyus  pnjwbtnulnipniiup
dhnnmd mth hwuwpwlnipjut dky unpdwynpybini, dhtunkn wyn
tpunypp hwtpwyht Ukd Juuutqg £ wjt hwbpnypubtpnud, npunbn
itppht Yntpihly Y

“Thuinpn dupduh tkipuyugnighsubpp twb pungénud B wy
hwiqudwpp, np.

«Ujuop  bnylhull skgnp hnpywsiakph wnwl
wnwbidhl puguuwlwl wpnwhwynnyeiniip jupny L undbply
wiupnne pnyjwbnulnipiniip, npp  Gupnp [ Gnbwnkpuwnhg
Jupywd jhbky: hu wpiynid F nipunpnipinil hpwypplyne, puwn
hwwbnidakp, Jupnugnnblbp qpuibnt hwdwp: Swilugud
jpuwnyudhong nu oqunuignpdbynt  F, hwwunljuwykbu, Epk npu
hpwwwpwlughlt  jnup F b wjuwnby jpuwnywudhongl ppki
wupwnyubfwd Fggnid hul ppuwuul wnbuwblynilihg, np hlph
phpwdkin hugnpply Fuyl, hisp wppka hpwywpwuyhl wnknh
Eniakgly hwbpuyhl [jubpnids:
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The representatives of the media ethics monitoring body also
referred to the reasons for the “authority” gained by Facebook in terms of
the intensity of the spread of hate speech, conditioning it with the fact that
Facebook is the most intensive communication medium in Armenia.

As for the question of countering Facebook hate speech, possible
solutions are mentioned. Blocking is mentioned among possible technical
solutions, which is not very effective in the Armenian-speaking domain,
because there are many ways to bypass it. One of the representatives of
the media monitoring body comes to the conclusion that when it comes to
social networks, the issue should be resolved not by Facebook, but by the
development of public policy culture.

The monitoring body emphasizes the fight against hate speech in
the Facebook domain also in the sense that in many cases the content
flooded with hate speech has a tendency to become normalized in society,
while this phenomenon is a great public danger in those communities
where there is “internal conflict”.

The representatives of the monitoring body also supported the fact
that:

“Today, even under neutral articles, a single negative
phrase can overshadow the entire content, which can be taken out of
context. This is done to attract attention, lots of likes, readers. Any
media outlet will use it, especially if it is a public speech and here the
media outlet feels protected also from a legal point of view, that it has
only reported what has already happened publicly in public life.”
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bull npubu ndnd wpwewplmd ki jpunduljut npuljyuy
ubquktnh jupwunidt nt qupqugnudp, npnup dwdwbwlh htwn
Jupnn b nnipu dnb] wnbknipnit mupwsnn jpunyuljut winpuly
ukiquktwnhl:

Usph wnwe nibktwny dbnhwidhowduyph Jbpp thupugpus
htnwblupp Yhunpy dwpdh bkpljuugnighsibphg Ukyp tonid k, np
whwp k pupbjuybup [pugpnn wwwnpwuwnnn Yppuljut hwmdwlwnpgp,

Ubnhwgpughwnnipjwt hwpgbpp  mwskup,  «Fact-checking»-h
(hwuwntph unniquut)® jhpundwb gnpénid pun yuwnwujuwbuwnnt
b hbnnbnnuljwt (hukup:

“huinpn dwpduh ubpujugnighsubpp Juplnpnud Bu twb

wljuwynn wpyniuphtt hwububnt ninnnipjudp pninp dhongubph
hwdwdwdwiwljju gnpdwplnidp.
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And as a solution, the promotion and development of the quality
news segment was proposed, which can push out the low-quality and hate-
spreading news segment over time.

Considering the above-described perspective of the media
environment, according to the representative of the Monitoring body, we
should improve the educational system that trains journalists, solve media
literacy issues, be very responsible and consistent in the use of “Fact-
checking™ .

The representatives of the Monitoring body also emphasize the

simultaneous launch of all measures to achieve the expected result.

“In short, all these institutions should be developed
comprehensively, because it is not possible to ensure efficiency with
only one initiative.”

°At the same time, the author is concerned that in our reality “Fact checking” sometimes becomes a
tool of political struggle in the hands of the opposition and the government.
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1.4. Accountability Mechanisms for the Dissemination of Hate
Speech from Television and Online Media.

Asaresult of the discussion on this issue, the main observations of the
participants were related to the fact that the mechanisms of responsibility
should be provided both in the legislation and implemented through self-
regulation, one without the other is not sufficient and effective.

Lawyers agree on the approach that, at least in the case of television
or online news media, a special body should be created that will conduct
studies on receiving data on hate speech and impermissible content and, on
that basis, will take adequate measures to resolve the problematic situation.

When it comes to who should be held responsible for the spread
of mediated hate speech, the journalists participating in the discussion
heavily discuss the issue of media responsibility. Also discussing the
question of holding a specific editor or editors accountable, they claim
that it is a fundamentally unacceptable approach, because the principle of
“the responsibility of a legal entity for the damage caused by its employee”
prevails in this relationship.

According to another approach, the media should be held
accountable, not before the law, but by the journalistic professional
community.

Journalists also reaffirmed the importance of the responsibility of
online news outlets in keeping the platform created by them free from
hate speech.

Under thisreview, itis necessary to highlight the following thoughts
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and questions raised during the discussion.

Well, if, for example, one of the parliamentarians has spread hate
speechandyoudon t wanttowriteit, buttheeditorsaysit'sveryimportant,
then what can you do, you have to write it.

Isaythat the person spreading the hate speech should be punished,
not the journalist commenting, but I have a hard time saying what kind of
punishment should be, criminal or administrative.

Let s start with the fact that there is no public control, and if we are

talking about punishment, then it should be administrative.

Within the framework of the discussion on the issue of hate speech
on television and online news sites, the representatives of the Television
and Radio Commission discussed private cases. In particular, it was noted
that in the case of the Public TV Company, the National Assembly
broadcasts are the main reason, whereas in the “Armenia” TV Company,
which mainly stands out for its entertainment content, the showing of
TV series containing scenes of violence and presenting violence as a
norm is problematic. Discussing again the indicators of Armenia’s public
television company as a result of surveys, the participants of the discussion
claimed that it cannot be ahead of Yerkir Media and Channel 5 in terms
of quantitative data of content containing hate speech and that in the case
of Public Television, it may be the result of stereotypical perceptions, as

it is often criticized based on political speculation and often that is what



B Ursnbhueutre

pwbh np Zwbpught hwwp putwnguunnd ki punupulub
owhwplnudubphg Gjukny: Uwutwlhgubpt pingénud Gu twlb wyb,
nn Zwupughth Epkpnd weju Bu gjuuynpuybu unip pubwyk&bp
ni puwnuunnmpniiubp bng Epplp punupuljuwb piinyph wnbnipju
lunuph hwdwlwupgqujht ghubpughw:

NMuwunwupwiwnynipjutt unipjljunughtt juquh JEpupbpjug
huunhpp puttwpybjhu dwubtwlhgubpt wpwe Gu pupnid Gpljunipjtljn
yuwnwupwiwwnynipjut Unnbp: Lpuwbghg dkhp tonud £ hEnbyup.

«bulp pbis Jepwpbpnid F o jupgquynpdubn b
wuwmnwupiwbuunynipiu i, wujw Jupéni/  Ed,  np

wuwwnwupiwbwwnynipul yhnp FEipuplifh hisybu unknéngp,
wyliyg ku [ mwpuénnpo:

Cun dwubwlhgibph wwpwsnni wbjh juhun wwwnwu-
huwttwwnynipjut whwp £ Eupwpldh, pwiuh np hkug tw k qluwynp
yuunwupwiwwnni. wnbnipjut  junuph hwdwp tywunwynp
wuydwbubp £ unbnénud b, npywbu YJwbnb, gnpémd E hwwnnily
nhunwynpnipjudp:

Uju hwpgh onipe nuunwhiugmpiut  tkplujugnighsubpp
tpnud Et hEnlyup.

«Fhwlwhwpwp s&ip Jupny jumnwpnnhb pnnik;
ni whghlk; hwonpn pwyhb. wnwohlt hkpphl Gpui [ whnp
whppununiuy wnknipyub inup hiskghnyhi:

Swpwékint Jwuny wkwnp F wuk;, np wyh
phununnpnipyml P owwhwhonid, wyupliph ghnwlgms F
prunipyul §ns mwpudynid»:

| 84

B RESULTS

people remember and use rather than their personal impressions. It was
also emphasized that there is a lot of sharp debate, sharp criticism and
never a systematic generation of hate speech of a political nature in Public.
Regarding the question of the subject composition of responsibility, the
two-subject model of responsibility was put forward.

One of the discussion participants on the above-mentioned question

mentioned that:

“As for regulation and responsibility, I think that both
the creator and the distributor should be held accountable.”

The idea that the spreader should be held more accountable was also
promoted, because the latter is directly responsible for creating favorable
conditions for hate speech and, as a rule, acts with special intent.

The representatives of the prosecutor's office mentioned the

following about this issue.

“Naturally, we cannot leave the perpetrator and move
on to the next step, first of all, we need to address him, the one who
utters hate speech.

As for spreading it, it must be said that it requires
intent, that 1s, a conscious call to violence is spread.”
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The members of the monitoring body also presented in-depth
analyzes on the raised issue. It was mentioned that if we are talking about
Public TV, then rightfully people form the main demands against it, that is,
what they can forgive to private TV companies, they don't forgive Public

TV, because at least a part of our society understands very well that that

TV is with their money and survives on the taxes they pay, unlike private
ones. As for why the most active oppositional media follow this, it is also
understandable, because they mainly reflect the political discourse that
does not take place in ethical circles at all, and that is where the main

problems related to hate speech, intolerance, etc.

In terms of responsibility, it was highlighted that nowadays its forms
already exist, especially for those media that have licenses for terrestrial
broadcasting, public multiplex, then strict measures are provided for them
by our legislation. But today we are slowly coming to a state where
terrestrial broadcasting no longer has the great advantages over other forms
of broadcasting and, according to studies, only 25-30% of the population
uses mostly terrestrial broadcasting and the rest watch television programs

via cable networks or the Internet and that percentage will decrease.

The conclusion rising as a result of generalization of all of this is

that legislation should be technology-neutral, meaning that all types of
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broadcasters should be held equally accountable, as they have the largest
audiences of all media types, but there was skepticism about the
effectiveness of the mechanisms, in particular, an opinion was voiced that

received the support of the participants that:

"the media that are licensed by the regulatory body are
obliged to become part of self-regulation. It’s another thing that
becoming that and recognizing the corresponding institution of self-
regulation are not the same thing, that is, they can record on paper that
they have an ombudsman, and are under the control of the ethics
commission, but in reality these mechanisms do not work."

It was also emphasized that despite all its shortcomings, today we
can say that the only structure that more or less operates and is effective is
the media ethics monitoring body, which is joined by 71-72 media outlets,
including broadcasters.

In response to the question about responsibility, the members of the
media ethics monitoring body put forward different approaches. They
are adamant about the approach that there should be harmony between

legislative and self-regulatory mechanisms.

“Questions that can be solved by applying the law may
not be available for self-regulation and, even more so, vice versa. It is
necessary to understand at what level the intervention of the law ends
in terms of legislative regulation and where self-regulation begins, that
is, the intervention in the way of legislative regulation should be very
limited, for example, it cannot enter the field of editorial policy, where
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subjective approaches and assessments are immediately arises, and self-
regulation is related to the editorial policy itself, which means that it can go
deeper into the content, because even in the case of the presence of some
elements of subjectivity in it, they do not imply serious consequences in terms
of [imiting freedom of speech.”

As for who should be held responsible for the spread of hate speech, experts
were mostly in favor of the option of being guided by the principleof two-
subject responsibility:

“Both should be held accountable, because if the media
does not take measures, then of course it should be held accountable.
In many cases, the media behaves like is innocent, but they take a very
well-directed political line, they manipulate, they spread, and this is
their choice, moreover, it is a conscious choice. Therefore, the mass
media should bear responsibility.”

The option of launching measures against individual subjects who
use the platform of television or online news to spread hate speech was also

put forward.
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I think equally, we should all be responsible,
including the consumer, some material responsibility should also be
borne by the people who put signs of approval under such content,
because it is these people who are our indirect but very important
enemies. In other words, in case of approval, they can bear
administrative responsibility.”
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1.5. How to “punish” those who spread hate speech?

Regarding the choice of methods of responsibility for persons
spreading hate speech, the opinion of experts was almost uniform and
expressed the position that the responsibility should be administrative and
not criminal, moreover, they noticed that it should be differentiated.

The representatives of the legal community participating in the
discussion proposed the administrative and criminal methods of
intervention. Regarding the latter, providing the fine as a means of penal
intervention (type of punishment).

Lawyers also talked about the risks and challenges in relation to the

idea of punishing those who spread hate speech before the law.

“Those journalists who are financed by a specific politician or party can
pay the fine every time and violate it. But if it is criminal, then the whole nation

will be sentenced, so where will we get?”

Journalists’ approaches are dominated by the opinion that the state
should refrain from taking an active role in cases of hate speech, insult and
defamation and limit itself to giving citizens the opportunity to apply to
court for compensation for personal non-property damage caused to them.
criminal or

However, it was noted that if the choice is between

administrative  liability, then it is preferable to take the route of
administrative liability.
The representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission

also support the idea of administrative responsibility instead of criminal
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responsibility. The RA Television and Radio Commission representatives
participating in the discussion regarding accountability consider the lack of
a clear and unified definition of hate speech at the legislative level to be a
problem.

The participants of the prosecutor-discussion did not single out the
preferred method of responsibility and emphasized that in the long-term
scenario, the issue will not be solved only by punishing, because awareness
campaigns and other similar actions are necessary from the kindergarten
age.

The members of the monitoring body noted that the choice of the
method of responsibility should also depend on the platform on which it is
distributed. The representative of the monitoring body added the following

in this regard:

“For example, if it is on a social network, it can be to
close or remove the page, and if the case reaches the monitoring body,
then it can be solved in a consultative way by talking, educating and so
that the case does not reach the court. And if it reaches the court, then
it should be more of an administrative responsibility, but in some cases,
also a criminal one, if it had serious consequences.”

Referring to the cornerstone importance of politicians in the culture
of public communication, the representatives of the Media Monitoring
Body considered that although many people think that the media spoils the
field, in fact it is the opposite: politicians spoil the media, although there
are circumstances in the media that contribute to this - dissemination of

information containing obscene content.
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The latter excludes the active role of the state in punishing those
who spread hate speech and claims that the only means of protection
should be the civil legal way of restoring rights both in cases related to hate
speech and insult and defamation, because the criminalization of these

phenomena is fraught with a number of negative consequences.
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2.  Where is the borderline between hate speech and freedom of speech?

During the discussion of the borderline of hate speech and freedom
of speech, almost all participants agreed that these two concepts should not
be confused and try to hide hate speech under the umbrella of freedom of
speech.

The biggest risk observed by the representatives of the professional
community of lawyers participating in the discussion on this issue is the
possible restriction of the most important right of freedom of speech.

Referring to the subject of freedom of speech and the borderline of
hate speech, it was noted that “objective standards of hate speech should
be observed”, “we should be able to understand how that speech affects
the mood of the society”. It was also discussed that citizens’ speech to
state officials, which has conventional protection and is the most
important guarantee in a democratic society, is beyond the rules.

Journalists responded as follows regarding the boundary between

freedom of speech and hate speech.

“Freedom of speech ends where speech gives rise to
violence and a similar phenomenon should be prevented. I have the
right to say that such and such a figure should not lead my country, but
I cannot personally insult or curse.”
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The representatives of the Television and Radio Commission
considered it necessary to mention the restrictions listed in Article 40 of the
Constitution of the Republic of Armenia, which are fair according to

experts. Regarding the borderline, the following was added.

“Whenever you give a tool in someone’s hand, with
which he can harm someone, there must be a limit of causing that
harm. If they want to remove a political opponent from the field under
the political pretext of hate speech, their every word can be considered
hate speech for me, they will be subject to sanctions all day long for
spreading hate speech. If we exclude that, it is very obvious that for
any adequate and normal person, freedom of speech and hate speech
are not the same. Freedom of speech gives me the opportunity to
express my thoughts, but not to pour hatred towards others.”

Referring to the problem of identification of hate speech and freedom of
speech, the question of its boundary and the risks of restricting freedom of

speech, the opinions of the members of the media ethics monitoring body

were identical and agreed that these two concepts should not be considered

on the same platform, so:

“Hate speech has nothing to do with freedom of speech
and those who say so are manipulating. The line of those phenomena
is crossed where it starts to hurt or harm someone, it becomes
dangerous. They are not the same, for example spreading fake news or
deceiving people is not free speech.”
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3. Should any body control cases of hate speech?

It is worth noting that the opinions on this issue were quite different
and some experts believed that it is necessary to increase the effectiveness
of the existing mechanisms, while some experts claimed that the creation
of a new constitutional body is necessary, the regulations of which will be
mandatory for implementation.

According to the representatives of the journalistic professional
community, people consume hate speech, justifying that it is criticism and
truth. The latter mentioned that in this context it is very important to
define what criticism means, and freedom of speech is not to label a person
and perhaps one does not have the right to label another, for that they
should be held responsible in accordance with the law and the law can
separate freedom of speech from anarchy of speech.

With regard to the instruments that control the spread of hate
speech by the entities carrying out journalistic activity, it was noted that
it is necessary for the state to regulate the given sphere by a constitutional
body by creating a commission of ethics of journalists, whose regulations
will be mandatory for enforcement.

“For example, we have the radio-television

commission that monitors the air, to which such powers can be
attached, because the digital-social sphere is in a state of decline and it
would be desirable to have such a commission, not for online media,
but for social media. If it can be Iimited by law under martial law or
emergency situations, then why can't regulations be introduced in
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other situations as well? I think such a commission is needed. The state
should say that it does not control, but passes a law on establishing a
Jjournalistic ethics commission, which will be a constitutional body like
the Public Council. We have a lot of clubs and societies that don't work
effectively in that sense because theyre included in groups based on
sympathy. That constitutional body can develop a code of ethics and
follow it, as in developed countries, for example, in Sweden, the code
is their Bible, and it cannot be said that freedom of speech is limited
there.”

The representatives of the Television and Radio Commission
separately considered the media control according to individual circles.
It was emphasized that there is an ethics commission in the National
Assembly, and in the case of mass media, an ethics monitoring body. It was
also talked about that in the case of audio-visual media, the Television and
Radio Commission itself has exclusive authority, but it does not see the
fight against hate speech in the media as an increase in the powers of their
structure.

It was proposed to create a new control body to control the Internet

domain. In this regard, the following was specified.

‘I don't think that we have a problem to control the
entire Internet. Our body can cover the Internet as much as it can
implement audiovisual media.”
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The representatives of the prosecutor’s office, in their turn, spoke

about the complications caused by unregulated sectors, singling out VPN,
Darknet, and YouTube as the most unregulated Internet phenomena. At the
same time, in response to the question addressed to them, the prosecutors
stated that, at least for their part, hate speech is defined concretely and
definitely.
On the issue of control mechanisms, the members of the Monitoring Body
emphasized that it is also important to effectively implement the existing
mechanisms, in particular to encourage the level of awareness among
the public about the functions of the Monitoring Body and people start
applying to it, in particular they gave the following comments:

“And the only place is in our structure, where everyone
is gathered, they are members of the observation body. In that sense,
there should be popularization and people should be encouraged to
show proactive behavior. If people apply, the case is investigated and a
decision is made that according to some provisions of the regulation, a
violation has been committed, which the media is obliged to publish,
although there is no mechanism in case of non-publication.”

It is noteworthy here that according to one of the members of the

Monitoring Body, the only body that is competent and should exercise
control is the judicial system, with well-established justice and prosecution
systems.

“The only body, institution that can exercise control is
the judicial system, that is, it is the system that provides solutions to
problems that cannot be solved in any other way. The final instance is
the judicial system.”
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4. Are self-regulation mechanisms effective in the fight against hate speech?

As a result of the discussion of this issue, it became clear that
specialists have strong reservations about the effectiveness of self-regulating
mechanisms.

As for the question about self-regulation mechanisms, the journalists
identified three main approaches. In particular, a part of the representatives
of the journalistic professional community believed that self-regulation
mechanisms can be effective in the presence of certain conditions. The
condition of enjoying the reputation of the entire journalistic field, the
condition of active representation of various sector representatives and
the principle of exclusion of sector monopoly were singled out as the
circumstances determining the success of the implementation of the
presented structure.

Journalists supporting another point of view claimed that separate,
special mechanisms of self-regulation are superfluous, especially in the
presence of scarce funds. In particular, it was emphasized that in this case,
a lot is due to the increase in media literacy. In this regard, the following

opinion was specifically voiced.

“Every day we create some new organ in the state, it
seems that our state system 1is elastic, and our budget is unlimited.
There is a law enforcement system to solve those issues and that system
should start working, and we, as citizens, should understand that we
have rights and responsibilities.”
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2}2 ukpjuyugnighsutpp wunnid b, np whwpynibwydbn
Uihth  noubjn wpwdwnpnnubph  htn  hwdwgnpswlgnipnip
wuwjpwph  huptwlwpqunplut
dbkjwtthquubph onipg. nnuljt mpudwnpnnp phqutuny E qpunynud,
b php hwdwp wnwppbpmipmnit sw, phk wnbnipyut junup kb

wwnbnipjult  junuph  phd

wnwpwshkny, ph Unyyndhidbp:

“Yhuinpn dwpdiuh winudubpt wowdbjuwy bu hwljdus kb uput,
nn juunph nénudp yinp Ehuwdwpyh hwdwlupguhtt jupquynpdwt
b ny pl huptwljupquynpdut vbluwthquubph gnpswplnudp: Lpubp
dwubwynpuy bu tonid kb, np hipttwjupquynpdwt dkjpwthquubpp
(oppttm)” QLU-h, pnubjt wpwdwnpnnubtph b wy) dwpdhutbph
punnitws) hhdttwjuwinid nkutuhjulwt swpwynipnibubp Gy, b bph
npny hwdwlupgbp skt woptwnnud, wugu hpktp iy Yupnn b wi.
hpkug gnpénnnipniutipp hwipuyhtt wenne Yyutpp Wuonmwwing
Junnygubph jujugpwsd npnoniduiphg whwp k phuki:

QLU Ephluyh phwnpy dwpdhtip JEpwhwunwnnid

k wthwnwluh 1punyudhengubtinh
yuunwupwiwwnynipjut juplnpnipniup b npuljjuw) jpunynipjut

dwjuppulnid

wywhn]dwl  wihpwdbonmpmip  whnwlwis b hwbpught
punupuwlwinipjut oppwbmljubpnid gwtipkiph Ukljntindwt dhgngny.
«..pwwn Juplnp F npulyug I quwnwupiubwmnnt

(puwnyudhongblph ubqulinh nidknugnidp, npp jupny Fnpul

hnfuly, plswhu Gwl quyly punupwlwb gnpdhsabphl
winknipjul junuph qkhkpuguwl hwpgnud, wuplpl QLU-G

Jupny [ wwhwhy nok;, np sk hknwpdwlbn:  bfwh
pnjwbgulnipnh wupnbulng hunywshbpp: Pugh wn  bpk

ayn ukqulinnl nidkn jpiap, bplk punupulub gnpdhstbpl qqub,
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Representatives of the Television and Radio Commission argued
that cooperating with domain providers on self-regulatory mechanisms to
combat hate speech is an ineffective exercise, because the domain provider
is engaged in business and does not care whether they distribute hate
speech or cartoons.

The members of the monitoring body were more inclined to look
for the prospects of solving the problem through the implementation of
systemic regulation and not self-regulation mechanisms. In particular, it
was noted that they [self-regulatory mechanisms, for example, adopted
by mass media, domain providers and other bodies] are mainly technical
services and if certain systems do not work, then what can they do, their
decisions or their actions must be public from the decisions made by the
institutions that protect healthy life.

The media ethics watchdog reaffirmed the importance of media
responsibility at the individual level and the need to ensure quality news
through the integration of efforts within the framework of state and public

policy.

“.1t Is very Important to strengthen the segment of
quality and responsible media that can change the quality and also
restrain politicians from generating hate speech, that is, the media can
make a demand that they will not broadcast segments containing such
content. In addition, if that segment is strong, if politicians feel that the
demand of that segment is high, that if they know that they are losing
a lot if they don't go to a similar media interview, then it can be
ineffective.
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np wyn ukqubinp wwhwiop kS F, np kpk Gw hdwiw, np
hfwbunnpuy jpunyjuidhong hwpguigpnygh Ssqluuynt
wwpwquynid  puwnn pwl L [npghnid, www  qupnp
wwpgnibulwn jhbky:

Fuyg  bplk  pywd  wwhwhobhlbpp  ppynid Ll
(puwnyjudhongilph [nnpuhg, pull hwipuyhl b punwpulwb
gnpSpsabpp skh GQupbnpnid wynp hwppwlp b qhnid ko wyy
[puuurdpong  hwpguqpnygh, npnkn ppkhg npbf dkgp sh
vwhiwbhunhwllyni, ni nghls [y sh Gnpghkini, wwyw ppulwb
hnihnjunipynile sh jhih: Zknbwpwp whknwlhwh b hwbpughi
punupulwbnippull  ppowlhwlhbkpnid  pwbhpkp whkwnp L
gnpSwppy/kl, np  wpwhup  npulyuy,  Wwnwupiwbunn
jpunyuilhonghbph ukqukinnp Zujwuwmnuw bnid nidbnui»:
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But if the mentioned demands are imposed by the
media, and public and political figures do not value that platform and
go to another media for an interview, where no one will limit them
and they will not lose anything, then there will be no positive change.
Therefore, within the framework of state and public policies, efforts
should be made to strengthen the segment of such quality, responsible
media in Armenia.”
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5. Ukpyhkwwlwi opkiunpmpjub nppumd  hisyhuh pugkp G
wpdwbwqgpyby:

Opkuunpuutt  pwugkph wnusnipjudp hhdwbwljwuh
dnwhngmipnitt wyb E, np ukpybnwlwt opkupp puduwpwup swihny
hunwl] sk wwnbnmpyut  funuph nppubnpnudubph  vwhdwbdwb
hwpgmd, husybu twb dES juunhp £ gqonpshpulwuquph wwlwup,
dwubwynpuwbu Uwpnnt hpwynibipubph bdpnyuljut nunwpuith
npnonidutiph Yhpupldwi hwdwnp:

Cutn pulupluwip vwubwlgnn jpugpnnibph’ opkiunpuiljut
pugkp sjub, puyg qipputnhp E puunwpwubbph gipswipuptn-
Jwdnipwl hwpgp, wjuhiph wundh dqdgnuip’ qnpstph puliulny
nt puunwpwbibph qipswtpwpinquénipyudp wuydwbwynpyws:
Lpwgpnnutpp npybu hpkug wopiwwnwiph wvwhdwbwhwljdwb
lunspuinnun - dwwnbwiond ko wnpyniph pugwhwjndw dwuht
Uwhdwbwunpuljut guunwpwih btwpwunbyguwhtt npnonudp, npp
Ubtnwihnuh hwlwnwl Ynnut k:

Twinwpwgnipjut ukpuyjugnighsubpp tjuwnnud B, np wyu
ninput punhwinip wndwdp nhttwdhl) qupqugnid nith, vwluy dbp
tpypnid wnwtduwlh Juplnpnipimt E dknp plipk] dhuyt Jtpoht
wwphubpht:  unubnd  opklunpulwb  junspunnunibph  dwuhl
nuwnwpiuqubphg dklp uponud k.

«[lilikgly Eip ppupdwlialp, npnip siplin/ng ki
knly, npnbg qwhwwnwwi nugp hhdw npdyjup E, puyg dp puih
wwph  hkwun whhpudkonnipniiii
whppununbuyniy:

nihbkhuym  Eip
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5. What kind of gaps have been recorded in the field of domestic
legislation?

Speaking of legislative gaps, the main concern was that the domestic law is
not clear enough in terms of providing formulations of expressions of hate
speech, as well as there is a lack of certain tools, particularly in the
implementation of the decisions of the European Court of Human Rights.
Journalists participating in the discussion believe that there are no legislative
gaps, but the issue of overburdened courts is a major problem, i.e. the delay
in punishment due to the number of cases and overburdened courts, as
a result of which it is possible that the parties have already reconciled,
a hearing date is scheduled that is no longer valid. Journalists, however,
pointed out the precedent decision of the Constitutional Court regarding
the disclosure of the source, which is the opposite side of the medal, as an
obstacle to limiting their work.

The representatives of the Prosecutor's Office noticed that this
field has a dynamic development in global terms and has gained special
importance in our country only in recent years. Speaking about legislative
obstacles, the prosecutor mentioned.

“We had situations that were not repeated, which are
difficult to evaluate now, but we will have to address the need in a few
years.”
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Twinwpwqubph tjunws pugp quuwynpuybtu JEpwpkpnud
E Uwpnnt hpwyniptiubph Bdpnyuwljuwt guunwpuih vwhdwbws
swthwuhoubiph ubkpynwlwt dwjuppulng yhpuplydwin.
«Opklpny hwprwmnbujus i} npnowlh
supnpnzpsbbpny whwnp [ jhlh, pulf np pu Gypnyuful
puwwupuwip pww b quphnpnid  Uwppnit  ppwynibpbbph
bynnwwlwb [ninjEaghuyp
hwprmnbkujwstopbipnyipisbyumnwfabpthbnwuwy ingnid
dngmippujwpulwl hwuwpwnipniinad: Ophlwly gnpdkphg
Uklny whhpudbpnnipinil  wpwowguy  Jujpkphg UEhp
thwlbynt, pwih np hwbhnhuwinid Ep hwbgugnpdnipinil Sing
wuydwh I wwwndwn, pujyg dpugl hhwpunp bpuy Jugph
hwuwbbypnipniip vwhdwbunhwly, puyg ku ghnkd, np VPN-
nif b ayy Epliphg dnbnid ki wyn Juyps:

Zunlupwljut kp, np opkiunpnipjut pugknh b juighputph
JbEpwpkpjuy Fthwunnpny dupduh winudh §nnuhg huskgptg hbwnbywgp,
np  opkbunpmipnitp  pwdwpwp hunwlnipmit sh wwihu
wwnbnipjult  junupp, qpuupunippibt mt Jhpwynpuipp
wnwppbpbnt hwudwnp.

«Ukq dnwnn phphwipuwyku qpuwpunipindi,
Yhpwynpuip, wwnkinipjul junup hwulpwgnipinibbibpp pun phs
L nuppbpwlynid: Uhgnighk nu opyklnpy wunindwn niih: Fugh
bpwithg, np opkiphkpp hunwl s&b, ppuwbp wpunwgnynid kb Gnyyh
Eplnypp, wuplph wkpklungwlhmb hnupkplh  wpunnjws
Jpbbnt bphnypl E, npp dhown sE np hbwpunp F b pdwuwn I
snilih muppkpwlly, pk wppnp pranipul junup L wnkinipub
Junup L, pl qpuupunnipinih: Fpwlbp ponppp ebnhpblbp B
hwbpuyhlr hwpnppulgnipyu i hudupy:
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The gap noticed by the prosecutors mainly refers to the
implementation of the standards certified by the European Court of Human

Rights at the domestic level. In this regard, it was noted:

wbuwhlnilihg, ujupliph’

‘It should be prescribed by law and with certain
standards, because the European Court attaches great importance to it
from the point of view of the European Convention on Human Rights,
that 1s, it 1s prescribed by law and what goals it pursues in a democratic
society. For example, in one of the cases, it was necessary to close one
of the websites, because it was a condition and reason that gave rise to
a crime, but it was only possible to limit the access to the website, but
I know that with a VPN and from another country they enter that
website.”

It was noteworthy that regarding the gaps and problems in the
legislation, the following was voiced by a member of the Monitoring
Body that the legislation does not provide sufficient clarity to distinguish

between hate speech, defamation and insult:

“For us, the concepts of defamation, insult, and hate
speech are rarely differentiated. Perhaps, there is an objective reason
for this, besides the fact that the laws are not clear, they reflect the
same phenomenon, that is, the phenomenon of information flows
being polluted, which is not always possible and does not make sense
to distinguish whether it is violence speech, hate speech or slander?
These are all problems for public communication.”
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6 Bty E huplun]np wiky), np wnbjnipjut unuph g wuypupp
hwgnnnipjudp wuwlgh:

6. What needs to be done for the fight against hate speech to be
successful?

Mipwgpuy E, np phb putwpynidubph ppwugpnid puquuphy
dwubwynp nhwpbp b hpwyhdwlubp Gu putwplyt], vwluybt npybu
aqubugbuwr  wjimwdbkbwyithy  wnwewpldl; E  hwbpwht
hpwqbyywsdnipjut pupdpugnid nt Ypppnipniip:

Gqputhwlhy hupgh ppowtimynid pughwiipugubing twunpnhy
puttmiplywsd hwpgbpp hpwjwpwbibptt wnbnipyut junuph pbd
wuwjpwph hwonnuuwt qpuyuljuip dhwlbpynid ki hbnbywy fEpy.

«Lujhwdwuonwp o pugluobpn whiwwnwip ¢
wwhwhoynid. hwpn whnp [ uvwhdwinidp wupqkghk;, whkunp
Uwpdpbbkp unkpdykl Lphlugh hwbdbwdngmjakp, np Gkpphl
plmpymt  ppulubagdh,  hwgnppp Yppufulb - gkqp
pupdpughlih ni punupwghwlwh hwuwpwlunippul phpp
UkSwghlyl F ypnwwquinuyh hupgnid: Quphnp Fo dwl, np
jpunniundponghibpn Ephluyhlt hknbkh jungpkpp hwlbng Gud
hwfiuny bu ggnipwghlniy 1 wyjy hfwbhumnhy
gnpénnnipnihbbpny:  Yppwlwb wpngbuh o qgnipwgdui
nlkwypnid wpnnilp §niakiwbp»:

Lpwgpnnutpp, htywbu b hpwdwpwbiubpp puunph nusnudp
hwdwpnud kb Yppnipiniup, hpuqbjdwt dwjuppuljh pupdpugnidp
b punhwtnip dhpwduwyph pupbjuynidp:

2}2 ubkpujugnighsubpti wnwewplnid ku piinpl) mnknipjut
junup  «wdbkbwnidtn»  gkubkpwgtnnubtpht, U  hngbhpwnpku
hwuljuwbwy, pk npb k tputg spudupuuoénipjut wuwwndwnp, npu
hhdwt ypw hpwyhdwlh pupbjuyddwtp dhngwsd gnpénnnipiniuubp
Aintwupytny:
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It is noteworthy that although many private cases and situations
were discussed during the discussions, raising public awareness and
education was proposed as a “panacea”.

Summarizing the previously discussed issues within the framework of the
final question, lawyers formulate the key to the success of the fight against

hate speech as follows:

“Large-scale and multi-layered work is required: first,
the definition should be simplified, bodies should be created - ethics
commissions, to conduct an internal investigation, the next step is to
raise the educational censure and increase the role of civil society in
the matter of propaganda. It is also important for the media to follow
ethics by blocking footage or giving advance warnings and other
similar actions. With the educational process and warning, we will
have results.”

The professional community of journalists sees the solution of the
problem, as well as lawyers, by educating the public, increasing the level
of awareness and improving the general environment.

The representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission
suggested to select those who generate the strongest hate speech, to
psychologically understand the reason for their dissatisfaction, to build the
actions aimed at improving the situation based on the generation of speech

and that experience.
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22 nuunuwpwuqnipyut - Gkpjuyugnighsubpp tnyt  Yhpy
Jupénud kb, np dhuytt hwuwpwlnipjutt hpuwjughwnwlgnipju
pupdpugduwdp Ehttwpwydnp hwutl) punph hwdwljuwpquhti nusdwt:
QLU kphiuyh ghunpy dwpduh wigudubphg dkhp npybu Epljupunt
gnpépupwgh wnweht pwy), npt wpwq wpnniup Jupnn kE wnwg, tonid
L htnlyup.

«Upgnigk wkwnp F jpih JEh-bplhnt ophlwul
nibkhuyl wybyhup jpunywdhonghbph, npnbg thnpdi wpdk
wwpwdlky, npnhg opphwlp fupny [ hkwwpppply bGwlh

hwuwpwinipyubp, b uyn opphwlp whwnp F jpih hwbpuyhl
hkpwpdwlngp: Ujupliph kpk bw ophliulbh gnpénibknipnil

ppwlwinugih, nu wgnlini  wdpnne nuipwnf Jpus:
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The participants of the discussion, representing the Prosecutor's
Office of the Republic of Armenia, similarly believe that a systemic
solution to the problem can be achieved only by increasing the public's
legal awareness.

A member of the media ethics monitoring body mentioned the

following as the first step of a long process that can give quick results.

“Perhaps there should be one or two examples of such
media whose experience is worth spreading, whose example may also
be of interest to the public, and that example should be the public
broadcaster. In other words, if it performs an exemplary activity, it will
affect the entire field.”
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Uunbmpjub  Junuph nhd  wugpwp  hwinit  dnngnpp-
nujupuljut  hwuwpwlinipnionid  puqUujupdnipjut b hwb-
nnipdnnuljwinipjui Spwgph  opowtwlynid
wlglugwsd hwipuyhtt jupshph ntuntdttwuhpnipyniuitbphg uinwg-
Jwé nuunnnmpmnibubph bwlwt dwup  hwunwndbg  dwubw-
ghnwljut tnwpptp swhwqpghe jadpbph hkn putwpynidubpnud:

Uwutwnpuuybu  pinhwbpupup  Jepuwhwununglg  wji
hwunquniupp, np hwtpwihtt Jjubpmd wwnbnipjut junuph qquih
swthwpwdhup nmwpwsdwt hdwuwnny pudht k puljunid punupwuljui
gnpShsubpht:  RLuttwupldwt  dwubtwlhgubptt wju hwiqudwipp
dbkbwylbu wuwydwbwynpnid  Eht  punupwluwb  gnpshsubiph
gnpoéniubinipjutl fjuhutn hpwwywpwluwhtt punypeny, dhtynn wpdw-
ttwgpytkg, np wju hpnnnipjutt wpwybjwpwp tywuwnnid o wyb-
whuh gnpénuttp, huswhuhp Eu wibwwwndbihnipyut qqugnudp,
wynophtwl] Jupuniiphtt quugqudwyhtt jpuwwnynipjut vhongutph b
unghwjuwlwb  Jdkghuyh’ wowlgnipmitp, hyywbu twb hwuw-
pulnmpjut  punupwlwi punyph wwnbjmpul  junupht ny hw-
dwswth  hwljugnnudp: Ujuntwdbuuwghy, ptbwpldwt  Jwubw-
Yhgubpp pwnupwlwb junupp Yuwplnptght npwbu fuuwnnpk
yuonyuwijws wqun junuph lmwpwwnbuwl b pungsdtght, np owwn
ntypbpnid punupwljui unip junupp bu pynippdppdwdp puljuynid
E npybu wnbnipjut junup:

Lunupwlut gnpshsubph huskgpws wwnbnipjutt junuph
hwjugnuuw gnpshpwljmquhtt b unbnéws hpwdhdwlh niénid-
Ukpht  winpunuetugny  wowe pusytghtt  wUkwnwpplpyng
Jupshputp, npnughg hhdtwlwbtbkpt thu hupbtwluwpgquynpdwt
Junnigulupgph  tkpppnudp,  pwpnmibtwlwlwb  Yppnipjut b
hpwgtyjuwdnipjut dwjupnuyjh pupdpugdw vhongny dwpuuh-

huwunundwi»

Qquu]npuygbu’ «$bljupnips unghwuljui guibigp:
puy Jup gpuy! guiagp
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[l CONCLUSION

A significant part of the judgments obtained from public opinion
surveys conducted within the framework of the “Combating hate speech for
the sake of establishing pluralism and tolerance in a democratic society”
project was confirmed in discussions with various professional interest
groups.

In particular, the belief that a significant portion of hate speech in
public life, in terms of dissemination, belongs to politicians was generally
reaffirmed. The participants of the discussion attributed this circumstance
largely to the highly public nature of the activities of politicians, while
it was noted that factors such as the feeling of impunity, the support of
mass media and social media for such behavior, as well as society's lack
of political hate speech contribute to this reality. proportional reaction.
However, the participants of the discussion emphasized political speech as
a strictly protected type of free speech and emphasized that in many cases
political sharp speech is also misunderstood as hate speech.

Reflecting on the toolkit for countering hate speech voiced by
politicians and the solutions to the situation, the most diverse opinions were
put forward, the main of which were the introduction of self-regulation
structures, overcoming challenges through continuous education and
raising the level of awareness, planning separate legal mechanisms, as well

as the effective operation of already existing systems. In private cases, the
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hpwytpubkph hwnpwhwpnudp, wnwbdhtt  hpwulwmt  dkuw-
thquubph twhiwwnbunwdp, htyyhu twb wppbt hull gqnmnipnit
niukgnn hwdwlwupgbph wpynitwdbn gnpswpynidp: Uwubwynp
nbwpbpnid  Jupshp huskg  twlb, np  qmodwb  pwbwhi»
hwuwpwlmput hwdwswth JEpwpbpuniuptt £, npp hwbpwht
gnpShsubiphtt junhwh punupwlwt punphdwjnuubph tjundwdp
wnwybknipjnit Aknp plipk] jud nintpdp htwpwynphtiu owwn dwpnny
hwdwp hwuljwiwh nupdtl] wowig wbpingmbbh  junungph
punwpwyhppe tnwtwlutpny:

Onpdwghnnwlut judpipp hwdwdhwn Eht twb hwbpwght
Junpshph ntuntdtwuhpnipiniithg unwgyuws wyt nmydjuhty, hwdwdwg
nph «bhjupnip» unghwjulju guigh wnkjnt pjut junuph nwpusdwul
sSwiwikpny wukbwdbs hwppwljt t: P phdu wy yquwngwnubph
wnwbdbwugylghtt  dbjupniph  hwdwwnwpws hwuwblhnipniup,
hupunipniup qunuih wwhbnt htwpwynpnipjnitp, Yhpuniwg
nwpwénipniinid - Wuunwupiwbwwnynipjut  wekplnyp  pugw-
Juymipmniip: Uodkg twlb  wwbnipjut  junuph  wnwpusdwb
Jutpwpgbdwujupinpmipniipunwybjuy buwythwdwnpunnd,
np dhjupmiptt wyt hwppwlit k, npnbn dbké htnbktuhynipjudp
dSwywpynd G hwbpughtt  hbwwppppmipyut  wdbkuwwnmwppbp
hwpgtph Ybpwpbpyuy nhuljnipuitkp (bwl' puqupuljul), npnip pun
hwgwh nnnnyuws ki wnknipjut jpnuph mwpwdb npubnpnidubpny:
unudtkg twl hpudhfwlughtt msnidubphg: Uwubuwnpugbu’
npuytu Juwplnp gnpshpubp wpwbdbwgybghtt wpgbjuthwlnudp,
Jtpwhuljnidp b thwuwnbph vnnignidp (fact-checking):

Luttwpynudubph  dwdwbwl Yuwplbnpybghtt hEpniunwnt-
unipnitunid b wnguig jpunyjuljutbbpnid wnbnipjut funuph
nwpwsdmtt  hwdwp  twhwnbuws yunwupwbwnynipjut
dbjuwhquutph  wwhdwinudtt  nt wpjuwynipjui nhypnid gnp-
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[l CONCLUSION

opinion was also expressed that the “key to the solution” is a balanced
attitude of society, which will make public figures gain an advantage over
political opponents or make the message understandable to as many people

as possible without unacceptable speech, in civilized ways.

The expert groups also agreed with the data obtained from the
public opinion survey, according to which the “Facebook” social network
is the largest platform for spreading hate speech. Among other reasons,
the widespread availability of Facebook, the ability to keep one's identity
secret, and the apparent lack of responsibility in the virtual space were
singled out. The importance of preventing the spread of hate speech was also
mentioned, especially in the context that Facebook is the platform where
discourses on various issues of public interest (also political) are developed
with great intensity, which are often flooded with various manifestations
of hate speech. Situational solutions were also discussed. In particular,
blocking, control and fact-checking were singled out as important tools.

During the discussions, the definition of responsibility mechanisms
for the spread of hate speech from television and online media and, if
available, their implementation were emphasized. In this regard, the
question of who should be responsible for the spread of mediated hate
speech was again discussed. It was noted that when discussing the issue
of responsibility, it is important that a multi-faceted reference be made to
this issue. Approaches to the issue of responsibility were related to both

legislative and self-regulation methods. In private cases, the question of the
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Swipinudp: Uju wnbsnipjudp Yplhhtt wpswpdytg wyt hwpgp, ph ny
whwnp L wwunwupwbwwnynipnit §ph dhounpnuynpyus  wnk-
|nipjult fjunuph wwpwddwb hwdwp®: Loykg, np wwunwupuw-
twwnynipjutt hwipgp putwplbjhu jupbnp E np puquulnnuwith
winpunupd  Jupunwupyh wdu)  juugpht: Pmt yunwujow-
twwnynipjutt hwpgh JbEpwpbpyuy dnnbkgnudubpt htisybu opktiu-
npulub, wjtybu E hbiptwupquynpdwi  Enwbwlubkphtt Eht
Jbpwpbpnid: Uwubwynp phwypbpnmid wnwe pwpytg wwnbjnipjut
lunuph tmwpwsdwbp bywuwnnn pugpnnh Wunwupwbwnynipju
huipgp:

bus Jtpwpkpnid E wnhwuwpwl) wnbjnipjut junup tmwpwénn
unipjkljinntiphtt wwwndbnt tpumtwlht, wyw wjunkn Jhwubwluw
Uninbgmd dtwnptg, wy £ pphwhpudulwh tkpgnpsnipmiup
swthwquig fjuhun b ny wjiput hwdwswith dhong £ wwnbnipjut
lunuphtt hwjuwqnbnt hwdwp, b hppuduljut yunwupwbwnynipjut
tnwbwlh ptnpnipjut mbuwtlniuhg wpwybl] tywnwljuwhwpdwp
EJupsujut yunwupwbwwnynipiniip:
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responsibility of the journalist contributing to the spread of hate speech
was raised.

As for the method of punishing subjects who spread hate speech
in general, a unified approach was formed here, that is, criminal legal
intervention is an extremely strict and not so proportional way to counter
hate speech, and from the point of view of choosing the method of legal
responsibility, administrative responsibility is more appropriate.

During the discussions with the professional groups, the issue of the
borderline of hate speech and freedom of speech was also touched upon.
Almost all the participants agreed that the mentioned concepts should not
be mutually conditioned and hate speech should be tried to hide under
the “umbrella” of freedom of speech. However, in some private cases, an
attempt was made to show that line. freedom of speech ends, where that
speech breeds violence.

Opinions also differed significantly on the issue of whether a body
should be created to monitor cases of hate speech and take immediate
measures to counter it. Some of the representatives of the professional
groups were more inclined to take the path of making the existing
mechanisms more effective, although there were not a few who were in

favor of creating a separate constitutional body.

"The participants consider the media ethics monitoring body as a vivid example of such a structure.
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As for the self-regulation mechanisms, it became clear during the
discussions that the representatives of the professional groups approach
their efficiency and perspectives with great reservations. Only a few of
the participants considered the use of self-regulation mechanisms’ as an
institutional tool effective.

Speaking about the gaps in RA legislation regarding hate speech,
the specialists mentioned the problem of lack of a clear definition of the
concept of “hate speech”. The participants of the discussion noted that
the regulation of hate speech and related areas are developing, and this
circumstance further emphasizes the need for legislative reforms from the
point of view of facing universal challenges.

The last question was mainly of a concluding nature and was meant
to reveal what recommendations the multi-faceted discussion revealed in
the direction of success in the fight against hate speech. It is interesting that
when summarizing the results of the discussions, raising the level of public
awareness and overcoming the challenges created through education was

highlighted as a success factor.
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Il PREAMBLE

Freedom of speech or freedom of expression is one of the
fundamental human rights and is enshrined in many international
documents. Freedom of expression is enshrined in the Convention on the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms', the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights? and the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights®. These international acts were the basis for the further
development of the rightto freedom of speech and predefined the directions
of its development. This right includes the freedom to hold opinions,
receive and impart information and ideas without interference from
state authorities and regardless of boundaries.

Currently, the most common problem is the so-called mutation of
freedom of speech, that is, when people using their rights, in particular the
right to freedom of speech, cross the permissible boundaries and exercise
their rights in bad faith, causing damage to the rights of other people. This
situation is called violation and abuse of personal rights. Abuse of a right
can be recorded only when a person, while exercising his/her rights, goes
beyond the scope of powers reserved to him by law and damages the rights
and legal interests of other persons. Hence, during the exercise of the right
to freedom of speech, when the permissible boundaries are exceeded, when
the right is abused, appears the speech of hate or as the whole world calls

it, "hate speech".

1 Adopted by the Council of Europe on November 4, 1950.
2 Adopted by the UN General Assembly on December 10, in 1948. 217 A III.
3 Adopted by the United Nations on December 16, 1996. 2200 A XXI.
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The 1997 Recommendation* on Hate Speech of the Committee of
Ministers of the Council of Europe can be considered a document officially
declaring the fight against hate speech, and now the spread of hate speech
has become a very serious problem for the whole world. So much so that
even the United Nations was not left out of it and also got involved in the
fight against hate speech by establishing the United Nations Action Plan
on Hate Speech®.

According to the United Nations Hate Speech Strategy and Action
Plan, hate speech is “any kind of communication in speech, writing or
behavior, that attacks or uses pejorative or discriminatory language with
reference to a person or a group on the basis of who they are, in other
words, based on their religion, ethnicity, nationality, race, color, descent,
gender or other identity factor.”

The spread of hate speech has become a global problem, which is
why states and international organizations have begun to actively fight
against the spread of hate speech. The struggle is waged with both political
and legal instruments, providing legislative restrictions, up to criminal
liability.

The Republic of Armenia was also not spared from the spread of
hate speech. Hate speech with its many expressions - insult, slander, calls
for violence, etc. - has been introduced and rooted in public relations. All
these are serious threats to the security and solidarity of the society and the

fight against them is currently on the agenda.

*See https://rm.coe.int/1680505d5b:
>See UN Strategy and Plan of Action on Hate Speech 18 June SYNOPSIS.pdf:
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Global and social relations are evolving every day, and new means
and tools are being used to control public behavior in Armenia, and hate
speech is being used to limit freedom of speech. Meanwhile, the
polarization of opinions, the division of people into black and white,
supporters and opponents, where the individual avoids voicing his
differing opinion, being sure that he will become a target of hate speech as
a result, leads to the silencing of alternative opinion, the management of
the formation of public opinion and demands.

Freedom of speech is meant to reveal the truth through civilized
discussion and should not be used as an umbrella to justify discrimination
and disorder, which can lead to crimes and chaos in the country. In order
to find a way out of the emerged situation, it is first necessary to clearly
formulate hate speech as a challenge for democracy, to clearly define it in
domestic legislation and international regulations, to clarify the boundary
that makes it clear for every person where the borderline between freedom
of speech and hate speech is. It is not possible to solve the problems related
to hate speech quickly, but it is very important to remember that it is no
longer a domestic or individual problem of our country. It has become a
universal challenge. It is necessary to educate the public, politicians, media
representatives, adopt proper policies and legislation and be guided by a

simple formula: my rights end where the rights of others begin.
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wupquqgnyl pwbwdbng hud hpwynittupubpt wjwpunynud b wytnty,
npubn ujuymd Einphdwghtith hpwyniupubpp:

«Lhpkpw) punupujutnipjut htunnhwnnin» hwuwpuljulwi
Juquuljbpynipniip  twhwdbnul) £ pwbtwlwlwt  (hwbpuwght
Junpshph) b npujuljutt (nnpnh swhwnniubph b dwubtwgbnubph
htwn junppwyhtt hwpguqpnygubp b $nyniufudpuyhtt puttwplnidubp)
hEwnwgnunipnil, npytugh yEp hwtdku
punipyut wunlbpugnudutpt wnbnipjutt junuph, tpw ppuk-
Ynpniudubph b hbnmbwbpubph Jipupkpju),  hswbu twb hwjw-
pugpytt  dwubwghnwlwt nsnidubp b dbjuwpwbnipniuutp
hwuwpwljulwut wnbtuwlbnubtph b dbwynpyws Jupspuwwnhwbph
YEpwptpyu:

Luwbwjuljut njuutph Jipnisnipynitt. wthpwdton L,
npuytugh huwnwl] ywuwunltp uvnwugdh wyt dwuhl, pE pusybu k
hwuwpwlnipnitt  putjumnud wnbnipjutt junuptt ot bpw
npulinpnuditkpp 0’ hwppwlibpnud b wnwbjuybu tjuwnynid
wwnbnipjull fjunupp, wpynp wwnbnipjut junuph  wwpwénidp
nhunwpyn’id Enpubu jighp, b hisn’| E yuypdubudws Gpa wjuswth
nwpuéywodnipiniip:

Npujulwut nyjuiiph  wdthnthdwt Jhongny uvnwuguyws
thwuwnbpp whwp E npdbh opktiunpuljut pupbthnjunidubph, husybu
twl ywpwlnhluh pwupbjuddwiut ninnduws wnwewplnipniuutph
hhupnud wywhnybny thwuwnkph Jpw hhuudwd
punupwluwiunipjutt  dowlnid, npnkn wpuwhuyndws hukh
ninpunph pnnp owhwnpnmittph Yupphpubpp, dnwhngnipniiubptt no
wnwownlnipniubbpp:

ZEnwugnuinipjniit hpujutwgynid E «Uwnbknipjut uinuph nbd
wuypup  hwimb  dngnippudupuljui
puquuljupéniputt U hwinmpdnqujuiunipjutt  hwunmwndw»
Spugph  opowtwljubpnid Zwywuwnwih  Zwipwubnntpintintd

hwjuwunwiyut hwuw-

hwuwpwljnipniuntd

Is

Il PREAMBLE

The “Institute of Liberal Politics NGO has initiated the
implementation of quantitative (public opinion) and qualitative (in-depth
interviews and focus group discussions with stakeholders and experts in
the field) research in order to highlight the understanding of hate speech
by the Armenian society, its manifestations and consequences, as well as
to compile professional solutions and comments about public views and
formed stereotypes.

Quantitative data analysis is necessary in order to get a clear picture
of how society perceives hate speech and its manifestations, on which
platforms hate speech is mostly observed, does it consider the spread of
hate speech as a problem, and what is the reason for its prevalence.

Findings from qualitative data summaries should inform
recommendations for legislative reform and practice improvement,
ensuring evidence-based policy development that reflects the needs,
concerns and recommendations of all stakeholders in the sector.

The research is carried out within the framework of the
“Combating hate speech for the sake of pluralism and tolerance in a
democratic society” project, which is funded by the support of the
Embassy of the Kingdom of the Netherlands in the Republic of Armenia.
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Uhpbpjwmunubph Puwquynpnipjut ghugubunwt  Phutwbuwlue
wowljgnipjudp:

Lhptpw) pwnwpwluwunipjutt httunnhwnnunp hhdtwnpdt; k
2018p. U hhduwnpnuthg h Jtp hpwlwbwgpt; b dnnndpnw-
Jupnipjut b opkuph gbpuwlunmipiut wdpuyindwit ninngus dh
2wp dpuqnhp:

bPuumnhwnnint nintnujhtt wuwh YEunpnu E npp ny dnpduyg
Uppwlwt dpwgpbp b ppwjwbwginmid Ephnwuwpnubph hwdwp,
npnup hbEwnwppppdws b punuwpwluwunipjudp, (hpipwihqung b
dwpnnt hpwyniupubtpny:

bPuunhwnninp  qpunynud £ twb  hhkwnwqnunipniutbph
hpujuwtwgdwdp, husywbu twb wwppbp pjodpbph, whnwlub

Jwrnygutph, fungkih adpbph b wy wbhdwbg punhpubphtt ninnus
thnpdwughinwlwut wowwnnipinibiubph utbpuyugdudp:

Il PREAMBLE

The Institute of Liberal Politics was founded in 2018 and since
its establishment it has implemented a number of programs aimed at
strengthening democracy and the rule of law.

The Institute is an independent think tank that provides non-
formal educational programs for young people interested in liberalism,
human rights and politics.

The Institute is also engaged in conducting research, as well as
presenting expert works aimed at the problems of various groups, state

structures, vulnerable groups and other people.
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ZEnmwgnunipjub juunhpubpt L.
Ljwpwqpl] unghwjuu mwuppkp judpbph qunbpugnidubph
wwnknipjut junuph yepupkpjuy:
Nuunidiwuhpl] wnbmpjut junuphtt pujudtnt hupgusitph
thnpdp:
Pugwhwynt] 2Z-md mnbnipjut junup nwpwsdnn hhdtwlub
hwppwljutpp:
NMwpgl) 22 puwfhsutph Jtpwpbkpdniipp wwnbnipjut junup
wnwpwdnn hwppwlubph tjundwdp:
NMupgby, pk wnbknipjut junuptt hty wqnbgnipnit £ niubgl)
hupgqusdtbph b phpwhiwght wy) odptph qpu

NMupql] wnbnipjut jpnupp uvyunbint hhdtwlwt  gpow-
wuwwndwnubkpp:
Ljwpwqgpl]  wwubnipjut junup  wwpwoénn  wwppkp

hwppwljutphg b wwppkp punyph wnbknbynipniiutphg oquyny
punwpughtphunghw-dnnnyppugpujub nhiwbwpp

nuwn ukinh,

puwn nwphph,

puwn Yppnipjul,

nuwn pupkignipyut duljupnulh,

nuwn phwlnipjut Juyph:
zkunwgnunk) nkntjunjulut hwppwljutpnh b jupshp Abwynpny
wihwwnubph hiskgpws wnbnipjut junuph b yhpwynpuputph
YEpwpbpju phwlsnipyub nwpptp pdpph jupshpp:
dtp hwuk), pt hhdtwlwiund hty ptdwubph, Eplunyputph,
hudptiph b wudwtg E JEpupbpnid nkntjunduljut hwppulutph
b Jupshp Abwynpnn wuhwwnubph htiyhgpuws wnkjnipjw janupp:
Nupqk] np dbpnnubpt & 22 phwlhsibph  nbuwblyniihg
twpptwnpbh wnbknipyut junuph pid ywuypwupbkint hwdwp, b np
Junnygubpt nu judpbpt B yuwnwuppwbwnnt npuw hwdwn:

B RESEARCHGOALS AND AIMS

The goals of the research are as follows:

. Describe the perceptions of "hate speech" by different social
groups.
. Reveal the respondents' experience of facing "hate speech".

Identify the main platforms spreading "hate speech" in RA.

. Identify the attitude of RA residents towards platforms spreading
"hate speech".

. Identify the impact of "hate speech" on respondents and other
target audiences.

Uncover the main motivations for consuming "hate speech".

. Describe the socio-demographic profile of citizens who use
different platforms and different types of information spreading "hate
speech":

0 by gender,

0 by age,

0 by education,

o] by the level of well-being,

0 by the place of residence.

To research the attitude and opinion of different groups of the
population towards "hate speech" and insults voiced by individual
information platforms and opinion leaders.

. To highlight what topics, phenomena, groups and persons are
mainly addressed by the "hate speech" voiced by individual information
platforms and opinion leaders.

. To find out which methods are acceptable/preferred from the
point of view of RA residents for the fight against "hate speech" and
which structures and groups are responsible for it.
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MNuunidbwuhpnipjut opowtwljutipnid wnwewnpyud
tyuwnwhht n bghpubpht  hwdwyuwunwupwh  phopdl] b
htEnwhinuwjhtt hupgdwu dkpennp (CATI), npp htwpwynpnipinit kg
ubnu dwdjtnnud wihpwdbon wnjuyutp hwjwpwgpty 22 wuppkp
dwpgbipnud b Bplwunwd ptwlynn unghwjwljuwb wwppkp adpkph
Jupshputiph ykpwpbpjw): Zwpgupbppep punugus tp 11 hhdbwljw
hwpgbphg (wku ZwykpJwé 1), npnughg bphpp hwpgqusbphi
wunwupwbibpp dkhiwpuibne htwpudnpmpmt tp - nwghu’
wyth hwdwwwpthwl yunlbp uvnwbwnt tywnwlny:

ZEpwiunuuhtt hwipguwt pvnpwipp

zZhnwjunuuyhtt hwupgnidt wpdty | 22 swhwhwu phwyhsutph
opowtnid: Zwpgwsubph punpnipmniup juunwpdl) £ hudwlgdus
obipnnuynpjws  pwnpwiph  dbpnpupwinipjudp:  Cuwnpwuph
hwwnljutthy tu nupdk.

Unyniuwyy 1. Zupgdwsutph pwohudwénipjniit pun Gplhwuh
Jupywlub ppgwtiitph

Jupywljub ppown Zupgudutiph putiuly Zwupgdudubph ninljnu
‘Lnp Lnpp 49 12,3%
Ugwithiyul 41 10,3%
Udul 20 5,0%
Upwplhp 42 10,5%
Twyhpupku 16 4,0%
Epbpniuh b Unipupupk 52 13,0%
Ukuwnpnu b Lnpp-Uwpup 50 12,5%
Uwjwuphw-Ukpwunhw 51 12,8%
Chuquypp 52 13,0%
Lutiwptin-Qhjpniu 27 6,8%
Cunwdkip 400 100,0%
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[l RESEARCH METHOD AND SAMPLING

In accordance with the goals and objectives set within the
framework of the research, the method of telephone survey (CATI) was
chosen, which made it possible to collect the necessary data in a short
period of time regarding the opinions of different social groups living in
different regions of the Republic of Armenia and Yerevan. The
questionnaire consisted of 11 main questions (See Appendix 1.), 3 of which
allowed the respondents to interpret their answers in order to get a more
comprehensive picture.

Telephone Survey Sampling
The telephone survey was conducted with the adult residents of RA. The
selection of the respondents was carried out using the combined stratified
sampling methodology. The selection was characterized by:

Table 1. The distribution of respondents according to the administrative
districts of Yerevan.

Administrative District Number of Respondents ':gggg;%%zg
Nor Nork 49 12.3%
Ajapnyak 41 10.3%
Avan 20 5.0%
Arabkir 42 10.5%
Davitashen 16 4.0%
Erebuni and Nubarashen 52 13.0%
Kentron and Nork-Marash 50 12.5%
Malatia-Sebastia 51 12.8%
Shengavit 52 13.0%
Kanaker-Zeytun 27 6.8%
Total 400 100.0%
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Epluwt punuph Jupswljwb opowtbpp (& u Ugyniuwl 1),

22 dwpgbph  pwnupughtt b gnuyuliwb  phwuduypbpp.
jipupwlsnip dwpgnid’ Ukl punupuyght (dwpqybinpnt) b
kplnt gninuijut hwdwyipbp Yud kplym punup b Ukl Uks i’
hwdwpdtp thnjpwphtidwt httwpwynpnipjudp,

22 pawyhsutph hwdwswh pynwnughtt pnnputptt punn ubnh b
wnwphpwyhtt hhtiq fudph (18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 L wykh
nwpkijub):

Cunpwipwjhtt hwdwpdpnipjut Swdup Yuqdl; £ 1.060
hwpgJws, nphg 400-p (37,7%) Gplhwuh puwyhs E 660-p (62,7%)
dwpgph (nk'u Ugniuwly 2.): Uwupglph phalhstibphg 492-p (74,5%)
dwpqkunpnutkph  plwbhy E 168-p  (25,5%)° gmipuljub
plwlujwypbph (nk v 2wyfkws 2):

Unpmniuwl 2. Zwpgwsubph pwohidwénipjniit punn Gplwth b
dwpqtph

Puuljuduyp Lwbuly Snljnu
Eplwl 400 37.7%
Upwquédnunt 44 4.2%
Upwpwun 77 7.3%
Unpdwihp 99 9.3%
QLnuppniihp 77 7.3%
Lnnh 66 6.2%
Unwnwjp 66 6.2%
Chpuly 99 9.3%
Ujniuhp 55 5.2%
Juyng np 33 3.1%
Swniy 44 4.2%
Cunuukup 1060 100.0%
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Administrative districts of Yerevan city (See Table 1.),

. Urban and rural settlements of RA regions (marzes). In each marz,
1 urban (regional center) and 2 rural communities or 2 cities and 1 large

village with the possibility of equivalent replacement,

Proportional quota sample of RA residents by gender and 5 age
groups (18-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60 and older).

The size of the sample pool was 1060 respondents, of which 400
(37.7%) are residents of Yerevan, 660 (62.7%) are residents of marzes (See
Table 2.). 492 (74.5%) of the residents of marzes are residents of regional
centers, 168 (25.5%) are residents of rural areas (See Appendix 2.).

Table 2. The distribution of respondents according to Yerevan and marzes.

Residence Qty Percentage
Yerevan 400 37.7%
Aragatsotn 44 4.2%
Ararat 77 7.3%
Armavir 99 9.3%
Gegharkunik 77 7.3%
Lori 66 6.2%
Kotayk 66 6.2%
Shirak 99 9.3%
Syunik 55 5.2%
Vayots Dzor 33 3.1%
Tavush 44 4.2%
Total 1060 100.0%
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1.060 Juytp hupguptpphly jpugubnt hwdwp 14.813 quug L

nnpyt]. wyunwupwtubpp juqdl) tu 7,2%: Unugws 13.753 (92,8%)
quqkph niwypnid hwpgnid sh wipyk) hbnbjw; yundwnubpny.
w) hupgdwip dwutwlghinig hpudwpyt) E 9.854 hngh (66,5%), p)
ptnpjws htnwpinuwhwdwpp gnnipinit sh nitgl) 2.308 quugh
nbypnid  (15,5%), q) 1.312 quugh dwdwbwl (8,9%) pynwruyhl
hudwyuwnwupiwt hwupgdwsé sh tnky, 1) bu 279 hinwhinuwhwdwp
(1,9%) sh wuwwnwupuwtbk] opu tnwppbp dudbph mpgwé qugbpht:

ZEinwgnunipjui wpnniupubph Junwhbjhnipjub
Uhowlyuypp 95%:

Cuwnpwph vwhdwbwht ujpwp® + 3%:

SYjuutiph ypnisnipintup junwpyby ESPSS Jhdwljugpulju
thwpbph Jhengny, hwodupldl; &t hwdwpwjuinipniuutb,
thnpujuyduémpnittp, juunwpyl] b pjupwswdl ni gnpdntiwght
Jbpnidnipjnii:

Zupgubtbph Jtpupbpyu njugbkpp ‘ ‘

ZEnwugnuinipjut pipwugpmid hupgyk) E 1.060 hngh 45,3%--n
wpwlwb uknh ubkplujugnighs, huly 54,7%-n' hquljut: Swphpuyht
Tudptpp hwdwswth thpluyugdus ki plinpwiph Uke (k& u Ugniuwl
3.): Zupgwsutinh 40,6%-n pupdpwgnyu Yppnipnit nith, 32,6%-n°
Uhohtt dtwuttwghwnwlw, 26,8%-n" vhotwljupg:

Unyniuwly 3. Zupgdwsubph puppjunidt punn tnuphpuyhtt judpbiph

Zupgywudh vnwuaphpn Sninu
18-29 vnwunpnbkljuwu 23,1%
30-39 rnuunpkljwu 21,7%
40-49 vnwupbljwmt 15,2%
50-59 vnwunphkljuwuu 19,8%0
60 nuptljwt b pupdn 20,2%
Cunuudbkunp 100,026
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14813 calls were made to fill out 1060 valid questionnaires. The response
rate was 7.2%. In the case of the remaining 13753 (92.8%) calls, no survey
was conducted for the following reasons: a) 9,854 people (66.5%) refused
to participate in the survey, b) the selected phone number did not exist
in 2,308 cases (15.5%), c) in 1,312 cases (8.9%) there was no respondent
corresponding to the quota, d) calls to 279 phone numbers (1.9%) were not
answered at different hours of the day.

Confidence interval of research results: 95%.

Marginal sampling error: + 3%.

Data analysis was performed using SPSS statistical software
package, frequencies, correlations were calculated, cross and factor

analysis was performed.

Data on Respondents
During the research, 1060 people were surveyed, of which 45.3%

were male and 54.7% were female. Age groups are proportionally
represented in the sample (See 7able 3.). 40.6% of the respondents have
a higher education, 32.6% have a secondary education, and 26.8% have a
secondary education.

Table 3. Distribution of respondents by age groups.

Respondent Age Percentage
18-29 23.1%
30-39 21.7%
40-49 15.2%
50-59 19.8%
60 and above 20.2%
Total 100.0%
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zupgyusutinh 39,1%-p sh wouwwnnid, vhwgus 60,9%-1u nith
npnowlh qpuunyuénipnit (& u Ungniuwl 4.):

Unniuwly 4. by bp wouwnnid

Qpunudn pinith Snljnu
MEnwlut jurwdupdw dupdiuh wyhiunulhg 3,7%
NEnwlwt juquuljtpynipjut wyhwnwlhg 17,8%
Uwubtwynp juquulEpuyntpjut wrawwnwljhg 57,6%
Qintwpjuntp, withwwn dknukptg 14,9%
Uhpwqquyhtt jud nbnuijut 29-h wppuwnwlhg 2,9%
Gninuuntnbuntpjudp qpunynn 1,7%
Upunuguw wpuwnnng 1,4%
Cunudkip 100,0%

Zhnugnunmpyul mfjupibph hwdwdwyt’ Uk olish hwpnd
wduwljut vhohtt Ejudninp Juqunid E onipe 50.052 22 npwd, hul
Swuup 56.202 22 npud: Owuup ghpuquiignid b Ejudnuntbpp,
husp Jyuynid E Ejudnh wupwdupwp thutng, wupwnpng wmypknt b
sqpuigmd  Bwdmunubph  wnumiput . dwuht: Bulub
wnwppbpnipinit £ ajunynud Gphwuh b 22 wy) ptwluduypbph dhel.
Bplwnd Ukl widh hwoyn] wluwlub pb” Ejudnunp b pb’ swiul
wUkupwpdpt kb, hul wy] punqupibpmd’ wdkiwguspp: Thling
dudwbul, Bplhwinmd oSwpiubkptt wbbpwt Eu gqhpuquiignid
Eyudnuntbpp b wwpphpnipnil wy) punupbtph b goinkph (nkw
Qdwwyunltp 1.):
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39.1% of respondents do not work, the remaining 60.9% are

employed in various fields (See Table 4.).

Table 4. Where do you work?

Employment Percentage

Bodies of Public Administration 3.7%
State Organization 17.8%
Private Organization 57.6%
Entrepreneur, Sole Proprietor 14.9%
International or local NGO 2.9%
Agriculture 1.7%
Working Abroad 1.4%

Total 100.0%

According to the research data, the average monthly income per
capita is about 50,052 AMD, and the expenditure is 56,202 AMD.
Expenditure exceeds income, which indicates insufficient income,
living in debt and unrecorded income. There is a significant difference
between Yerevan and other RA settlements. Both income and
expenditure per person per month are the highest in Yerevan, and the
lowest in other cities. At the same time, expenses in Yerevan slightly

exceed incomes, unlike other cities and villages (See Chart 1.).
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Qdwyunljtp 1. Zupgwsutph wduwfwb Ejudnintbpp b Chart 1. Respondents' monthly income and expenditure per person.
dwuubipp Ukl wbudh hwoyyny
20000 71942 75311 80000 71942 75311
70000 55533
60000
60000 p— 55533 Pk 44941
50000 42242 44941 40000
40000
20000 10592
30000 3369 7519
20000 o 10592 0 — = .
10000 3369 .
g ] - Yerevan Other towns of RA Villages of RA
anuuh 33 wy| Ewﬂwﬁmﬁn 33 anmt—,n B Average monthly income per person (AMD) B Average monthly expenditure per person (AMD) m Difference (AMD)

m Uduwluwl dhght GYwdnuinp Utl wudh hwpyny (337) = Uduwluwl vhghl dwiuup Uty wbdh hwpdny (337) = Swppbpniejniup (339)

34.3% of the respondents stated that the financial situation of

Zupgwsubph 34,3%-p bk E np yYbkpohtt hhug wnwpju
rgl D B2t D pgph hhug nl their families has not changed over the past five years, 19.2% stated that

plpwugpnid pinwbhph $htwbvwljwi Jh&wlp sh thnjudty, 19,2%-p
np npnp swthny jufughy k 1,4%-p np Gupnily ju]ugby b, 17,7%-p°
np npng suthm] Junwghy k, 17,6%-p’ np fupnily Junwghy k (ko

it has somewhat improved, 1.4% has improved significantly, for 17.7% it
has somewhat worsened, and for 17.6% it has significantly worsened (See

‘hart2.).
QSwyunlkp 2.): Chart2)
Qdwyuinljip 2. bPugpwtu b thnjudkp Qbp plnwtthph Chart 2. Tell me, please, how has your family's financial situation
dhtwbuwmlul Jh&wlyp Jhpght 5 nupjw pipugpnid changed over the past 5 years?
40.0% 40:0% 34.3%
S i 34.3% 35.0% .
30.0% 20.0%
25.0%
25.0% 19.2%
o0 17.6% 17.7% 19.2% 20.0% 17.6% 17.7%
15.0%
3 9.6%
15.0% 9.6% 10.0%
10.0% 5.0% 1.4% .
5.0% 1.4% e s
0.0% Significantly Somewhat Nothing Somewhat Significantly Difficult to
HuinpnLy Nnng swthny Nghlg sh Npn2 swithny HunpnLy 4. wuun. worsened worsened changed improved improved answer

Jwunwgb B uwnwgt E thnhudby Jwywgb £ lwywgty £
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«Unknipjut junup» hwujugnmpjut JEpupkpuy 22

ptwlhsutph wwwnlpugnidukpp

Uwnbnipjut  junuph  Jbpwpbpuwy 22 pbwlhsubph
wyuwntpugnidubpp yupqbnt hwdwp hwpgdusubtpht jpungnpt) Ehup
uh pwtth pwpny tjwpwqgpl] «cawnbnipjut jpnup» hwuljugnipniun:
b uljgputt hwupgdwsubtphtt npblt wwpqupwind sktp wpdl b
wuwunwupiwih nmwppkpuljutp skhtt woweowplybty: Uju pug hwpgh
wuunwupiwtutbpp  puwppuyight htwnbyjuw; Ytpwy® hwpgdwsutph
37,7%-h  hushgpwé  wwwnwupwmbubpp wwpnibwlnwd  Eht
uwhdwidwt Uky wnjw npnowlh nwwppbp/wpwidht hwndusubtp/
wpunwhwynnipnitubp.  «wbpwjht  junuph  ppubnpnd, np
wpnwhuynnd £ wnknipnit, punpujuinipnit b ppupuntuntd
E ppunmipinit wtidh Jud whdwtg adph nhu»: 24,2%-1 wnbnipjut
hunupt pujund £ npuyjbu pugwuwljut Eubpghugh wpunwdnnd,
8,5%-p unun wknkynipibubph  wwpwsnd, 4%-p  Jbpoht
wnwphubph hpunupdmpmnitutph hbnbwbp: 3%-tu wnbnipjut
hunupp juwnid £ Uhljn] Qwohtywth wudwb hkn. hmpgdwsutph wyu
hunudpl winbknipjut junuph dwuht junubjhu «Ghlnp wtniub £ wnyly
wnwig nplk dEjhwputinipjut: Zupy k tok), np wju yuunwuhiwuh
wnun]b] hww wk] ko Eplwightbpp (7,8%) h wuppbpnipnia
22wy punuplbph (0,5%) b qynintnph (1,4%) puwyhsubph: Uhugws
yuwnwupwbbbpt wybh hwmqunby tu Ypludt: Muwnwupuwbtbph
fwl puspunudp Juynud £ 22 phwlhsibph «cannbynipjul unup»
hwuljugnipjut Enipjut JEpwpkpu) hpuqkdwénipyut npnowljh
dwljupnuljh dwuhb. hwulugnipniup npddupugl] L atjupuqply
hupgustbph dhuyt 9,8%-p (& u Ungyniuwl 5.):
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The Perceptions of RA residents regarding “hate speech”

In order to reveal the perception of RA residents about hate speech,
we asked the respondents to describe the concept of "hate speech" in a few
words. Initially, the respondents were not given any explanation and no
answer options were offered. The answers to this open-ended question were
distributed as follows: in 37.7% of cases, the respondents' answers contained
certain elements, parts and phrases that are present in the definition: "An
expression of discriminatory attitude, public speech that expresses hate or
encourages violence towards a person or group.” In 24.2% of cases, "hate
speech" is perceived as the expulsion of negative energy, 8.5% - the spread
of false information, 4% - as a result of the events of recent years, in 3% of
cases "hate speech" is associated with the name of Nikol Pashinyan - this
group of respondents mentioned the name "Nikol" without any further
comments, while talking about "hate speech". It should be noted that the
residents of Yerevan (7.8%) voiced this answer significantly more often,
compared to other cities (0.5%) and villages (1.4%) of RA. The other
answer options were heard less frequently. Such a distribution of answers
indicates a certain level of awareness of the concept of "hate speech" among
RA residents. Only 9.8% of respondents found it difficult to describe the

concept of "hate speech" (See 7able 5.)
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Unyniuwly 5. B’us b, pun Qbq, winkympjub junupp, thnpdkp vh
pwith punny tjwpwqgpbk] hwuljugnipniup
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Table 5. Tell me, please, what is "hate speech” in your opinion? Try

to describe the concept of "hate speech" in a few words.

Nunnumjumb Snljnu Response Percentage

«Zwlipuyhtt junuph gpubnpnud, nph wpunwhwynmd £ wnbnmpmd, of all responses
hunpuljubinipintt b upuuniunad £ pelintpyndi whdh Gud whdwig 37,7% Responses close to the definition: "An form of public speech
hadph gkl vwhdwtiiwbp dnin ypunnuowiiikp that expresses hate or encourages violence towards a person or 37.7%
«Puguuurljurh Fibpghuyh wpnundnnid” supnipyntl, twumba, 242% grOUp-"_ : i
quupnp» : Expulsion of negative energy: malice, envy, anger 24.2%
«Unun mbhnklnipniiiiph inupudnuds 8,5% Spreading false information 8.5%
«Thpoht imuphtkph hpuupdnpniikph hknlhwbps 4,0% A consequence of the events of recent years 4.0%
«Uhljn) Puiphlyuile 3,5% Nikol Pashinyan 3.5%
«Unppkgmlightttinh huiigt dtp gqqugdnitipipps 2,3% Our feelings towards Azerbaijanis 2.3%
«Sqhunipyub gpulinpouds 2,1% Manifestation of ignorance 2.1%
<Puplujuunnuhmpyuth wuiljwu ndikgnn dwpgo Jupp» 2,1% Behavior of a person who lacks self-confidence 2.1%
«Guniutwjubhg wwphh juouwpdwb gnpshp b swphp- 2,1% An evil and a tool to rule the modern world 2.1%
«Unpunnipint s 1,5% Poverty 1.5%
«Iphduigpnipinis 1,1% Revenge 1.1%
slopenle poehopmal e L1 When the lies are revealed 1.1%
gfl‘iﬁg‘“m“ d wunuraualit %) [ find it difficult to answer 9.8%

L : Total 100.0%

Ujunihtwnl hwpguwstutphtt wmnwewnlyt) £ hwdwdwjunipint
htinwgnunuljuit  fuuph’
wwnbnipjutt junuph yhpwpbpuy dpwljuéd hup nunnnnipniutbphic

jud wthwdwdwjinmpmnit huyntl]

Zupgusutph dkdwdwutnipntup hwdwpnid E, np hknlbyjuy snpu

nuwunnnnipnibbbpp  hhdtwlwinud  punpnonid - B «awnbjnipjut

Junup» hwuljugm piniup (nk v Sugunnlikp 3.).

1. «wupughtt gnpshsutph b Juenygutph YEpwpbpu) unin b

wywnbnbjuwnynipmnit nupwstp» (63,8%),

2. «<wlunwlnppubphtt  jud dpgulhgubpht «pnipp» Jud «w-
npplowiugh» wudukip» (63,5%),

3. «Punupuljutt hwjupwlnpputphtt whdtwjut Jhpwynpuip
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Respondents were then asked to indicate their agreement or
disagreement with nine statements made by the research team regarding
"hate speech." The majority of respondents believed that the following

four statements mainly define the concept of "hate speech" (See Chart 3.):

1. "Spreading lies and misinformation about public figures and
structures" (63.8%)

2. "Calling opponents or rivals Turks or Azerbaijanis" (63.5%)

3. "Inflicting personal insults on political opponents by a person or a

group of persons" (63.3%)

4. "Emphasized hatred and insulting expressions towards
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hwugtbp» (63,3%),

4. «Uj1 mqgh ukpuyugnighsubph nbd pungédusd hwljulpuipt

nt Yhpwynpulwt wpnwhwyjnnipniutbpp» (63,2%):
Zudbdwnwpup wybkih phy hwpgdwsubp hwdwpnid B,

np hbwljuw] tpp nuwwunnnipnibubpp tnybwbu punpnonud ku

«antijnipyul junup» hwuljugnmpiniup (kv Qwuumnlkp 3.).

5. «Uwhdbnulwuuutphtt jud hEpwunuubphtt «<hbnwudbiwg» b

«Juypkuh» wbduukp» (50,2%)

6. «L&RS hwdwjuph ubkpljujugnighsubphtt nipndusé ubknwlju

punyph hwjhnjutputpp» (50,2%)

7. «Punupuwlut gqopshsutiph bnyputpnud pugghdunhpubtph

whwnwlwynpk)p, tpwig sptinnpbnt Yny wkip» (48,4%)

zupgywsutph wybkih thnpp winlnup jupénd k, np «wnbnipjut

punpnoynid £ twbh hbwnbjuwy bLplno

nunnnnipibikpny (kv QSuyunnlikp 3.).

Junup» hwuljugnipjnip

8. «utuwtg wohiwnwpuyht b punupwljut wnwohiwunugdu
httwpwynpnipjniuubph b hpwyniupbph  vwhdwbwhwlnidp»
(38,1%)

9. «ZEpniutu- |51 nunhnhwnnpnynidubpnud, ptpptpnid
hwipuwjht gnpshsubiph whdtwlwt Jyutpht JEpwpkpnn thwuwnbkph
hpwywpulnidp» (35%):
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representatives of other nations" (63.2%)

Relatively fewer respondents believed that the concept of "hate
speech" is also mainly defined by the following three judgments (See
Chart 3.):

5. "Calling Muslims or Pagans backward and savage" (50.2%)

6. "Sexual insults directed at representatives of the LGBT community"
(50.2%)

7. "Labeling representatives of opposition in politicians' speeches,

urging not to vote for them" (48.4%)

A smaller percentage of respondents also considered the following two
judgments to be the main characteristics of "hate speech". (See Chart 3.):
8. "Restriction of women's opportunities and rights for career and
political advancement" (38.1%)

9. "Publication of facts related to the personal life of public figures in

television and radio programs, newspapers" (35%).
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Qswuunlp 3. Unnpl Gpdws nunnnmpnibibphg n'pi k

wnwybjuy bku pinpnonid «wnbjnipjut junup» hwuljugnipniup

AtGnnLunw- W nwnhnhwnnpnnuduGpnud, pGpptpnud
hwupwjhu gnpdhgutiph wuduwywu Yuwupht yepwptpnn
thwutnGph hpwwwpwynwdp
Yuwlwlg whuwnwlpwhu W pwnwpwywu
wnwhuiwnwgdwu huwpwynpnupiniuutiph W hpwyniuptph
uwhJwlwthwynedp
Pwnuwpwywu gnpdhsutiph Ginyrutpnwd punnhuwnhputphu
whunwywynptp, Upwlg sputnpne Yny wubp

LARS hwdwjuph UGpYwjwgnighsutipht nunnywd utinwywu
punyph hwjhnjwuplutpp

Uwhutnwywuutpht Ywd htpwunuutpht htnwduwg W
JwypGuh wudwutp

U wagh Ubpyuwywgnighslinh Ujwwndwdp pungdywd
hwywypwupu nt yhpwynpuywt wpnwhwjnngynluuGpnp

Wuah Ywd wudwlg hudph Ynnuhg punwpwywlu
hwywnwynpnutpht wudbwywu Yhpwynpwlp hwuglubip

Swywnwynpnutpht Ywd Upgwyhgutphu pnupp Yud
wnppbowlgh wuywutip

Awupwjhu gnpdhsutph W Ywnnygutph Jepwptpjuy unwn W
wwwntnbywwnynipintt nwpwdtn

m 3hduwyunwd punpnanud £ mNpn2 swithnd punpnnud £ m Cunhwupwwtu sh punpngnud - = Mddwpwuncd GU wywnwupuwlby

120

D 3% 7%
D 5% 11.7%e
I 0% 11

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Chart 3. Tell me, please, which of the following statements best

describes the concept of "hate speech"?

Publication of facts related to the personal life of public
figures in television and radio programs, newspapers
Restriction of women's opportunities and rights for career
and political advancement

Labeling representatives of opposition in politicians'
speeches, urging not to vote for them

Sexual insults directed at representatives of the LGBT TR
community —

Calling Muslims or Pagans backward and savage

Emphasized hatred and insulting expressions towards
representatives of other nations

Inflicting personal insults on political opponents by a person
or a group of persons

Calling opponents or rivals Turks or Azerbaijanis

Spreading lies and misinformation about public figures and
structures

DG 23.0%  11.1%.1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

M Mainly defines M Somewhat defines ~ W Doesn't define atall ~ m Difficult to answer
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zupgusutph dhuyte 23,7%-p uokg, np wbdwdp btppuk sh
pwfut] wnknpjut unuphl, 62,7%-p np huqlunby b pajudnd,
hul 9,9%-p np owwn hwdwp b pupnmd: Zwpgwsitph 3,7%- p
ndjupuguy wwwnwupimil] wyju hwpght:  ZEwwppphp L np
tphwughubph hwdbdwwnwpwup wykjh dEs wnnlnut k ok, np suwn
hwdwju E pupuynid wmnbnipjut junupht (15,3%)° h tiwppkpnipinit
22wy punuplbph (6,1%) U gmointph (8,1%) phwlhhsubph (wé
QSwwguninlbp 4.):

Qswyuunltp 4. Ubdwdp bpplt pupfk] bp winknippub
lunuphtu

70.0% 50.3% 65.9% 67.2%

60.0% J

50.0% ‘

40.0% ‘

30.0% 1 23.5% 23.2% 25:4%

20.0% 15.3% ‘

10.0% 6.1% 81% [ 0% 8% 4.3%
Py = N . o 27— —

Wn, 2wwn hwtwhu Ujn, GppGUu ﬂk l:npt:p d. wwin.

mbplwl mUjpwnwp m=%nin

Cutn hwpgwsitph dbp bphpnid dwpnhly wewb] hwdwpe
pupunid kb wwnbmipjub junuph  hbnlyw)  gpulinpnudbkphi
puwnupwlwt hwjwugputpp whuwlwynpnny (18,7%) b dwpnnt
), wkjh hwqlunby ubkpwljwub
ynnudunpnonudp pubiwnwwnnn (14,5%), dnwynp jupnnnipnibuubpp
Juulwsh il nunn (11,5%) b wqqnipiniup yhpwuynpnn (10,2%): Uniu
yuunwupwutbpt wybkih hwqunby b Yplyudt): bull hmpgdusutph
6%-n ndjupugh) t yunwuiwit] hbnlyu) hupghtt' «Ubkp kpypnod
Uwpnhly winkpnipyut unuph hts npubnpnudibph b wew]k] hwdwhe
puunuds (& v @Swwyunnlkp 5):

wpuwphlt wnbkupp dwnpnn (18,5%),
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Only 23.7% of the respondents stated that they have never personally
encountered "hate speech". 62.7% sometimes encounter "hate speech’,
and 9.9% encounter it very often, 3.7% found it difficult to answer this
question. It is interesting that a relatively higher percentage of Yerevan
residents stated that they often encounter "hate speech" (15.3%) compared
to residents of other RA cities (6.1%) and villages (8.1%) (See Chart 4.).

Chart 4. Tell me, please, have you personally ever encountered hate
speech?

80.0%

65.9%
59.3% °62.2%

60.0%
40.0%
15.3%
200% 6.1% 81%
0.0% . -

Yes, very often

23.5%23.2%25-4%

]

No, never

2.0% 4-8% 4.3%
— . —

Yes, sometimes Difficult to answer

mYerevan M Othertown mVillage

According to the respondents, people in our country most often
encounter the following manifestations of "hate speech": labeling political
views (18.7%) and mocking a person's appearance (18.5%), less often
criticizing sexual orientations (14.5%), questioning mental abilities.
(11.5%) and insulting nationality (10.2%). Other answer options were
mentioned less frequently. And 6% of respondents found it difficult to

answer this question (See Chart 5.).
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Géwwywwnltp 5. Ukp Gpypnud dwpnhl] wnbnipjut junuph
1"t ppulinpnidbph ki woun]b] hwdw pupaynid

4. wwwn. 6.0%
Uwyh gnujup plliupynn e 2, 3%
UGnhU YGpwptnnn e 3 39
Uwulwaghwinnieniup yunYupbynn, — e 3 4%
Swnhpht YGpwpGnnn, =~ ee— 5%
Unnup W hwywwnpp plliwnwnnn - ee—— 6, 2%
Uqanteyntup dhpudnpnn — ee—— 1(),2%
Uwwynn Ywpnnntegnlpp Yuuywsh inwly nunn - ee— 1 1,5%
Utnwlwl Ynnuunpnonedltinp plliwnwnnn 14.5%
Uwinpnnt wpwwphl inkupp dwnpnn,
Pwnwpwywl hwjwgpltnp whuwywynpnn

18.5%
18.7%

00% 20% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0% 18.0% 20.0%

Zkwmwppphp  ophtwswthnipnibtip  Jupkih b tunly
wuunwupwttbpp hwdbdwnbjhu’ puwn hupgwsutph
puwjuyuwyptph. Gplwth puwlhsubpt wdbih hwdwh tjunnd tu
wnwphpht, dwolh gnyuht, uknht b dwubwghnnipjuip yipupbkpng,
huy 22 wy puqupbbph b gounkph plwlhhsibpp  punwpwlub
huygputipp ywhunwlwynpnn, dupnnt wpunwphtt wnbkupp Swnpnn b
ubpwlwt  Ynnuunpnomidp  putwnwwnnn  wwnbnipjutt  fjunuph
npulinpnudibpp (nk u @éwuyunlikp 6.):

NMuunwupiwtubtph  hwdbdwwnnipniut pun hwpgdwsubph
ubnh Fwlwb wwppbpnipimt gnyg wnlgkg dhuyb «punupuljui
hwjwugpubpp whnwljuwynpnn» b «dwupnnt wpunwpht nkupp Swnpnn»
wuunwupwiuibph  wwpuqunid.  wnnudwpnhll wdbh hwdwp
tjuunnd Eu pwnupuljut huwjwugpubpp whwwlwynpny, huly
Jwiwyp dwpym wpunwphlt whupp Swnpnn wnknippui junupp:
Snuwdwpnuig hwdwp wykh  wunbh e wwphpht b
dwutwghnmpjubp, hul Jwbwbg hwdwp ubkohtt  Jbpupkpng
wnbnipjub junupp (kv PSuwwunnlkp 7):
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Chart 5. What manifestations of "hate speech" do people most often

face in our country?

Difficult to answer NG 6.0%
Discussing skin color I 2.3%
Gender related I 3.3%
Discrediting the profession I 3.4%
Agerelated NG 5.2%
Criticizing religion and belief I 6.2%
Insulting nationality G 10.2%
Questioning mental abilities GGG 11.5%
Criticizing sexual orientations I 14.5%
Mocking a person's appearance NN 18.5%
Labeling political views I 18.7%

0.0% 20% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0% 18.0% 20.0%

Interesting patterns can be observed when comparing the responses
of respondents from different settlements: Residents of Yerevan in our
country more often notice manifestations of "hate speech" related to age,
skin color, gender, and profession, while residents of other cities and
villages of Armenia label political claims, mock a person's appearance, and
criticize sexual orientations (See Chart 6.).

A comparison of the responses of male and female respondents
showed a significant difference only in the case of "labeling political views"
and "mocking a person's appearance" responses; while men more often
notice "hate speech" labeling political views, women - mocking a person's
appearance. "Hate speech" related to age and profession is more noticeable

for men, and "hate speech" for women (See Chart 7.).



B 26SU2NSNkhE3ULUMBNPLRLELT

Géwwywwnltp 6. Ukp Gplypnud dwpnhl] wnbnipjut junuph
1"t npubinpmuditiph b wpun]b) hwgwh puudnod (unwujuwbibph

pwofunidt punn phwljwduyptph)
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puwpfunidt puin hwpgyuwsubph ukinh)

25.0%
21.4% S0
20.0%
6.5%  16.1¢
14.4%14.6%
15.0%
11.2%6118% 1919
9.6%
10.0%
5.0%65%  6.2% 5 5sf4%
4-3%  4.0% 3.9%
5.0% 3.0% 2.9%
0.0% , | H
N O N4 »° e N4 N & & S .
& &0 & 6\& & & N o S § &
> & & ) & 4 K K S 4 >
& & I 4 S & 8 & & &
& R &> S 4 N » R W
N S & S & & & S & &
A A A S & M
& S & & * o & SV
S S & <& N < N
S % $ &
o & é@’ N & &
S SAEENON . &
& 4 N
& ¥
o N s

= Upwywlu = hquiwl

B RESEARCHRESULTS

Chart 6. What manifestations of "hate speech" do people most often
face in our country (distribution of responses by settlements)?
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Chart 7. What manifestations of "hate speech" do people most
often face in our country (distribution of answers according to gender of
respondents)?
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zupgwstubph gipwlohe dwup hwdwpnid £, np wnknipjut
Junupti wkjugk] t phk 2018-h hknuthnjunipmitthg, pk~ 2020-h
Upguiujuti44-opjuyqunbpuquhglpt 2022 p. ubynbdpkphulju]wus
wnpphowbwlju  wqpbuhuwhg hhnn  (hwdwywnwupwbupwp
71,3%, 79,2%, 69,4%) (nnku FSwyuinlln 8.):

Qswuunnltp 8. Cun 2kq wnknipjub unuph wkjugk(, pt’
wuluuk) £

2022 p.-h ubwwnbUptphu wnpptowlwywl wgntuhwhg
htwn

44-onjw wwwnbpwaquhg htnn

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

mUJGwgt £ mQh thnfudt, = Rsywgh| E d.wwn.

[l pninp pudpbph Wkpjuywugnighstiipp hwdwpnid G, np
Jtpnhhojwy  hpwnwpdmpniuiiphg  hbknn wwnbmpjut  junupt
wybjugl) b, wypnihwntpd hunnwly Ynpljughnt juy ju hywybu 22
Jupswybnh, junwjupmpjutt nt Uqqujhtt dnnnih, wjbybu b
puwnuwpuwlwlt  pugphunput gopéniitmput puguuwlui
quuwhwnwljuttph b wnbnipjut unuph wykjugdwt dwuht Jiuynn
wuwnwupuwbtbph dhol: Uju hwpgdwsutpp, npnup puguwuwlub Eu
quuwhwwnmd twygws Jurnygubph gnpéniuibnipinitp, wdkh hwdwp
i tonud twl, np wwnbmipjut junupt wbugl; L udws
hpunupadmpymubkphg htwnn (nk v @suyunnlkpbkp 9, 10, 11.):
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The majority of the respondents consider that "hate speech" has
increased equally in 2018, after the revolution, in 2020, after the 44-day
Artsakh war, in 2022, after the Azerbaijani aggression, which took place in
September: 71.3%, 79.2%, 69.4% respectively (See Chart 8.).

Chart 8. In your opinion, has hate speech increased or decreased?

after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022
after the 44-day war

after the revolution of 2018

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Bincreased W Nothing changed B Decreased & Difficult to answer

Although the representatives of all groups consider that "hate
speech" has increased after the above-mentioned events, there is a clear
correlation between the negative assessments of the activities of the RA
Prime Minister, the Government and the National Assembly, as well as
the political opposition and the answers indicating the increase of "hate
speech" (after the revolution of 2018, after the 44-day war of 2020, and
after the Azerbaijani aggression in 2022). Respondents who negatively
assess the activities of the mentioned structures also more often state that

"hate speech" increased after the mentioned events (See Charts 9, 10, 11).
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Géwyuunlip 9. «2018 p. hbEquihnjunipniithg hbwun
wnbnipjutt  junuptt wybkjugh] b
hwpgdwsubph winynup 22 qupswytinh, junwjwpnipjui, Uqquyht

dnnnyh b pwnupwlwt punphunipjut gnpéniubnipjniip «wydbkih

yuunwupiwbt  phnpusd

ontin npuljui», «wybih onin puguuwlubt» quwhwwnwsubph b
guwhwwnk) ndJupugusiph hwdwpdpnipniutbpnud:

Unbnpywl junupp 2018 p. htquthnjunipyniihg htnn wybjwgty &
100.0% &% 81.0% 81.7%

, , 69.2%73.7%
57.7% 55.4% 51.7% 54.3% 58.0% 56.7% 57 3%
0.0%
22 Jupsuyknp 22 Uqquyht dnnnyp 22 quoujupmpput  Luqupulul pligghunpul
qupdnilitnipnilip qupdniliknipnip qupdnttinipinilp qupdntlimpintlip
B wybh onuin npwywt B wybh onun pugwuwlwl  Bnd. wwun,

bPusytu Jjuynud tu Fdwyuwnljtp 9-nmud phipdwsd wdjuukpp,
22 Juppuybwnh gonpdniubmipnitp «wdbjh omn puguuwluib»
qguwhwwnws hwpgusubtph 85,7%-u L hwdwpnud, np 2018 p.
htnuthnjunipniithg hbinn wnbnipjut junuptt wykjugh] b bul
22 Jupswybnh gopdnitbnipnitp «udbih onun ppuiljuin
qguwhwwnwsutph b quwhwwnt] npdqupugwsutph hwdbkdwwnwpwp
wybih thnpp wnlnut £ hwdwpnid, np 2018 p. htnuthnfunipiniiihg
htinn winbjmpjut junupt wykjugt] b (hwduywnwupwiwpup
57,7% 1 55,4%): 2z U.d qnpéniubnipiniup «wykih onin puguuwljui»
guwhwwnws hwpgwsubph 81%-u E hwdwpnid, np 2018 p.
htnuihnjunipiniihg htinn wnknipjut junuptt wykjugh) k: buly 22

| 25

B RESEARCHRESULTS

Chart 9. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
"hate speech has increased after the revolution of 2018" among those who
assessed the activities of the RA Prime Minister, the government, the

National Assembly and the political opposition as "rather positive", "rather

negative" and those who found it difficult to assess.
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As the data in Chart 9 shows, 85.7% of the respondents who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018. And
the relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the
Prime Minister of RA rather positively and those who found it difficult
to evaluate them consider that "hate speech" has increased after the
revolution of 2018, 57.7% and 55.4%, respectively. 81% of the respondents
who evaluated the activities of the RA National Assembly rather negatively

consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018.
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Whereas the relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the
activities of the RA NA rather positively and those who found it difficult
to evaluate consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution
of 2018, 51.7% and 54.3%, respectively. 81.7% of the respondents who
evaluated the activities of the RA Government rather negatively consider
that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018. And the
relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the RA
Government rather positively and those who found it difficult to evaluate
them consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of
2018, 58% and 56.7%, respectively. 73.7% of respondents who evaluated
the activities of the RA political opposition rather negatively consider that
"hate speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018. And the relatively
lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the RA political
opposition rather positively and those who found it difficult to evaluate
them consider that "hate speech" has increased after the revolution of

2018, 69.2% and 57.3%, respectively (See Chart 9.1.).
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Chart 9.1. Percentage of respondents who chose the answer ""hate
speech" has increased after the revolution of 2018" among those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister and the political
opposition as "rather positive", "rather negative" and those who found it
difficult to evaluate.
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Chart 10. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
""hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war" among those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister, the government, the

National Assembly and the political opposition as "rather positive", "rather
negative" and those who found it difficult to
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According to the data presented in Chart 10, 86.8% of the
respondents who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister rather
negatively, believe that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war.
And a relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the activities
of the RA Prime Minister rather positively and those who had difficulty
evaluating them, consider that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-day
war, 73.2% and 69.6% respectively. 84.7% of the respondents who evaluated
the activities of the RA NA rather negatively, consider that "hate speech"
has increased after the 44-day war. And the relatively lower percentage
of those who evaluated the activities of the RA NA rather positively and
those who had difficulty evaluating them, consider that "hate speech"
has increased after the 44-day war, 73.3% and 66.8% respectively. 84.5%
of the respondents who evaluated the activities of the RA Government
rather negatively, consider that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-
day war. And the relatively lower percentage of those who evaluated the
activities of the RA Government rather positively and those who found
it difficult to evaluate consider that "hate speech" increased after the 44-
day war, 79.9% and 66.9% respectively. 83.7% of the respondents who
evaluated the activities of the RA political opposition rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war. A high
percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the political opposition
of RA rather positively, are of the same opinion: 83.3%. And a relatively
lower percentage of those who found it difficult to evaluate the activities
of the RA political opposition consider that "hate speech" has increased
after the 44-day war - 64.8% (See Chart 10.1.).
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Chart 10.1. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
""hate speech" has increased after the 44-day war" among those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister and the political
opposition as "rather positive",
difficult to evaluate.

"rather negative" and those who found it
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Chart 11. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
"hate speech has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in September
2022" among those who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister,
the government, the National Assembly and the political opposition as
"rather positive", "rather negative" and those who found it difficult to
evaluate.
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The data presented in Chart 11 prove that 75.5% of the respondents
who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression
in September 2022. And a relatively lower percentage of those who
evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister positively and those who
had difficulty evaluating them consider that "hate speech" has increased
after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022, respectively: 64.6%
and 62%. 75.7% of the respondents who evaluated the activities of the
RA NA rather negatively consider that "hate" speech has increased after
the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022. And the relatively lower
percentage of those who evaluated the activities of the RA NA rather
positively and those who found it difficult to evaluate them consider
that "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in
September 2022, respectively: 61.2% and 56.3%. 77.6% of the respondents
who evaluated the activities of the RA Government rather negatively
consider that "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression
in September 2022. And the relatively lower percentage of those who
evaluate the activities of the RA Government rather positively and those
who find it difficult to evaluate consider that "hate speech" has increased
after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022, respectively: 63.2%
and 55.3%. 73.7% of the respondents who evaluated the activities of the
RA political opposition rather negatively consider that "hate speech" has
increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in September 2022. And the
relatively lower percentage of those who evaluate the activities of the

political opposition of RA rather positively and those who find it difficult
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to evaluate them consider "hate speech" has increased after the Azerbaijani
aggression in September 2022, respectively: 69.2% and 57.3% (See Chart
11.1).

Chart 11.1. The percentage of respondents who chose the answer
"hate speech has increased after the Azerbaijani aggression in September

2022" among those who evaluated the activities of the RA Prime Minister

and the political opposition as "rather positive", "rather negative" and those

who found it difficult to evaluate.
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B EXPERIENCE OF FACING "HATE SPEECH"

According to the respondents, "hate speech" occurs most often in the
speeches of politicians: 52.2% answered "always", and another 32.3%
answered "often". The next is Facebook: regarding the appearance of "hate

speech" on this platform, 50.7% of respondents said "always", "often" -

b

another 27.5%. On the rest of the platforms, "hate speech" is significantly
less common, according to the respondents. Among those platforms, Tik-
Tok was mentioned relatively more often. Among the TV channels, Public
Television was mentioned most often, then "Yerkir Media", Channel 5,
Armenia TV Company, among other TV channels, H2, Shant and "New
Armenia" were mentioned (See Chart 12)).

Chart 12. How often do you think "hate speech" occurs on the

following platforms?
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It is interesting that the answers of the residents of Yerevan differ

significantly regarding the relatively rarely mentioned platforms. a
significantly higher percentage of them indicated the answers "always"
and "often" compared to residents of regional cities and villages. In
particular, in personal contacts, in educational institutions, in the
workplace, in entertainment programs, in programs of other TV channels,
in newspapers, online media, in Telegram, in YouTube channels, in the
speeches of bloggers, residents of Yerevan notice "hate speech" more

often than residents of other settlements of RA (See Chart 13.).

Chart 13. How often do you think "hate speech" occurs on the

following platforms (distribution of responses by settlements)?
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Swpplp hwppwlubph  Jhpwpbpuy  «dhowy, <hwdwju»
«<hwquntu» yuwwnwupiwbubpp njwd hwpgqwsutpht
hwpguqpniguywptbpp puugpnid Eht hunwljkgul] yuwwnwupwbn:
Uju hupgdwésubpp, npnup «punupuljut gnpshsubtph tnypubtpnud»
wnwppkpulp tok] Ehu «dhowny, <hwdwpu» fud <hwqunbuy», hbnlyuy
Ytpy Lt huwnnwlkgpl] hpklg wuwwnwupwbbpp> 12,5%-p bl L,
np wnbnipjub junupp hisnud £ UG thunbph dudwiwly, 9,3%-p
punhunipjut wihplbpnud, 4,9%-p Zwipwghtt hkpntunwwhpntd,
punnhunipinib-holuwtinipinit jud @uwohtym-Lnswpyut Epljun-
unipjniutpp npybu wnbkmput junuph hwppwly ot £ 3,7%-p,
2,6%-p gnyghplt ni  pupnqupou]ubpp, Uhlnp  ®Qwohljwihl
wnwldht ok k 2,5%-p, pnswpjuuluiiikpht’ 1,5%-p (bpwig b
hyh; Eu QbEnud Lwqupuih, Pojuowmt Uwnupbjwuth b Utbw
Qphgnpjuh winiblkpp), jurwjwpnippui wingudikph® 0,7%-p:
U4tph hwqupby wpwudht toygl) Eu Updkt Usnuywuh b Ututw
Ulpusjwth winibbpp (wk v QSugunnlkp 14.):

Zwmupuwyht hipntunwunbumpjut  hwunnppmiudubphg npybu
wnbnipjut  junuph  hwppwl wpwyl] hwdwp updk; bk
punupwlwt pbtdwtbkpny hwpguqpnygubptt nt hwnnpynidubpp
(11,6%), (pwnyuljut hunnppymdutpp (6,3%), Ud thunbpp (3%) b
«wupguqpnyg NEnpnu Twqupyuh hkwns» hunnpynidp (1,8%):

«Gplhp Utnhw» htnniuwnwwhph hwnnpynidukphg
hhdtwlwunid tpdby G jnipkpp (7,5%) b punphunipju nyputpp
(4,2%), wnwudhtt upyk)] E «Bplhhptt wjuop» hwnnppnudp (0,8%):
Utjulwult wiquud gt Eu «dhdunuoh wpjusutpp» hwnnpnnudp,
b «Zwunnignid» hEpniunwubkphwp:

«Unpukuhw» hEpniunwpulybpnipju hwnnpnnmdubtphg
npuybku wwnbnipjut junuph hwppwl wewdl] hwdwh byt ko
ubphwiutptt n1 uhppndtpp (18,6%), wyn pYnid’ «Uniyp wopawph»,
«PFpnyyutibppr b «FdJup wypniuwn»: Logky b twlb hnidnpught
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Respondents who answered "always", "often" and "rarely" about
different platforms were asked by the interviewers to clarify their
answer. The respondents who indicated "always", "often" or "rarely" in
the "speeches of politicians" specified their answers as follows: 12.5% of
respondents said that "hate speech" is heard during NA sessions, 9.3%
- on opposition channels, 4.9% mentioned H1 TV channel, opposition-
government or Pashinyan-Kocharian dialogues as a platform for "hate
speech" were mentioned by 3.7%, 2.6% mentioned the demonstrations
and campaigns as a platform for "hate speech", 2.5% mentioned Nikol
Pashinyan, 1.5% mentioned the Kocharian supporters (including the
names of Gegham Nazaryan, Ishkhan Saghatelyan and Anna Grigoryan),
0.7% mentioned the members of the government. The names of Armen
Ashotyan and Anna Mkrtchyan were rarely mentioned separately (See
Chart 14.).

Among the programs of Public Television, interviews and
programs on political topics (11.6%), news programs (6.3%), NA sessions
(3%) and "Interview with Petros Ghazaryan" program (1.8%) were most
often mentioned as platforms for "hate speech".

News (7.5%) and speeches of the opposition (4.2%) were mentioned
mainly among the programs of "Yerkir Media" TV channel. The "Country
Today" program was mentioned separately (0.8%). One respondent also
mentioned the program "The Adventures of Vivtash" and the TV series
"Revenge".

Among the programs of "Armenia" TV Company, series and sitcoms

(18.6%) were most often mentioned as a platform for "hate speech",
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hwnnpynudutpp  (4,2%), «Unip wllpnit» hwnnppnudp  (2,4%),
punupwlwt pbtdwbtpny hwpguqpnygubptt nt hwnnpynidubpp
(1,3%): zZknntunwubphwubpp b uhppndtpp hwdbdwwnwpwp wykih
hwdwp uok) E dhohtt vnwphph (40-49 wwptliwb) hwpgdusubph
28,6%-n I dwpgph plwlhsubph 20,3%-n (kv QSugunnlkp 15,
16.):

QSwyuunlp 14. Lunupwlwb gnpshsubph Enypubpnid
wnbnipjut junup dhow, hwdwp Jwd hwqupby ujunws
hwipguwsubtph hunwlgnidubtpp®
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QSwyunfbpnd uhpuyugdus wdjujukph hwipugnidwpp juqunud E 38,1%, wyp ns
100%, pwth np punupwlw gopshsubiph Enypubpnud wnbnipjut junuph YEpwpbpug
hunwljignidubtp wpky £ hwpgyusutph dhuyu 38,1%-n:
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including "The Blind World", "Blbulyanner" and "Hard Life". Humor
programs (4.2%), "Sharp Corner" program (2.4%), interviews and

programs on political topics (1.3%) were also mentioned. TV series and

sitcoms were mentioned relatively more often by middle-aged

respondents (40-49 years old) - 28.6% and residents of marzes - 20.3%

(See Charts 15 and 16.).

Chart 14. Clarifications of the respondents who always, often or

rarely noticed "hate speech" in the speeches of politicians®:
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Géwwywwnlp 15, «Updkuhw»  hipntunwptlbpnipjut
ubiphwjubpp nt uhppndbpp npuytu wnknipjwt funuph hwppwly tows
hwpgqwséutph pwojunidtt punn wwphpuwjhtt fudpbiph (inlnubkpp
huoquplyquws L pun ndjuy wwphpughtt fudph  hwpgqusitph
punhwnip pyh)
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Chart 15. The distribution of the respondents who mentioned
"Armenia" TV series and sitcoms as a platform for "hate speech" by
age groups (the percentages are calculated from the total number of
respondents of the given age group).
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Chart 16. The distribution of the respondents who mentioned
"Armenia" TV series and sitcoms as a platform for "hate speech" by
settlements (the percentages are calculated from the total number of
respondents in the given settlement).

25.0%

20.3%

] 15.5%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Yerevan Regions (marzes)



[ UStBLNRESUL NULC SULFEr ZUreuuavc NrU

S-pp wihpr-h Gpbpnud, pun hwpgwsubph  6,1%-h,
wwnbnipjutijunuphisnidkpunupuljuipbdunyhwunnpynidutpnid
b hmpgwqpnygubpnid, 2,2%-n ok k jpunduljui spugpkpp, 0,8%-
' dudwigujht b hnidnpuwyht Spugpkpp, vk wiqud updby L «Had
nhuwg» hunnpnnidp:

Unguitg jpundudhgngiibphg wnwb] hwdwp ok ki
(6,2%), «Armtimes.am» (5,3%), «Armnews.am» (5,1%),
«lin.am» (3,2%), «<Hraparak.am» (3%), «News.am» (2,2%), «Yerevantoday.
am» (2,0%), «Lragir.am» (1,8%), «Armlur.am» (1,8%), «Panarmenia.am»
(1,1%), «Mamul.am» (0,8%), «168.am» (0,6%) L «Asekose.am» (0,3%)
(nk 'y QSwwunnlkp 17):

«Lurer.am»

Géwyuwnltp 17. Ungutg jpundudhongubpnid mnbnipju
lunup dhown, hwdwp Juwd hwqupby tjuwwnws hwupgusubph
hunwljignidutpp
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According to 6.1% of the respondents, "hate speech" is heard
in programs and interviews with political themes on Channel 5, 2.2%
mentioned news programs, 0.8% - entertainment and humorous programs,
once the program "Téte a téte" was mentioned.
Among the online media, Lurer.am (6.2%), Armtimes.am (5.3%),

Armnews.am (5.1%), lin.am (3.2%), Hraparak.am (3%), News.am
(2.2%), Yerevantoday.am (2.0%), Lragir.am (1.8%), Armlur.am (1.8%),
Panarmenia.am (1.1%), Mamul.am (0.8%), 168.am (0.6%) and Asekose.

m (0.3%) (See Chart 17.).

Chart 17. Clarifications of the respondents who always, often or

rarely noticed "hate speech" in the Online Media.
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Lurer.am as a "hate speech" platform was relatively more often
mentioned by respondents with higher education (See Chart 18.).
According to the respondents' gender, age, place of residence and income

level, no correlation was recorded.
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Géwyuwnlip 18. «Lurer.am» wnguug jpuwnjuljuipn npyku
wwnbnipjut junuph hwppwl tows hwpgyusutph pwohunidu puwn

Uppnipjut (nnlnubtkpp hwoquplduws b pun ndju) Yppului
dwjupnuly nittkgnn hwpgwsubph punhwunip pyh)
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Uhguwlwng Uhghu dwuliwghwnwywu

Pwpnapwanylu

Swwghp ptpphphg upyk kb «Zpuyupuly» opwptppen (0,8%),
«Ppuwyniup»-p (0,4%) b «Unwynux»-n (0,2%):

zupgJusubph 28,1%-p «dhjupnip» unghwjuljub gugnid
npybku  wwbnipjut junup wwpwénnh Wbk £ dwppub
Amiuuyuiht  (Ing), 16,8%-p  gqpupnidibph  wwl  wpdng
Uk iwpwimpnitbpp, 11,2%-p 4hnd oqunwhwohubpp, 8,4%-p
oquuunkptph gpunnidikpp, 0,8%-p $hjupnipjul fudpkpp: Lok b
twl dtjupnipnid puquuwhwqup hbnbnpnubp niubkgnn oqunuwnbkptp
Uphwttw  Zndubthywiup (1,6%), Uppnip “TFwuhbpjubp (0,5%),
[*hghttw Mpwquup (0,4%) b Lwupkl] Uwpyutp (0,3%): dEjupnipjui
gpunnidutph nmwl] wpyny Jbjuwpwinipnibiibpp hwdbdwwnwpwup
wykh hwdwp ok b Gphnnwuwpny hwpgdwsutpp b Gphwuh
puwlhsubpp (kv @Swuunlkp 19, 20):
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Chart 18. The distribution of respondents who mentioned Lurer.
am as a "hate speech" platform by education (percentages are calculated

from the total number of respondents with a given educational level).
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Among the printed media, "Hraparak" daily (0.8%), "Iravunk"
(0.4%) and "Aravot" (0.2%) were mentioned.

28.1% of respondents who spread "hate speech" on Facebook
mentioned Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog), 16.8% - comments made under posts,
11.2% - fake profiles, 8.4% - user posts, 0.8% - Facebook groups. Arianna
Hovsepyan (1.6%), Artur Danielyan (0.5%), Regina Prazyan (0.4%) and
Narek Malyan (0.3%) with thousands of Facebook followers were also
mentioned. Comments made under posts on Facebook were mentioned
relatively more often by young respondents and residents of Yerevan (See
Charts 19 and 20).

On Facebook, 28.1% of respondents mentioned Vardan Ghukasyan
(Dog), 16.8% - comments under posts, 11.2% - fake profiles, 8.4% - user
posts, 0.8% - Facebook groups, as sources spreading "hate speech" on this
social network. Arianna Hovsepyan (1.6%), Artur Danielyan (0.5%),
Regina Prazyan (0.4%) and Narek Malyan (0.3%) with thousands of
Facebook followers were also mentioned. Comments made under posts
on Facebook were mentioned relatively more often by young respondents
and residents of Yerevan (See Charts 19 and 20).
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Géwyuwnlip  19.
gqpupnidubph  wwl wpynn  JdEjbwpwinipmnibabtpp

«dbjupnip» unghwjuljmtt gwugnid

npuyku
wwnbknipjutt junuph hwppul] tows hupgdusubtph pwppunidt puwn

nwphpuyhtt fudpkph (nnlnubbpp hwsquplus &' pun ndjug
nwphpuyht jaiph hwpgjudttph punhwbnp pih)
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Chart 19. Distribution of respondents who indicated the comments
made under posts on Facebook as a "hate speech" platform by age group
(percentages are calculated from the total number of respondents in the

given age group).
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Chart 20. Distribution of respondents who indicated comments
under posts on Facebook as a platform for "hate speech" by locality
(percentages are calculated from the total number of respondents in a

given locality).
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Ephunwuwnpn hupgdwsubpp hwdbdwwnwpwp wykh hwdwpu
ku ok dbjupnipnid Ytns ogunuwhwohyubpp npuybu wnbnipju
lunuph hwppwly (kv Sugunnlkp 21), Juiwp wikh hwdw
(13%), pwt wnudwupnhl (9%), pwpdpugnytt  Yppnipnia
niubgnnutpp wikih hwdw (13,7%), pwh dhetwlupg b dhohl
dwutwghunwlwb Yppnipjudp hupgdwsubtpn (9,5%):

QSwyuunltp 21. «dhEjupnip» unghwjulwut guugnmd Yknd
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punhwinip pih)
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25» wjhpp, 0,6%-p° «2nuwm  Nnghwnhdu»-t, 0,5%-p° «[tunwup
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Il 'HATE SPEECH" ON VARIOUS PLATFORMS

Younger respondents were relatively more likely to mention fake
Facebook profiles as a platform for "hate speech" (See Chart 21), women
more often (13%) than men (9%), those with higher education more

often (13.7%) than respondents with secondary and secondary vocational
education (9.5%).

Chart 21. Distribution of respondents who identified fake profiles
on Facebook as a platform for "hate speech" by age group (percentages

calculated from the total number of respondents in that age group).

20.0%

16.3% 16.0%
15.0% 13.0%
10.0% 7.6%
5.0% . 2.3%
0.0% -
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 and above

Among Telegram channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned most often as a platform spreading "hate speech" (9.2%). 1.1%
have outlined "Baghramyan 25" channel, 0.6% - "Zona Positiva", 0.5% -
"Radar Armenia", 0.2% - "Dukhov", 0.1% - Yeranuhi Matosyan and 0.1%
- "Xacherubka". 5.2% of respondents mentioned comments in general,
2.2% - live broadcasts, 1.8% - video clips.

Among the YouTube channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned the most frequently (19.7%). 2% of respondents mentioned

"Half-open windows", 0.2% - "Public Voice" channel. 0.4% mentioned
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Snipjnipjut whputphg nupdjuw] wdkbwhwdwpp tydbky k
Jupput Mnitjuuyuuhup (tng) (19,7%): Zupgusutph 2%-p ok
t «Yhuwpug nuwdnintbps-p, 0,2%-p «Zwipughtt dugs-p: 0,4%-
p Uokp b unywudhpuitpp, nphg Uk hupglus  «Ghwuntiubps
Unijunnubphwyp:  1,8%-p ok b dEjutwpwunipiniutbpp, 1,6%-
p pundulut  wihpubpp, 1,5%-p°  mnhn  bphpukpp,  0,2%-p
huwntpp: Ukjulwut wuqud tpyt) Gu «Catboy Kami»-tt it «Benjamin
Bennet»-:

Pingbputph swppnid npybu wnbnipjut junup wwpwénnh
nupdju] wdbkbwhwdwpp ok Bt Ywpput Tnijuuymhu (‘kng)
(15,8%): Twnn wykjh hmqunby updb b wnhwuwpwly pingbiputph
ninhn kptpubpp (2,2%): Sughl Unnnuniywuht upk) Ehupgdusutph
0,7%-p, k] Uwpquuubhtt 0,5%,-p Qkunkh Lhumh’ 0,5%-p,
Uppnip Ywihbyuiht' 0,2%-p, wunnqupwt Loiuyw Zwlnpjubhl
0,2%-p, dkjuljut wbqud tpdtk; tu Lwpph Znpupljutp, Uppnip
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«Shijunnlp» unghwjuljut hwppwulinmd npyhu wnbnipjut
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(1,7%), wnpphpwtwljut kotipp (0,5%): Ukjujwt wbqud husk) ku
«Ujkpu», «@hphg» b «Rhliq [tniqh» whpubkpp:
Uduwlwt osthnmdubph swppnid wpwyl] hwdwju updlp Ll
«unopju ljup» (21,7%) b «wojpmwnwbpwyhtt Ynikljnhy» (11,4%)
wnwppbpuljibpp: Yppwlwt  hwuwnwnmpnitubph  pwppnid
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Udthnthbnd wwpplp hwppuwlubpnid wnbnipjut junup
wwpwédnny pingkpikph dwuhtt wighugquws Jh&wljugpnipyniip
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cartoons, one of which was the "Animals" cartoon series. 1.8% mentioned
comments, 1.6% - news channels, 1.5% - live broadcasts, 0.2% - games.
"Catboy Kami" and "Benjamin Bennett" were mentioned once each.

Among the Bloggers, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) (15.8%) was again
mentioned as the one spreading "hate speech". Live broadcasts of
bloggers were mentioned much less frequently (2.2%) in general. Gagik
Soghomonyan was mentioned by 0.7% of the respondents, Gnel Sargsyan
- 0.5%, Kiso of Glendale - 0.5%, Arthur Danielyan - 0.2%, Astrologer
Lusya Hakobyan - 0.2%, Nairi Hokhikyan, Artur Ayvazyan (Monakh)
and King Ruzi were mentioned by one respondent each.

3.2% mentioned comments on the TikTok social platform as
spreading "hate speech", 2% bloggers on political topics, 1.7% video clips,
0.5% Azerbaijani pages. The channels "Alex", "Titiz" and "King Ruzi"
were mentioned once.

"Daily life" (21.7%) and "Workplace collective" (11.4%) versions
were mentioned most often among Personal Contacts. Among the
Educational Institutions, 20.2% of respondents mentioned universities

and 11.4% schools.

Socio-demographic profile of respondents who mentioned Vardan
Ghukasyan as a source of spreading "hate speech".

Summarizing the bloggers spreading "hate speech" on different
platforms identified by the respondents, it can be confidently stated that

the blogger spreading "hate speech" with the widest audience is Vardan
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Junwhwpwup Juwpkh b wunk, np nulughpubph wdbbwdbs Ghukasyan, his name was mentioned on one or more platforms by
Juwpwi niikgnn winbjniput unup wwpwsnn pingkpp Twpnub
Anitjuuywut k. tpw wiuntup dkl jud dh pwth hwppwynid ok k
hwupgdwsubtph 30,3%-p: Uuhwdbdwwn wybkih phs hwpgduwsubp upybky .
£t Uphutit 2ndutihyuith wimibp (1,6%). b hugnil EEpypnpn Other names were mentioned much less often (See Chart 22.).
nbnnud: Ujniu wimbbbpp swn wykjh hwquunby o oty (né o

Qdwwuwinlbp 22):

30.3% of the respondents. Arianna Hovsepyan's name was mentioned

by comparatively fewer respondents (1.6%), she came in second place.

Chart 22. Frequency of mention of bloggers spreading "hate
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MOTIVES FOR USING PLATFORMS SPREADING
"HATE SPEECH"

According to the majority of respondents, people use platforms that
spread "hate speech" because they are not sufficiently informed (64.1%),
these platforms contain sharp criticism (63.3%), it is a manifestation of
their ignorance (59.4%), they like this attitude (58.6%), they are only
able to discharge in this way (53.4%), those platforms use simple and
understandable language (48.4%). A significantly lower percentage of
respondents agreed with the other two judgments: "there is no other
reliable source" (20.1%), "the information there is reliable" (19.3%) (See
Chart23.).

Chart 23. Do you agree with the following statements?

People use platforms spreading hate speech because...

they are not sufficiently informed

they contain sharp criticism

it is a manifestation of their ignorance

they like that attitude

the only way they are able to discharge themselves
they use clear and understandable language

there is no other reliable source

the information there is reliable
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Agree MDon'tagree M Difficult to answer
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dhpnugjuy hwdwdwjunipjnil
hwjntwsutnh Yppuju
Uwlupnuyh htwn gnyg £ wwihu, np dhowlupg Yppnipjudp
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MOTIVES FOR USING PLATFORMS SPREADING
"HATE SPEECH"

A comparison of the volume of those who agreed with the above
judgments with their educational level shows that respondents with
secondary education less often agree with this or that judgment than
those with a higher educational level. The only exception is the judgment

"There is no other reliable source" (See Chart 24.).

Chart 24. Distribution of those who agreed with the judgments

by education.
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MOTIVES FOR USING PLATFORMS SPREADING
"HATE SPEECH"

Chart 25. Distribution of those who agreed with the judgments

by income groups.
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As for the reasons for the consumption of "hate speech", the
respondents most often chose the following two options: "people started
to hate each other" - 22.2% and "they are incited by certain political
forces" - 15.9%. The rest of the answer options were mentioned less

often (See Chart 26.).
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Qdwuunlbp 26, Cun g’ hhzn° { bt uuydwbadapdws Chart 26. In your opinion, what causes the spread of hate speech?
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. wwn. N 3.3%
Difficult to answer | 3.3%
“w wyuop Unnuyhy uppwat & NN 3.0%

Uzwintpuyhl wndshwiwlwngh 6quwdwih htinluwlp & I 5.9% It is a fashionable behavior today [IIll 3.0%
S mm]dmhdnnt]u‘i?‘sl{h‘nEJhuUnnnuajum U hwdwwwinwupiwl wwindh I 847
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zupgusubph  dbkbwdwutmpnitip hwdwpnid  E, np
wwnbnipjui Illmup]} puguuwljui wqnplgnipmniu mhh’ pt widwdp
hn (72,1%), pt hp puunnwthph wunudubtnh (73,1%), pt tpkluwubph
(67,5%), pt wupnne hwuwpulnipju (67,6%), ph wwnknpul
lunuph phpwluh pw (67,4%) (nk u éwmumnlkp 27):

Uwnbnipjutt junup wwpwénnh  Jpw  wqplgnipniup
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B THE IMPACT OF "HATE SPEECH"

The majority of respondents consider that "hate speech" has a
negative impact on them personally (72.1%), on their family members
(73.1%), on children (67.5%), and on society as a whole (67.6 %), and on
the target of "hate speech" (67.4%) (See Chart 27.).

Only 32.1% of respondents consider the impact on the person
spreading hate speech to be negative, and 36.8% consider that "hate
speech" has a positive effect on them. Such a high percentage of positive
impact was not noted in any of the other options (See Chart 27.).

Some respondents indicated that "hate speech" has a positive effect
on the target of hate speech - 4.7% (50 respondents) (See Chart 27). It is
interesting that most of those who chose such an answer option, 76% (38
respondents) are residents of Yerevan. Among those who chose such an

answer option, male representatives also dominate, 68% (34 respondents).

Chart 27. What is the effect of "hate speech"?

On the one who spreads hate speech | S O S S 6B s 3 21.8%
On the target of hate speech |1 S S 796 23.5%
On children I I EIE R0 % 15.7%
On the whole society | T D2 6T 21.0%
On you personal |y | E— D ST TeN T 7] . 2 %
On your family menm b e | S A S DIB %0129

m Negative m Noeffect m Positive Difficult to answer
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Onpdbny dbjtwpwil] wwnbnipjut junuph puguuwluib
wqnlgnpniip hwuwpulnipyui b bpw nwwuppp nuppkph Jpu'
hwpgdwsubpp hhdtwlwunid uok) Et, np wmnbnipjut funupp pipnud
E mpudwunpnipjut wuljdwi, tpp januptt wmdwdp hupgdwsutph b
upwig pinnuthph winwdubkph dwuht E: Ugpluhwt hwpgustpt
wtjh hwdwp ki Uk npuyhku wwnbknipjut junuph hhnbwbp
puttwplbny Epkjpwukph b punhwinip wndwdp hwuwpuwlnipjut
Jpu wnbnipjutt junuph wqpbgnipiniup: Zwuwpwlnipjut Ypu
wqptgnipjut wpnidny hwpgqustpp wpwybk] hwdwju ok B, np
wnknipjut junuph Wyundweny hwuwpulnmpyui dky swnwtnid
E puguuwlju Eubkpghwt (33,6%): Ephjuwubph ypw wqnbgnipjut
wnnuiny hwpgwsutph thnpp wnnlnup bk L, np wnbnipjut
hunupp pnyiph ntd gupnid E, b bptluwtbpt pinophttwlnid Gu wyt:
Uwnbnipjutt Junuph pgpuljut wqpbkgnipjut  Jpwpkpyug
hwpgdwsubph dkjtwpwinipiniiubpp hhdtwlwinid JEpwpbpnid
ki wwnbmpjut junuph ounphhy thnpulbnt dqudwtp  (wk u
Qéwmwywinllp 28.):

Uwnbnipjutt junuph phpwjuh Jpw wqpbgnipyutt dwuhb
funubjhu hwpgwsubph Jks dwup ok E np owwnwbnid k
tutpghwtn  (19,9%), lunupp
npudunpnipjut wuajdwb (12,5%), wqptuhugh (2%) gqundwn k
nununid, phpwpwynpyws wudhtp dhghjuytu Juwn Lu qgnud
hptug (4,2%): Zkwwppphp E, np hupgdwsutph 2%-p hwdwpnid
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l THE IMPACT OF "HATE SPEECH"

Trying to comment on the negative impact of "hate speech" on
the society in general and its various elements, the respondents
mostly stated that "hate speech" brings down the mood when it comes
to the respondents personally and their family members. Aggression
as a consequence of "hate speech" was mentioned more often by the
respondents, discussing the impact of "hate speech" on children and
society in general. In terms of impact on society, the respondents most
often stated that negative energy increases in society because of "hate
speech" - 33.6%. In terms of impact on children, a small percentage of
respondents indicated that "hate speech" is considered an oppression of
the weak and children imitate it. The respondents' comments regarding
the positive impact of "hate speech" mainly refer to the formation of a

desire to change due to "hate speech" (See Chart 28.).

When talking about the impact of "hate speech" on the target, most
of the respondents mentioned that negative energy increases - 19.9%,
12.5% talked about a decline of mood, 4.2% mentioned that the targeted
persons feel physically bad, 2% mentioned aggression. It is interesting
that 2% of respondents consider that the target of "hate speech" deserves
it, and 0.7% think that the person targeted by "hate speech" seeks to
change (See Chart 29.).
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Géwyuwnljip 28, Uwbnipjutt  junuph  wqpblgnipiniup Chart 28. The impact of "hate speech" on respondents, their family
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B THE IMPACT OF "HATE SPEECH"

Chart 29. The effect of "hate speech" on the target” .
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As for the effect of "hate speech" on the person spreading "hate
speech", the main part of the respondents who commented on the
answers to this question, 22.9%, noted that the person spreading "hate

speech" feels good and is relieved in this way (See Chart 30.).

"The sum of the data presented in the chart is 43%, not 100%, because only 43% of respondents
commented on the impact of hate speech on the target of hate speech.
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QSwyunljtp 30. Unbknipjut junuph wqpbgnipniut wyh Chart 30. The effect of "hate speech” on the person who spreads it®
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B THE IMPACT OF "HATE SPEECH"

There is no correlation between the answers to this question and

the respondents' income and educational level (See Chart 31.).

Chart 31. What is the impact of "hate speech" (distribution of

answers by education)?
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B POSSIBILITIES TO PROTECT AGAINST "HATE
SPEECH"

As an effective way to protect citizens from "hate speech", the
respondents most often mentioned "Banning of mass media/channels/pages/
blogs spreading hate speech" - 23.9%. "Punishing those who spread hate
speech" was chosen by 18.9% of respondents. A slightly smaller percentage
chose awareness as an influencer, 18.1%. 16.3% of respondents emphasized
the importance of providing true and proper information through official
channels, and 16.2% believe that it is necessary to demand the removal of
publications containing hate speech. 4.1% of the respondents consider that

it is not necessary to take any measure, because it contradicts the freedom
of speech (See Chart 32.).

Chart 32. In your opinion, what measures should be taken to protect

citizens from hate speech?
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Il CONCLUSION

The analysis of the data collected during the research on "hate speech"
allowed us to draw a number of conclusions.

37.7% of respondents have some idea about "hate speech" and their
answers contain certain elements of this definition: "An expression of
discriminatory attitude, public speech that expresses hate or encourages
violence towards a person or group."

Most of the respondents have personally encountered "hate speech".

62.7% - sometimes, and 9.9% - very often.
Residents of Yerevan face "hate speech” more often than residents
of other cities and villages of RA.

According to the respondents, people in our country most often
encounter the following manifestations of "hate speech": labeling political
views (18.7%) and mocking a person's appearance (18.5%), less often
criticizing sexual orientations (14.5%), questioning mental abilities (11.5%)
and insulting nationality (10.2%).

Residents of Yerevan more often notice manifestations of "hate
speech" related to age, skin color, gender, and profession, while residents
of other cities and villages of Armenia notice labeling of political views,
mocking a person's appearance, and criticism towards sexual orientations.

Men are more likely to notice "hate speech" labeling political views,
age and profession.

Women are more likely to notice "hate speech” that mock a person's

appearance and refer to gender.
The majority of the respondents consider that "hate speech" has

increased equally after the revolution of 2018, after the 44-day Artsakh
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Il CONCLUSION

war in 2020, and after the Azerbaijani aggression that started in September
2022: 71.3%, 79.2%, 69.4%, respectively.

Respondents who negatively evaluated the activities of the RA
Prime Minister, the Government and the National Assembly, as well as the
political opposition, more often state the increase in "hate speech" equally
after the revolution of 2018, after the 44-day Artsakh war in 2020, and
after the Azerbaijani aggression that started in September 2022.

According to the respondents, "hate speech" is most often found in
the speeches of politicians and on the Facebook social network.

Among the TV channels, Public Television was most often
mentioned as a platform for spreading "hate speech", then "Yerkir Media",
Channel 5, Armenia TV Company, as well as H2, Shant and "New Armenia".

Among the programs of Public Television, interviews and programs
on political topics (11.6%), news programs (6.3%), NA sessions (3%) and
"Interview with Petros Ghazaryan" program (1.8%) were most often
mentioned as platforms for "hate speech".

News (7.5%) and speeches of the opposition (4.2%) were mentioned
mainly among the programs of "Yerkir Media" TV channel. The "Country
Today" program was mentioned separately (0.8%). One respondent also
mentioned the program "The Adventures of Vivtash" and the TV series
"Revenge".

Among the programs of "Armenia" TV Company, series and sitcoms
(18.6%) were most often mentioned as a platform for "hate speech’,
including "The Blind World", "Blbulyanner" and "Hard Life". Humor
programs (4.2%), "Sharp Corner" program (2.4%), interviews and programs
on political topics (1.3%) were also mentioned.
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«9ntw1 Mnghwnpy», 0,5%-n" «tunup Updkuhw», 0,2%-n' «Inithunyy,
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Il CONCLUSION

According to 6.1% of the respondents, "hate speech" is heard in
programs and interviews with political themes on Channel 5, 2.2%
mentioned news programs, 0.8% - entertainment and humorous programs,
once the program "Téte a téte" was mentioned.

Among the Online Media, Lurer.am (6.2%), Armtimes.am (5.3%),
Armnews.am (5.1%), lin.am (3.2%), Hraparak.am (3%), News.am (
2.2%), Yerevantoday.am (2.0%), Lragiram (1.8%), Armlur.am (1.8%),
Panarmenia.am (1.1%), Mamul.am (0.8%), 168.am (0.6% ) and Asekose.
am (0.3%).

Among the printed media, "Hraparak" daily (0.8%), "Iravunk"
(0.4%) and "Aravot" (0.2%) were mentioned.

On Facebook, 28.1% of respondents mentioned Vardan Ghukasyan
(Dog), 16.8% - comments under posts, 11.2% - fake profiles, 8.4% - user
posts, 0.8% - Facebook groups, as sources spreading "hate speech" on this
social network. Arianna Hovsepyan (1.6%), Artur Danielyan (0.5%), Regina
Prazyan (0.4%) and Narek Malyan (0.3%) with thousands of Facebook
followers were also mentioned.

Among Telegram channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned most often as a platform spreading "hate speech" (9.2%). 1.1%
have outlined "Baghramyan 25" channel, 0.6% - "Zona Positiva", 0.5% -
"Radar Armenia", 0.2% - "Dukhov", 0.1% - Yeranuhi Matosyan and 0.1% -
"Xacherubka". 5.2% of respondents mentioned comments in general, 2.2%
- live broadcasts, 1.8% - video clips.

Among the YouTube channels, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) was again
mentioned the most frequently (19.7%). 2% of respondents mentioned
"Half-open windows", 0.2% - "Public Voice" channel. 0.4% mentioned
cartoons, one of which was the "Animals" cartoon series. 1.8% mentioned
comments, 1.6% - news channels, 1.5% - live broadcasts, 0.2% - games.

"Catboy Kami" and "Benjamin Bennett" were mentioned once each.
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0,1%-p' Bpwlnithh Uwpnujuih wihpp b 0,1%-p  «Xacherubkan:
Zupgwstutinh 5,2%-p ok B wnhwuwpuwly dkjtwpwnipjniuttpp,
2,2%-n" minhn kptpubkpp, 1,8%-p* Jhptnhnnduljubkpp:

Snipjnipjut whputphg nuwpdyu] wdbbwhwdwpp ok k
Jupput \ntjuuywihup (Yng) (19,7%): Zupgusutph 2%-p ok
t «Yhuwpwg [nuuwdnuintibps, 0,2%-p° «Zwipughtt dwjlips wihplbpp:
0,4%-n Uoky E uniyndhpubipp, wyy pymd Ukl hwpgjus
«Utwuntibp» dnipnubphuwp: 1,8%--n ok E dkjtwpwiinipiniubpp,
1,6%-n" puunduljult wihpubpp, 1,5%-p° ninhn bphplbpp, 0,2%-p
huntpp: Ukjuljut wbqud upyt) tu «Catboy Kami»-t b «Benjamin
Bennet»:

Pngbputph pwppnid npuytu wnbknipjut junup Lwpwédnnh
nupdju] wdkbwhwdwpp bl bt dwpput Tnitjuuwtht (kng)
(15,8%): Cwnn wykjh hwqunby byt B winhwuwpwl pingbpubph
ninhy Lptpubpp (2,2%): Qughly Unnnuniywuht ol E hwupgdusubtph
0,7%-p, Quk] Uwpquuiht' 0,5%-p, QLunkih Lhunjhli 0,5%-p,
Uppnip dwbhbpguiht’ 0,2%-p, wunnupwb Toiuyw Zwlnppuiht
0,2%-p, dbjulijwt wiqud hhpwwnwldt; o Lwhph Znpuhljuih,
Uppnip Upjuquih (Untwhu) b Lhtq (tnighh winitbubpp:

«Shljunlp unghwjulwt hwppwlind npybu wnbnipjut
hunup nnwpwdn ok ki dkjuwpwtinipinittpn (3,2%), punqupuljute
ptdwttpny pingbpubpht  (2%), dJhpbnhnpnduljubpp  (1,7%),
wnpphpwtiwjut kokpp (0,5%): Ukjuljut wiqud urdb) Eu «Ujkpu»,
«[a‘hlabq» ¥ «-thq [}nqul» mﬁlphhpn ‘

Swipptp  hwppuwlubpnid  wdkbwhwdwp  hhywnwlyws
wwnbnipjut junup mwpwsénn pinghpp Ywpput Intjuywii k. tpu
winiup Uk ud vh pwtth hwppwlnud tok) L hupgdusutph 30,3%--n:

Cunn hupgqustbph Ubdwdwulmpjut’ dwpnhly oquidnmid ku
wwnbknipjul  junup wwpwénn  hwppulukphg, pwbh np
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Il CONCLUSION

Among the Bloggers, Vardan Ghukasyan (Dog) (15.8%) was again
mentioned as the one spreading "hate speech". Live broadcasts of bloggers
were mentioned much less frequently (2.2%) in general. Gagik
Soghomonyan was mentioned by 0.7% of the respondents, Gnel Sargsyan
- 0.5%, Kiso of Glendale - 0.5%, Arthur Danielyan - 0.2%, Astrologer Lusya
Hakobyan - 0.2%, Nairi Hokhikyan, Artur Ayvazyan (Monakh) and King
Ruzi were mentioned by one respondent each.

3.2% mentioned comments on the TikTok social platform as
spreading "hate speech", 2% bloggers on political topics, 1.7% video clips,
0.5% Azerbaijani pages. The channels "Alex", "Titiz" and "King Ruzi" were
mentioned once.

Vardan Ghukasyan, the most frequently mentioned blogger
spreading "hate speech" on various platforms, his name was mentioned on
one or more platforms by 30.3% of respondents.

According to the majority of respondents, people use platforms that
spread "hate speech" because they are not sufficiently informed (64.1%),
these platforms contain sharp criticism (63.3%), it is a manifestation of
their ignorance (59.4%), they like this attitude (58.6%), they are only
able to discharge in this way (53.4%), those platforms use simple and
understandable language (48.4%).
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«pujuubiwswth hpugblgws skt (64,1%), «ayn hwppwlubpp unip
pltwpuwnnipnit Eb wwpnibwlnud»  (63,3%),
wnghwunnipjut npubnpnidu b (59,4%), «upwig nnip £ quihu tdwb
npudwunpuénipniup» (58,6%), «dhuytt wnwbu G jupnnutnid
1hgpupwthytp» (53,4%), «uyn hwppwljubpp wupgq b hwuljuwbwh
1Egnt kb oginugnpénid» (48,4%):

Zunjuiowut E np dmpiu Gpint  gunnnnipnitbpht
hwpgwsutph swwn wybkjh thnpp wnlnut £ hwdwdwjinipnih
hul]mhhl‘ «niph?  Juunwhbih  whpmip squ»  (20,1%), «wyinkn
wnbnklnipniutbpp Junwhbh B (19,3%): Zupgusubtnh onipe 20%-
U £ wunbnipjut junup tnwpwédnn hwppwlubptt wybkh Juunwhbh
hwdwpnud:

«rpua hpulhg

Cun hupgqudtbkph dwpnhly uuyuenid b winbjnipyub junupp,
pwbh np «lwpnhly uful) &b hpup wnkp (22,2%), pupupwljul
npnowljh nidtp Bt hpwhpnid» (15,9%):

zupgwsutph  dkdwdwutmpmitp hwdwpnmd L np

wwnkjmpul junupp puguuwljui wqnbgnipyni nith pk whdudp
hp (72,1%), pt hp puwnnwbthph winudikph (73,1%), ph Epuwikph
(67,5%), pt wupnne hwuwpwlmpjub (67,6%), phk wwnbknipul
Junuph phpufup Jpw (67,4%):
. Uwnbnipjutt junupp wwpwdnnubph Jpw wqpbkgnipiniup
puguuwljui £ hwdwpmd hwpgusubph dhwyt 32,1%-n, huly 36,8%-
R Jupénud E, np wnbnipjut junupp vnwpwénnubph ypu gpuljut
wqpbignipintt | pnnunid, putth np tpwup tdwb duiny (hgpwpwthynid
ke

zupgusutph  4,7%-p (50 hwpgws) hwdwpnud E  np
wwnbnipjul jpnupp ppujut wqntgnipinit nith wnkjnipjw junuph
phpujuh Jput: Ldwt yuunwupwith wwuppbpul] ptnpwsubph ks
dwup Bplwt punuph wpulju uknh ptwlhsubp b
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Il CONCLUSION

Itis noteworthy that a significantly lower percentage of respondents
agreed with the other two judgments: "there is no other reliable source"
(20.1%), "the information there is reliable" (19.3%). About 20% of the
respondents consider platforms that spread "hate speech" more reliable.

According to the respondents, people consume "hate speech"
because "people have started to hate each other" - 22.2% and "certain
political forces incite it" - 15.9%.

The majority of respondents consider that the "hate speech" has
a negative impact on them personally (72.1%), on their family members
(73.1%), on children (67.5%), and on society as a whole (67.6 "), and on the
target of "hate speech" (67.4%).

Only 32.1% of respondents consider the impact on the person
spreading "hate speech" to be negative, and 36.8% consider that "hate
speech" has a positive effect on them, because those spreading "hate speech"
are discharged in this way.

4.7% of respondents (50 respondents) believe that "hate speech" has
a positive effect on the target of hate speech. Most of those who chose such
an answer option are male residents of Yerevan city.

According to the respondents, "hate speech" leads to a decline in
mood, the spread of aggression and negative energy.

As an effective way to protect citizens from "hate speech", the
respondents most often mentioned "Banning of mass media/channels/
pages/blogs spreading hate speech" - 23.9%. "Punishing those who spread
hate speech" was chosen by 18.9% of respondents. A slightly smaller
percentage chose awareness as an influencer, 18.1%. 16.3% of respondents
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Cutn  hupgqusdtbph wwnbjmppul junupp hwigqkgmd E
npudwnpnipjut wbtjdwip b wgptuhwjh nt puguuuljui tatpghugh
wnwpusdwbp:

Npuytu wwnbnipjui hunuphg pwnupwghubpht
wuwonyuwibint wqptghl vhong hupgdusutptt wnwybt] hwdwh toty
Etu «unbnipjui funup wnwpwédnn QLU-
ubph/whpubph/totph/pinqutiph  wipglpp»  (23,9%), «wwnknipjul
lunup wnwpwdnnubphtt wwwndbip» (18,9%): Ubtpwt wyltjh phs
hwupgdwsutp hpwqblnudp tpk) kb npuybtu wqpkghl dhong (18,1%):
Zupgyuwsutnh 16,3%-p Jupunpk) E yuwonnuwljut junnnjuljutipnyg
&ouwphwn b yuwnowd nbnkljunynipjut npudwngpnudp, huly 16,2%-
p Wk, np whnp b wwhwiek] hbpwglk; wnkmpjub junup
wupnibwlnn hpuwywpwlnidubpn:

zupgusttiph 4,1%-p hwdwpnid E, np wnbmipjut junuph
nwpwsdwt nbd nplk dhong dkntwpll] wbwp sk, pwth np nu
hwljuwunid £ junuph wquunnipjutp:
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Il CONCLUSION

emphasized the importance of providing true and proper information
through official channels, and 16.2% believe that it is necessary to demand
the removal of publications containing hate speech.

4.1% of the respondents consider that it is not necessary to take
any measures against the spread of "hate speech", because it contradicts the
freedom of speech.
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«Uwnbknipjui lunuph nku wpuypup hwuniu
dnnnyppujupuljutt  hwuwpwlnippiunid puquuljupdnipjut b
hwinmpdnnqujwunipjut  hwunmwwndwb»  Spugph  opewbwlnid
wliglugyby ‘hh dnyniupudpuyhtt pttwpynuduip b junphtt hwp-
guqpnigubp wwnbnipjut junuph ntd wuwypwph gnpdplpwugnid
owhwgpghn U npppnh htnn nipnuihnpbkt jud wuninnuljhnpku
wnlsynny  wwppbkp  opowbwljubphg Jdwubwghunwlwt  JEjuw-
pulinipnititp, wnwewpynipnitiubp b phunnwplnidubp hwjupw-
gptnt b wpdwbwgpnidubp Juwnwplint tywnwlny:

dnlniujudpughtt pitmpnudutptt wighugyt) b wnbnipjut
hunuph hwuljugnipjut nt npubnpnidutph, hsybu twb wnknipjut
hunuph hwnpwhwpdwt JEpupbpu twhwybu  hwjupugpdus
hwipuwjhtt fwpshph hbEwnwgnuunipniuttph dhongny uwnwmgdus
pwbwlulwb mdjujubph hhdwb ypu:

Cownpdl;  Eu  dwubwghunwlwt wwppip hwdwjupubp
ubpjujwugunny thnpp pudpbp: dnyniujudpuyhtt  pubwpynidubpnid
Yhpwndly £ dbwymynp  (M$hh) Ukpnnp, pun nph o fwdph
mipupwignip winud  tbpuyuginud £ pugwhwjndws juungph
wwwdwnp, hushg htnn dniu dwubwlhgubpp hwdwdwjunipniu
Jud wihwdwduwjinpmnit b hwpintmd: Pugh wyy Yhpundk) bu
uhttpghly EdEYwnp, htwnnithnhy junpuwpuwthwbgnipiut, widunwb-
gnipjult  wpwybnipiniubpp: dnlniujudpuyght puttwpnidubph
wpiynibipibiphg  jnipupwisnipt wdthnthyby kwpwtdht gjjund pun
hustgywud huipgh:

"Tudphg wykih own nbnklnipmnit E uinwugynid, pub jmpupwygnip wunwuh htn wnwbdh
qpnighjnig:

Unynpupwp qwy qunuthwpbbtpp stdmu ko whuywubih' jodpnd, wy ns ph Akl dwpnn
htwn hwipguqpnygnud:

‘Uw htwpwynpnipnitt B wiwjhuy, wyljh dnn hwdnqunibptbpngd b dnwsnnnipjudp
dwpnyuwig Ukl jpdpnid dhwynpliny, wnwy by pynipht nupdul) putbwpdwh dwutwlhgutphg
nipupwigniph withwnwljwb huiptiwnpubinpnudp:
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Focus group discussions and in-depth interviews were conducted
within the framework of the “Combating hate speech for the sake of
establishing pluralism and tolerance in a democratic society” project in
order to collect and record professional interpretations, suggestions and
observations from various circles interested in the process of combating
hate speech and directly or indirectly related to the field.

Focus group discussions were conducted on the basis of quantitative
data obtained through pre-collected public opinion surveys on the concept
and manifestations of hate speech, as well as on overcoming hate speech.

Small groups representing different professional communities were
selected. The snowball (Delphi) method was used in the focus group
discussions, according to which each member of the group presents the
cause of the identified problem, after which the other participants express
agreement or disagreement. In addition, the advantages of synergistic
effect, intuitive insight and security were applied.

Each of the results of the focus group discussions was summarized in a

separate chapter according to the question raised.

"More information is obtained from the group than from talking to each member individually.
"Usually, good ideas are born out of the blue, in a group, not in an interview with one person.
*This makes it possible, by uniting people with closer beliefs and mindset in one group, to make the

individual self-expression of each of the discussion participants easier.
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1. Zmupwyhtt Jupshph ntumidbwuphpnipiniihg unnwgdl] b wnguy,
hudwduyt nph’ winkjmpul junup wikihg swn wwpwsnid ki
punupulwi qnpshsibpp: Npl E dwl Yupshph  dAbu]npuwb
wuwwndwnp:

1.1. bisnt ki punupughbpt wjy Yupshpht hwbqghy:
Zudundh " bp ipwig htwn: biasn™ ki punupuljub gnpshsubph hpkig
Enyputpnid wnbknipyut junup Yhpwunnd:

1.2.  Punupwlwb gnpshsubiph opowtinid mnknipju junuph
Uhpupnudp  uqbgibnt hudwp  huswhuh”  ppujuljui b
gnpstwljut wmnwewnpljukip niukp:

1.3. Npubtu wwnbnipjut junuph wwpwddwb  Eplypnpy
wlkiwmwlnp] hwppwl hhpwnwlly t Sbjupmpp: busnt
dhjupniptt wdkttwwlnhy hwppwljutphg kit wnbnipjut junuph
nwpusdwb qnpsnul: Apo Eunbnduws hpudhdwlihg wnu]ly
wpynibwybtwn Epp:

1.4, Zwipmpjub Juyb quiqustutp wungnid kb, np wwnk-
npjutt junuph nuwpwsdwt hhdtwlwt hwppwlutp ki twb ht-
nnLumulmhuan]nLh‘u nL mbnkjunjujutt  wngutg hulppuﬂl‘uhp]}
Py bp Jupsnid. wnkjnipjul unuph wwpusdub huniulp wb’ wnp k
wpnnp Lipuplykl yunwupwiundnppui: Bpk wn, wuw n 1{
whwp £k wnwehtt hippht tupwplyh wunwupiwbuwnynipyjut:

15, Zwuwpwlmpniip wungnudk, np wwnbnipnit  junup
nwpwsnnibpp  whnp E wuwwnddb:  Ppudulwb  husyhup”
dbjowthquutp E hwplwynp ubpnub, npytuqh hwuwpulnipjut
woyud wwhwiop pwjwpupyh, vwlut wn wuwbu Ynsusd
wuwwhdp 1hth ppwdulub (wuhpwdbsn b pudupup) vwhdwb-
ubpnud: 7w whwp E jhtuh pphwluw’y, ph Jupswluw’t wunwu-
pwbunymput  quonmd, phk’ qonun dwubunp  nhpnygpnud
thnjuhwnnigdwt wwhwy wyhwnp L ukpjuyugyh:
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1. From the study of public opinion, data was obtained, according to
which politicians spread hate speech the most. What is the reason for
forming such an opinion?

1.1. Why did the citizens come to that opinion? Do you agree with
them? Why do politicians use hate speech in their speeches?

1.2. What legal and practical suggestions do you have for reducing
the use of hate speech among politicians?

1.3. Facebook was mentioned as the second most active
platform for spreading hate speech. Why is Facebook one of the most active
platforms in spreading hate speech? What is the most effective way out of the
created situation?

1.4. Wide masses of the public claim that television and online
information platforms are also the main platforms for the spread of hate
speech. What do you think. Should they be held accountable for spreading
hate speech? If yes, then who should be held responsible first?

1.5. Society insists that those who spread hate speech should be
punished. What kind of legal mechanisms need to be implemented so that
the stated demand of the society is met, but the so-called punishment is
within the legal (necessary and sufficient) limits? Should it be in the field of
criminal or administrative responsibility, or should a claim for
compensation be made in the private domain?
2.Another picture emerges from public opinion research.

2.1. Many view hate speech as a manifestation of freedom of
speech and consider restrictions unacceptable. Where is the line between

hate speech and freedom of speech?
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2. Zwbpwihtt Yupshph hbwwgnuinipniihg nipjugsyl) E bu dky
wuwnlbp:

2.1. Cuunbpt wwnbnipjut junupp phuwplnud b npybku
lunuph  wquunipjutt  gpubnpnd, b wwhdwbwhwlnudubpt
wiplnniith hudwpmd: Opnkn £ wnbjnipub junuph b junuph
wquunipjul uwhdwbwghdp:

3. Zmupuyht yupshph ntuntdbwuhpnipjut dudwwly hwipg Ewnpyty,
ptdwupnhl hsnt B ogqunnugnpénid wmnknipjut junuptb b Ejunpntughtt
hwppwlubtpnud:

3.1. Unwbdtwlh niowgpuy E wybt hwbqudwbpp, np
hwupgdwsutpp Yupédnid B, pt dwpphl wnknipju junup tnwpusdny
hwppwljitiphg oguynid L, pwth np wjtt unip pubwnunmpmnit £
wuwpnibwlnud: by p Jupsnid wpyn’p nplit dwpdht whnp
Jtpwhuljh punyuljut gnpéniubinipinil hpwjutwguny
unipjkljntbph opowtinid wnbknipjut funuph mwpwsdwt nhwpbpp:
Epb wmn, wyw n’p dwpdhip b h iy bpubuly(abp)ng:

4. Upyn’p hliptwlupqunpiwi dkumbhquikpp (ophliwly QLU-P,
nnubjt mpudwnpnnubph punnibtws) Jupnn b puduljubwswth
wpynitbwybnn vhong (hul] wwnbmnipjut junuph gqhubpugdwt b
nwpwsdwb nhd yuypwpnu:

5. tp wohuwwnwbpnid thpybnwljui opktunpnipjui hhzulbuhn
pugtp tp ujuwnk), npnup Jupnn tb yEpwpkpbih (hul)] wnbnipjut
hunuph nd ywuypwuph wpynitwybnnipjut pupdpugdwnp:

6. bo‘uz E hwpluiynp wik), np wmnbnipjut junuph phd wwypwpp
hwonnnipjudp wuwlyh:

Udthnthwugptpnid wbn kb quabyp dnlniujudpught pttwpdut
dwubtwlhgubph  ubpujugpwsé qunuthwpubptt  nqnubh b
winiqnujh  dbopbpnidubph, husywbu twb punhwbpugnidubph
Uhongni: ‘
dnlniujudpughtt pttwpynidubptt wdthnthdt] i pun hwbpuwght
Jupshph
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3.A public opinion survey asked why people use hate speech on electronic

platforms.

3.1. Itis particularly noteworthy that the respondents believe that
people use hate speech platforms because they contain sharp criticism.
What do you think. should any body control the cases of spreading of hate
speech among media entities? If yes, which body and in what way(s)?

4. Can self-regulation mechanisms (for example, adopted by mass media,
domain providers) be a sufficiently effective means of combating the
generation and spread of hate speech?

5. What kind of gaps in domestic legislation have you noticed in your
work, which may be relevant to increasing the effectiveness of the fight
against hate speech?

6. What needs to be done for the fight against hate speech to be successful?
The summaries included the ideas presented by the focus group

discussion participants through direct and indirect quotations, as well as
generalizations.

The focus group discussions were summarized according to the
recommendations of the professional groups regarding the questions

obtained from the public opinion survey, in the following order:

1. representatives of the legal community,

2. representatives of the journalistic community,

3. representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission,
4. representatives of the media ethics monitoring body,

5. representatives of the RA Prosecutor's Office
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Ybpupbpjuy  dwubwghnwlut  pdphph  wnwowpynipnibkph’
htwnlbjw] hwonpuljwtnipyjudp.

1. hpujwpwt ukpuyugnighsubp,

2. pwgpnn Gkpljujugnighsubp,

3. Zujuunnwih  Zwbpuybunnipjut  hEpntunwnbunipjui b
nuinhnjh hwtidtwdnnnyh tkplujugnighsukp,

4. QLU tphyujh nhiinpny dupduh thplujugnighstp,

5. Zujuunwith Zuupwybnnipjut nunwuwugnipjul
ubpluyugnighsubin:
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1. Myptip ki wnkmpjui funup nupusnud:
1.1
wdkuhg owwn mwpwdnmd kb punupwljwub qnpshyubpp:

Pusnt E hwuwpulmpyniip Junwh, np wnknipyub junup

Zupl £ uljunnky, np hwbipnipyut wyi jupshpp, hwdwdwh nph’
wnbnipjutl junup wpwyl] hwdwh wnwpwsnd ki punupulub
gnpshsubipp, hwunwwnynd £ dwubwghnwljwb judpiph pttwpdwi
plipugpnid dwulughnbbp hpkig nbuwlbnibpp bhpljupugind ki
puquuphy opptwljutpm] phjtpny:

PpuJuwpwutbph $nlnrupudpuyghtt putwpuwts dfwutwlhgubpp
Jupénud kb, np punupwghubpp hwgl) tu wyn yupshpht, puth np
punupuwlwt gnpshsttiph, hwnjuwbu punhdwnhputph 70-80%- h
opowtnid swwn wjuthwyn £ wnbnipjut junupp: Unwudtwgyb] tu
twl Ynruwlgnipjutt jud judpulgnipjut winud punupulub
gnpshsutipp, npnup phuwplynd Bt npybu wwnbnipjut junuph
hhdtwlwut mupwsnnutp: Ppuduwpwuttpp hwunquniup ki hwjntt,
np wnbkmpjut junuph phpwpinid wnwytl] hwdwh hwynygnid
hohiwinipjut  ubplujugnighsibpp, wpwybpuubu  his-np opkiu-
npuljut twhwdbntinipyub pttupjdwt dudwbwly: Fuwynpuytu
npungdéyt) E dhjupniph whtwpunby phpuwjunwpnipniup punu-
pujuit  hhupny wwbnipjutt  Junuph wnwpwédwt gnpénid:
Uwubwynpuybu wuyty k.

«bu, opplwl, Juwnwidiughkh «dbjupnip»
unghuywlwl guign b punuwpwlwi gnpdpsabph Lnypakpp:
Stjupnipnid wlih punn F hwbnhunid, puih np hhdbwwanid
phlmghtp  sh hwlwpupdnid:  Pwgh  wm  pupupwlul
gnpSpstbpl wykih wquun ki unghuwywlwi hwppwlbbpnid,
hswlu wl wjbih JES jumpwl niakl, pul Ugquyhl dnpnih
binyphlph Jwdwiwl, npnip hkpniunwnbunippudp ki

gnigunpyniuy:
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1. Who is spreading hate speech?
1.1. Why is society confidante that politicians spread hate speech the

most?

It is worth noting that the opinion of the public, according to
which politicians spread hate speech most often, is confirmed during the
discussion of professional groups, specialists present their views with many
examples.

The participants of the focus group discussion of lawyers believe
that the citizens have come to this opinion, because among 70-80% of
politicians, especially the opposition, hate speech is very obvious. Politicians
who are members of the party or faction, who are considered as the main
spreaders of hate speech, were also singled out. Lawyers have expressed
their belief that representatives of the government are the targets of hate
speech, especially during the discussion of some legislative initiative.

The unprecedented role of Facebook in the spread of hate speech

on a political basis was mainly emphasized. In particular, it was said:

"For example, I would single out the Facebook social
network and the speeches of politicians. It is more common on
Facebook, because the other person generally does not reciprocate. In
addition, politicians are freer on social platforms and also have a larger
audience than during National Assembly speeches that are televised.”
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Uju hwdwwntpuwnnid bl tpdty E, np punupwljut gnpshsutipt
wnbnipjut junup b wjwplnype qquynit pnjuwinulnipnit ki nw-
puénid ptnpybnt hwdwp, putth np hpjpwtnipjut nt punphunipjut
Uhol yuypwp k pipwtinud:

2k2-hubpyuyugnighsitpp phlh wpdwbtwhwjun  Bu
hwdwpnid  wjt mbnkynipniup, np, duppljutg dkbwdwutinipjut
hwdnquudp, wunbnipjut junuptt wpwbjuybu wnwpwdynd L
punupwlwt jununypnid, wvwluyb  wynd  Eu twl, np
hwuwpwlnipniup bu tyuwunnd E wyg wdkuht: Uwutwynpuybu
pipdp £ wytt ophtwlp, np swwn hwdwj wbnEjundulu
hwnnpynudubpp pwwnn wykh phs tu ghwnynwd, pwl, ophtwl,
wunbnipjut junupny htinkndus «Fhuwtp vyuwkup, vh put wmukup»
pnjwinuljnipinit niikignnubpp.

«Uwpgp, dplibnybl E, hngbpwinpli nignid Fjuly
ayn hnbwnnpuwpwinipiniap. op hudwp wijkih gqpuaifps E np jup
hpkunnpulwl uyy junupkpp, no sh bugnid ke nibkgnnh hp
Junupnud wwhdwhh wigk 7 | pk ns: bw dpwbquidpg nu Funfkgh
nglinpi/wid juniuy:

Cuwn 20+2-h punupwlul gnpshsibph wnbkympul junup L
Jhpwnnid, np dnnniypnhtt wybkjh Unn Ephwb. nuw tputg hwdwp
«gnpShpuljuqu» k nupdbk;: dudwiwjuljhg punupuljut quownnid
npw Jhpwenudp Uks uplnpnipni £ dknp phpky:

Uwutwljhgutphg dkip hwdnqus E, np wnbknipjut januph
hwdwp hhdp Swnwnn  wjjuwnjugnipiniup
hwuwpwlnipyut by ubpdwidl) E phnbu junphppujhtt opowiihg,
uwljuytt  hbnwblwjnipjut  wwphtubpht  wpwyll]  Swypwhbn

hwjuwunwiyu

npubnpnidutp £ unnwgb): Uwubwynpuybu tonud E
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In this context, it was also noted that politicians spread hate speech
and other sensitive content in order to be elected, because there is a struggle
between the government and the opposition.

Although the representatives of the RA Television and Radio
Commission consider credible the information that, according to the
majority of people, hate speech is spread mostly in political speech, they
also note that the society also contributes to all this. In particular, the
example given was that very often informational programs are viewed
much less than, for example, those with content filled with hate speech,

“Let’s kill, do something.”

“A person psychologically wants to hear that rhetoric
anyway. It is more attractive for them to listen to those rhetorical
words, and they do not look at whether the speaker crossed the line in

their speech or not. They immediately Ilisten to it more

enthusiastically.”

According to the RA Television and Radio Commission, politicians
use hate speech to appear closer to the people. It has become a “toolkit” for
them. Its application has gained great importance in the modern political
field.

One of the participants is convinced that xenophobia, which
serves as a basis for hate speech, has been instilled in Armenian society
since the Soviet period, but it has received more extreme manifestations

in the post-independence years. In particular, he notes:
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«Unjbunwlwi  dhnipinibp puougbpnid  Ip
wwnbynipyul unupp gublugud ayy udph pld, b nu pupnibwlly
Fanpd diwy bwl whlwhinyeiniahg hkun: Fuyg kel wpihlinid
pu nwhdwhupuwlpfws Ip vwhiwbuhwl pkunipuny, uyuhbpl’
dh wyhp bp, phs pl pwwn hknbnd Fhip, jud U puih plpe I,
np wwulywl puphlpbtp mblkp (udpaughp Ip, Yopkjnnp tp’
pniy sEpl nnughu), wwyw hhilw ns Up pul shw: Cu Glunky Ed, np
wwnknippul jnupl wiljh pwwn [npdbwhghln nibh, pwib
hwjwuwpwlonywd pinuppy:

Lpwgpnnutpt h ujqpuk pungénid L, np wnknipjut junupp
thwunwghnplt wybjh «quhwiequd» E punupuljutnipju Uk, b
wjuop nu wdktnmip E npnghbnb «<htswbu  wunuygnd Bup b np
ynnd yunwnynud Eup, wnbnipjut junup k, b wju wpnudng whwp k
niywnpnipnit nupdubk] wyn hwihquuwtpht:

Lpwgpnnutphg JUkyp, ubpjuyugubing dpnunhnwupynidutp
juunwupbint wtdtwlwb thnpdp, wund E, np hwigl] E hEnbyjuyg
Eqpuugnipjmup. jpunjudhongutpp thwuwnwgh hwppwl &b,
npntnhg wwpwéynd t pugunwuybu hwbpughtt gnpshsubph
onipplphg htygnn wnbnipjut junupp: Lw tynud E, np wnbnipjut
lunup tjuwuynid E wnwdbjuwybu Zwbpwjhth Gpbpnd: Opybu
wunbnipjutt  junuph  wwpwsdwt  «<hwbpwhwm»  Wundnpd
wnwbdtwgunid E twl Uqquyhtt dnnnyh wdphntip:

Uwnbnmiput  fjunuph wnwpwddwt dwudwbuljugpnipjui
YEpwpbpjuy Yupshpubpp nwppbp Ehl, pwth np npn nhuptpnud
dwubmgbntbpp Jupénwd  thy, phk  wwubmnipjult junuph
twhiwungpuutkpp Zuyuunwtnid h hwjn Ba Byt 2018 pywuljuihg.
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“The Soviet Union encouraged hate speech against any
other group, and this continued to be the norm even after
independence. But if before it was limited by a limited resource, that
is, it was one channel we more or less followed, or it was a few
newspapers that had dozens of barriers (it was an editor, a proofreader,
they were not allowed), now there is nothing. I've noticed that hate
speech has more supporters than balanced speech.”

The journalists emphasized from the beginning that hate speech is
actually more “demanded” in politics, and today it is everywhere, because
“wherever we look is hate speech, and in this sense, we must pay attention
to that circumstance.”

One of the journalists, presenting his personal experience of
monitoring, says that he came to the following conclusion: the media is a
de facto platform from which hate speech is spread exclusively from the
lips of public figures. He notes that hate speech is mostly seen on Public
TV. The podium of the National Assembly is also singled out as a “popular”
platform for the spread of hate speech.

Opinions about the chronology of the spread of hate speech differed,
as in some cases experts believed that the precursors of hate speech appeared

in Armenia since 2018.
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«..whyundlbyhnipyul  qqugnidp  fuwp,  Jup
Junubgni  wyp wdpnne pugquuwlwih  Fakpghwi  wuwwndbint
qupppp: Zkwn wyn Gnyb wbjbninghuyhll phltghln wpnpka
punupuwlul Uinru Swdpupbbphg ni hwalpuguil, np nu dnpduy
b wnJbjpli wowlgnipnil F Juykynid hwunwpulnipul opow-
anid: bull wpnkl wuwwmbpwguhg hkwun uyn pnqui Jnwbquinp
wumpdwih hwuwy punupwlwl gnpdhstbpp, [niuwlgn: -
prathbbpp, hnpdwghnwlwl nuownp, hwdwp dwl jpungw-
Uhongllpn uljulbghli [hnwink;»:

Twnwpwugnipyut  ukpujugnighsubpp  hwdwlupshp kht:
‘Lnpwip upnid &, np uu‘nthLIa]mh hunuptt hujuybu 2w upws-
Jws Lk, dwubwynpuuybu  punupwlwb jununypnud, vwljuyh tyw-
nwlwhwpdwp tu hwdwpnud hupghtt wunwuhiwtl] pugupuytu
pptwhpujuljut hmdwwnbpunnid.

«[Nruntdiiuuppnipinidblbpp gnyyg ki wughu, np
prbnippull nskp wnuwfly pwwn hwinghynid ko «dbjupnipr
unghuywlwi gubgnid, npunky nkuwblih [ nupwdyudnipui
pupdp wumhpdwh: Fuyg ppublp hwinghynid kb bwl punu-
puwiljwll gnpdhstlnh bynypblpnid, npnip nnwpwdynid ki Gnphg
«bljupnip» unghuywlwi guignid, hiswyku Gwl nphl hkpniu-
nwwnkunipyul, punyulul Gugph  hwd  pls-np dEGh
whdbwlul Ephgr:

Uju hwdwwnbpunnid npwgpuy b nunwhiwgnipjut bbp-
Juywugnighsubph wpuwhuwynwsé htnlbyjuw; dhwpp. wjt, np hwb-
pnipjul opowtinid mywynpnipnil k unbnsyt), pt wnwyl) hwdwp
punupuwlub gnpshsubpt Bt wnbnipjut junup mwpwénd, yup-
quubtu wuydwbwynpywé t tpwuny, np punupwlwt gnpshsutinh
wpluwnwipp hwipuwjtwgynmud £ b mbuwtbih Ehwuwpulnipnion:
Uj hwpwpbpmpmnitbbpnid wnbmpjut junuph ppubnpnudubp
unyuywbu wpluw  Gu, puyg npwbp wynuybu uyunptu  skb
hEpwpdwljynid.
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“..there was a feeling of impunity, there was a need to
talk and tell all that negative energy. Then other political camps turned
to the same technology and realized that it is normal, moreover, it
enjoys support among the society. And after the war, that dose reached
a dangerous level. politicians, parties, the expert field, often also the
media began to apply it.”

The representatives of the RA Prosecutor’s Office were of the same
opinion. They noted that hate speech is indeed very common, particularly
in political speech, but they consider it appropriate to answer the question

exclusively in the criminal context.

"Studies show that calls for violence are more common
on the Facebook social network, where a high level of prevalence is
visible. But they are also found in the speeches of politicians, which
are shared again on the social network “Facebook”, as well as from any
television, news website or someone’s personal page.”

In this context, the following opinion expressed by the
representatives of the prosecutor’s office is noteworthy. the fact that the
impression was created among the public that most often politicians
spread hate speech is simply due to the fact that the work of politicians
is publicized and is visible to the public. In other relationships,

manifestations of hate speech are also present, but they are not so widely

broadcast.
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«Ujunkn Guplnpi uwyl F np pwpwpulub
gnpdfsibpp hkhg nu winid &b pojnph [npudhg nipwnpnipinil
qpuykint hwdwp: Zwply F iply, np dwpnhl hkpniuwnwgniygny
wbublnid ki, np Ud-nid F punn hwdwpn hiskgynid wnnbynipyui
Junup, hwnluybu’ Joprwlinipini - phapphunipinil
pwbhwbdbpnid: Fuyg bpl, opphwl, wkuikhl pwiufbdbpn
puunuwpnugh o wuwrnywih punwlub Ghunp Judwina,
aylipwli punn nppwl wbkubnid Lo Ud-p  Ghuwnbpp, wuw
hwlwunwl jupdhp §hugdbhiy:

Lummupwljull gnpshsubph wnkimpjub junuph wibwhwnby
nwpwddwlt ywuwwndwnubph YEpwpbpu; SLU Ephluyh nhwunpy
dupdih dhwubwluwb pghppopnonidp hbwnbjuyh ko hpudhdwlp
ponpnyptt wy  Yhubp, bpk  wwubpipjut junup  wwpwsny
punupwlwi gnpshsp «wbiyunhd» sdtwp: Uwubwynpuybu tyynid
L, np hwuwpulnipmniip (wehwuwpul dinphwlninbin uywpnnp)
tpljup wwphltp hwgnipdt) E punupwlwt gnpshsubiph pnipptinhg
hisws wwnbnipjut funupp, wbjht sh wkubk), np wnkmpjui
hunuph hwdwp dklp yunwupwbwnynipjut Eupwupldh, jud dkljh
tjuundwp gnutk hwupughtt  Jbpwpbpdnitp  dbwynpdh, bpk ny
nuunuljul, wyw gnut hwipwjht pitwnuwwnnipinit hish: Ujn huly
wuwwdwnrny puwnupwlwb gnpshsubph  omipptphg owpnitwly
wwnknipjub junup k husnid:

Yhunpy  dwpdih  Gkpuyugnighsibpp hwdngus b
huunhpt wytpwt nipe E, np dudwbwljh ppwugpnid hwjuunwuiyut
hwuwpwlnipnih Uk punupulju hwyugpubpny wuydwbwynpyws
wwnknipjub junuph tinpdwynpnid £ wmbinh niukgh], b wyjuop pwwntpt
wjlt hwdwpnud Bt punqupwlwt §ntnbkuwn, npt wpynibwdbn k
ognnugnpéynid  hwnjuybu twppbtunpujut  opowtnid npwhku
dhdjwg  pubwguunbini, Jupyupklbn,  dhdjwbg  hwoyht
htnhtuwlnipnit Juunwlbnt thong:

dbpnugyu dnwhwignidutiph hinhttwlp thpluywugunid £ hp
wbdtwlutt thnpdp.
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“What 1s important here 1s that politicians do exactly
that to attract attention from everyone. It should be noted that people
see on TV that hate speech is often voiced in the National Assembly,
especially in government- opposition debates. But if, for example, they
saw the debates during the court session of the prosecutor and the
defense attorney, as much as they see the sessions of the National
Assembly, they would form an opposite opinion.”

The joint position of the media ethics watchdog regarding the
reasons for the unprecedented spread of hate speech by politicians is
as follows: the situation would be completely different if the politician
spreading hate speech did not go “unpunished”. In particular, it is noted
that the society (in general, the consumer of media content) has tolerated
hate speech from the lips of politicians for many years, moreover, it has
not seen that someone is held accountable for hate speech, or that at least
a public attitude is formed, if not judicially, then at least public criticism
should be heard. That is why hate speech is heard continuously from the
lips of politicians.

The representatives of the monitoring body are convinced that the
problem is so serious that, over time, hate speech due to political views
has been normalized in Armenian society, and today many consider it to
be political content, which is effectively used, especially during the pre-
election period, to criticize, discredit, and discredit each other - a way to
earn reputation at each other’s expense.

The author of the above thoughts presents his personal experience.
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«Uh whqul winppp n1ibgu qpniglynt wnkynipyuib
Junup  hiskghng phiiwdéniph  hkw, npp «X»4  hkpniunw-
pabbpnipinil Ep Ehly Gwppbupulwl pupnquowhl dwu-
lwlglynt hwdwp, npp pupupulwi [niuwlgnipiubly pklu-
twp Ip: Nipwgpuy £, np wyn oplbpht QLU [phlugh phnnpy
dwpdhbap pugduphy phunid-pnpnpakp Lp unwinid, hkwnk-
Juwpwp ku thnpdlgh hwpgqupdwi punwpulwi gnpdsh hlwn
gpnigk;, hwulwiuy: Lw wuwg, np wwnlbnippubi  jnuph

fhpwenidp swwn Gnpduy F Suwnp upnp, Gpuip gu hudwpnid

Lt Inpnypnujwpnippul - pls-np  bjwdnid, wquin  junuph
ppulinpnid bl: ZEGg wyuwnkny £ np dkip hulwwbu pupn/nid Eip

Junuph wquunnipjul, JInpnyppuywpniprul uyughuh [hns
Ukhwmpwbnipniaabph, np hppl ok nkukp, Ukip nw wunid Lap,
npni/hlnl Ukp wquin funupl EF uplnpy:

Lunupughttph  opowtnid  dhwynpdws  hwdnquniiph®
YEpwpbpyug “thunpn Uwpuh ubpljuyugnighsutpp
dwubwynpbgws Jupshp Lu huskgumd tobiny, np wnbknipjub
Junuptt  pnpuppufubtph  phpugpmd punwpwluwb  gnpshsubph
hskigpws unip junuptph htwn E dhgnigh juwyydws: Uwubwynpuw-
whu 2021 p. pinpupoundh pupugpnid dwpnhl ny Uhwyt nkutnid
Ehtt Uhlny Quohtywuh unipdp Juwd junid Ubkpd Uwpquuih
hwjhnjutipp, wy bwb puttwplnid Eh wyn wdkup:

Uhwbnibmpjul  ulqpmiphg ko

hpuwywpulnud:

nbnuljutt  hEpniunmwwihph  wbniip  skup

> Uju dwuht, np wnwy b hwdw punupwlwi gnpshsibpt Gt winbnipjwi junup hgkgunud:
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"Once I had the opportunity to talk with a hate speech
using candidate who came to “X” 4TV Station to participate in the pre-
election campaign, who was the leader of a ‘political party”. It is
noteworthy that in those days the media ethics monitoring body
received many applications and complaints, therefore [ tried to talk to
the respected politician and understand him. He said that the use of
hate speech is very normal. Unfortunately, they consider it a kind of
achievement of democracy, manifestation of free speech and so on.
This is where we really face such false interpretations of freedom of
speech, of democracy, that you see, we are saying this because our free
speech is important.”

The representatives of the Monitoring Body express a private
opinion regarding the belief formed among the citizens® , noting that the
hate speech is perhaps related to the harsh words uttered by politicians
during the election campaigns. In particular, during the election campaign
in 2021, people not only saw Nikol Pashinyan's hammer or heard Serzh

Sargsyan’s swearing, but also discussed it all.

*Adhering to the principle of anonymity, we do not publish the name of the local TV channel.
*About the fact that politicians are the ones who utter hate speech most often.
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«bpt wphwuwpwl lnunid Lip jpuwngwidhon-
Ukpp npnpwé wwnlnipyub fpinuph Jwuhl, wyw gu Eplpnp-
pulwl fjalinhp E, pull winwobuyhlip hkig uyl F, np punupwui
phulinipunid ki ghbkpugynid winkynipyul funup, wihwbnnip-
dnpuwlwinipinil: ?w wuydwbun/npywd Fobpwiany, np dbp
hwhpuyhl juwbpp punwpwlul ppunupdnipinibibph, punu-
puwl Upgulgnipyul hln Fhpdiulwbnid juwgwd b, huoygh
wnllyny piphwbnip uppuyhl b wgplbupy Jhdwlakpp, uw-
nwhwlwi 3L np hkig punuwpwlwi finupnid Eip wnunfly
hwdwp hwbnhynid hwl awinkynieyul pinup»s:
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“If we talk about the speech of hate that flooded the
media in general, then it is a secondary problem, and the primary one
is that hate speech and intolerance are generated in the political
discourse. This is due to the fact that our public life is mainly connected
with political events, political competition and, taking into account the
general nervous and aggressive conditions, it is no coincidence that it
is precisely in the political speech that we most often encounter hate
speech.”
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1.2. Puy Et hwpjuynp
pupbjuytint hwdwp:

wiul]  uwnbnddws  hpwyghdwyp

Zunjubpwlut E, np wyju hwupgh Jbpupbpyuy putwpldut
dwubwlhgubph  wbuwlbnubpp  juhun  wwppbpynn  Eht
hhdtwlutnid dwuiwgbwntbpp Ynndtwlhg thtu
huptwjupquynpdut Ubkjwtthquutph ukpnpdwiip,
ouwpnibwjujutt Yppnipjmt b hpwgqbiwdnipjut  dwjupnulyh
pupdpugdwip, npny  dwubwnp  phypbpod hpujuljub
Ubjuwmtthqubph  twpwwnbudwip  jud  welw  hwdwlwpgbph
wpynitbwybn hpupydwp:

Ppwjwpwuttpp hwdnqwé Eu, np wpnbu hul] gnnipnit
niutgnn dupuhutubppybunp Ehptug gnpdwunnyputpt wdbjh gqunywd
Juwnwptki: Uwutwynpuytu janupp yepuptpnud £ Uqquyhtt dnnngh
Ephiuwjh hwtduwdnnnyht, putth np wnbnipjut funup wdkuhg hw-
Luiju htynid £ whwnnipjut opktiunhp dwpduh wdphnuhg:

Uhltunyt dwdwbwl, hpwdwpwiubptt pungénd Gu, np
punupwlut gnpshsutiph (b ny thwy) jhpunws wnbkjnipjut junuph
ntd Uh owipp Uhongunnidubp mwwuynid ku htkug holuwtinipjut b
punnhunipjut wywljurnignnujuinipjub yundwnny.

Guyphnpubiph hwdwp Jh Judwhwl pplwlwi
wuwwnwupnubwwnynyppul Ehlh Eipwplnid, nphl Eu [ngd Lh:
Fuyg nu supfuwnkg, pwih np papphunipiul wuws wdkl uh
pwr Swip yYhpun/npuip pupdphl: Zwpmynipun/np pplwlwi
gnpdlp hupnigibght: Pojawbun/nphkphl F) nnip Lp quyhu, np
hpklg «np» wunpblbphl ppkwluwl wuwnwupiwiiuuynipyui Ehi
Lipuplnid: CYpnywl fj wpdwqubpkg uyn gonpdkphl, ni
suppruwnkg uw: Unphg pwpnibwlybg huynhuylph nwpwddui
wpngkup: [N hkhg wyp wwwdwpny b bu Junwnbuy Ed
ppwjuwlwl jniénid wuaynt hwpgnid, pulh np hiwpunp F
niblbhuy opkbhuppulwi, hppwywlub jnidnid, puyg thswghly»:
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1.2. What needs to be done to improve the situation?

It is noteworthy that the views of the participants of the discussion
on this issue were very different and mostly the specialists were in favor of
introducing self-regulation mechanisms, increasing the level of continuous
education and awareness, in some private cases, the provision of legal
mechanisms or the effective enforcement of existing systems.

Lawyers are convinced that the already existing bodies should
perform their functions more properly. In particular, it refers to the ethics
committee of the National Assembly, because hate speech is most often
heard from the chair of the highest legislative body of the state.

At the same time, lawyers emphasize that a number of measures
against hate speech used by politicians (and not only) fail precisely because

of the destructiveness of the government and the opposition.

“Once, they were prosecuted for blasphemy, which 1
was in favor of. But it did not work, because every word spoken by the
opposition was turned into a grave insult. Hundreds of criminal cases
were initiated. The authorities also liked that those who blamed them
for anything were prosecuted. Europe also responded to those cases,
and this did not work. The process of spreading profanity continued
again. And that is why I am pessimistic about providing a legal solution,
because it 1s possible to have a legislative, legal solution, but spoil it."



[] 2BSULNSNPhE3UL UrMNhuLeuere

Unwowplwd Ukl wy) dninkguw hwdwdwt hwpght whup k
) wnwky unppuyhlpnisnid’ wnn pjub wiljnhy dhpwdnn pjudp
hwuwpwlwlwt pupdp hpwjughwnwlgnipjudp wmthwwniubp Ypphiny
b bpwig hpwqtlbny phintu dwbijuyuwpnbquihtt muphphg: Ldwt
wnbuwlbnt huptht hwjugynid £ ywuwwndh huunwugdwt dhengny
wunbnipjut junuph nhd wuypwplint twpnpnhy htiywsd upshpht:

Uju hwipgh onipe puduljutt vnwppbpynn thu 202 tbpluyu-
gnighsutiph Unnbgnidtbpp: Twutwdnpuybu puupluwub ulqpood
husnid £ Jwpdhp, np wwnbknipjut junuphtt hwlwqpbnt hwdwp
hudwgwugp wbtwp b Jtpwhultbh gquown phpdh:  Unwyb) ks
wowljgnipnit £ unnwinid wjt mbuwlbwnp, np junph nsdwp
dhnjws wnwohtt puyjtphg Ubklp wwnbnipjutt junuph huwnwly
uvwhdwunidp whwp k {huh, npp.

«..gdh  wwbnippul  junuph b Junuph
wquunipjul vwhdwbbbpp. whnp F pdwbhwip, pk nph L
wwnknippul junupp, ppuw phnpnonidp wmwibp: Uwlkinippui
Junuph n1 pinuph wquinnipyul vwhidwbp whnp Fhuwnal jhaps:

Cunn 202  Whkpjuwjugmighsibph’  wwnbkmpjub  unuph
quiquéuwhtt  twpwsdwt wwwndwntphg Ukt wjt E  np
wwnbnipju pnupt wnwyby UES Swdwny Ennwpwsynid, pub unpduy
ntnbkuwnp: Ldut hpuhdwljubpnd wnwdbjuy bu dbknudnp E ny ph
wtt wbdp, nptt wnknipjut junup E jhpwenid, wy] wyt unipbljup, np
nwpuwénid E wju: Uju juywlgnipjudp wuyt) Ehtnbjugp.

«Ujunkn dhuyl wunnblph Jknpp sE Gnyl ayn
wwpwdnnibpl ) ki punn dkgun/np: Qupdwinid kd, pk pbasnt ©
fwl punupwlwi gnpdsh Einypep JkS hiskpnipnti uinwimid:
w yundwnp gnigh uyl F, np nupwdnnbbpl ki pwwny:

172

B RESEARCH RESULTS

According to another proposed approach, a deeper solution should
be given to the issue, with the active intervention of the state by educating
individuals with high public legal awareness and informing them from the
kindergarten age. Such a view itself contradicts the previous opinion of
fighting hate speech through toughening the punishment.

The approaches of the representatives of the RA Television and
Radio Commission were quite different on this issue. In particular, at the
beginning of the discussion, an opinion is voiced that in order to counter
hate speech, the Internet should be brought under control. The view that
receives the most support is that one of the first steps towards solving the

problem should be a clear definition of hate speech, which:

"...will draw the boundaries of hate speech and
freedom of speech. we must know what hate speech is, give its
definition. The boundary between hate speech and freedom of speech
should be clear.”

According to RA Television and Radio Commission representatives,
one of the reasons for the massive spread of hate speech is that hate speech
is spread in a larger volume than normal content. In such situations, it is
not the person who uses hate speech, but the entity that spreads it, that is

most guilty. In this regard, the following was said:

“Here, 1t is not only the fault of the speakers. those
same spreaders are also very guilty. I wonder why the speech of such a
politician gets a lot of attention. Perhaps the reason for this is that there
are a lot of spreaders.”
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Quipqugiiiny wwnbnipjut junuph wnwpwsdwip tywuwnng
huppwlibpht  wunwupwiwndmput  ipupytne dhupp
dwutwlhgutphg dbtyp unud E np wyn wbuwlbnp ptybn hp
hwdwp npontubkih k, vwljuyt, wjintwdbbwtihy, npnpwljh nhuljtp k£
wupnibwlnid: Ophtwl winpudwpwiwlwh Y hh wpgkt; U
uhuwntph ninhn hinpwpdwynudp, dhtyntin s nyptpnid hkug wyn
wiphniihg E nupusynid wnkpnipjui junup ninhy bpkpny:

Utunpunwetuwny wyt hwupght, pt nd wbup L unbnddusd
hpuwyhdwlh hwdwp wwunwupwbwwnynipnitt Yph, jpugpnnubpp
dwtipudwutnpbb tkpjuyugunid Bu jpunph insdwt nuppbpuljubpp,
dwpunwhpwybptbpp, husybu twb htwpwynpnipniuutpp.

«[ipnuh wkup L jpap ghunwlgnid, np kpk JEiap
hpw shuuipykip ni suwhdwblbap Ephluyh Jubnbbbpp, wuw

Uk hnpuwpkl pu whkn Fwbnngeniap, whkng Fijun dbkpny

vwhdwhunhwlbyny dkq: Uju wdbap puwnkpp s&i hwuljwinid,
npni/hkwnl Gnyl Jwubwghunwlubi guownmh wnwuppkp onuwlikp
wwnknipyul pinuph phpwpu ki puninids:

“Thunpny  dwpduh  wbnudubpp  pugph  msdwtt httwpw-
Ynpnippnibtbpp mbubinud b punupwljut  gnpshstubph htinn wunp-
pipwpwp wmwpynn wohiwnwipubpnid: Uju wpnidng wpdwbw-
qpynud £, np punupulut gnpshyutpp pun nyptpnud ghwntihph
wuwluwu sniuklt, b «Jhdbh junupp» hhdbwjuwinud hwinhymd k
punupulul nhulnipund punupwlui pigphdwhnuh hwinby
wnwybnipinit dbknp phpknt tywwnwlny: thunpn dwpduh hwdng-
dwdp  punupulwh  wuypuph  hwdwnbpunmd  hisws «unip
Junupp» whwnp E nhnwpljt] npubu punupufui uhuwn junup jud
hotunnpwljwt funup, wy] ny plk wnbnipyut junup, pwtth np wjh
hwugbwlwt st htsywhu wnwbdhtt unghwjulwt pdpiph phd
(ophtuly Eplhl wunljwiknipjudp fud uknwljwb jnnutnpnodudp
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Developing the idea of holding accountable the platforms that
promote the spread of hate speech, one of the participants notes that
although he welcomes this point of view, but nevertheless it contains
certain risks. For example, it would be illogical to ban the live broadcast
of NA sessions, while in many cases hate speech is spread live from that
podium.

Addressing the question of who should be responsible for the
created situation, the journalistic community presents in detail the options,

challenges, and opportunities for solving the problem.

“There should just be an awareness that if we don't
gather now and define the rules of ethics, then the state will do it for
us, it will do it in bad ways, l[imiting us. Many people do not understand
all this, because different circles of the same professional field become
the target of hate speech.”

The members of the Monitoring body see the possibilities of solving
the problem in the regular work with politicians. In this sense, it is recorded
that politicians do not lack knowledge in most cases, and “controversial
speech” is mainly found in political discourse in order to gain an advantage
over a political opponent. According to the opinion of the monitoring
body, the “sharp speech” uttered in the context of political struggle should
be considered as strictly political speech or rhetorical speech, and not
hate speech, because it is not directed against individual social groups

(for example, due to ethnic affiliation or sexual orientation) the hate
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wuydwbwynpjws) pwnupulub gnpshsubph hwdwju huskgpus
wunbnipjutt junupp: Npubu punupwlw gnpshsubph jhpwnws
wunbnipjutt  junuph gpubnpmd Yhwunpny dwupdih tbplugyu-
gnighsttiphg JUkljt  wpwbdtwgunmd £ wwppbkp  Epunthdubph
oquiugnpdnidp jununypenid’ dwpyluig Jhpuynphint tuywnwlyng.

Guypumuwnwblp pudwlul nihluy Ephpp Fom
hwuwpuwlwlwlh  phluydwli by «qenipppr  wwnkinipulb,
Yppun/npuwiph  junup L ni Eplk ukp ppkwlwi opkiugppniy
wnwolnpnpykip, wuyw pnipp wunplbpp wkup Fpuwndka: Khown
puqupuliull gnpShstilpp swkup L ogunugnpdki bdwih punkp,
hisp hwdwpdlbp F pnipn jwd Eqph wulbinil, pkl hhdbwlwbnid
oquuugnpénid ki gnyghph dudwiwl, huwwnlwyku pagphdn:-
poihl oquuugnpdnid Fouyn Lgpnuypp, punp, hul Ugquyhl
dnnnih wdphnihg bplbp pl sEi wunid whnwlwi gnpdpsabpps:

Uhlunyb  dudwbwl, pingdymd E whwp b wouunty
dupnutg hbkwn, np unghwjujut guignid wwnbnipjut junup
wmbutbjhu ookt Juwd «Report» wuku, hull bpk pwunupului
gnpShsubph junupp mwpwsynid E dknhuyh dhengny, wuyw upwbg
Ypw gupnid gnpdwnpk:

Luttwpdws hwpgtph nmsdwt yuunwupwbwnynipniup,
puwn thunnpn dwpduh, Ypnud £ 22 hpujuuyuh hwdwlwpgp, putth np
punupuwlult gonpShsuipht Wuunwupwbwnynipjut Eupwuplybne
Juyugnipjudp SLU Ephljwih ghunpy dwpdhip npbk gnpswoenyp
b ppwdwunipnitt snith. wwunwupwbwnynipjut  Gupwuplnnp
hpujuwlwb nuownnid hpuwjuwwwh dwpdhtbtptt ' guunwpwbp,
nuunwpiwqnipniup bic

“Thuinpn dwpduh huskgpus nusdwt bkl wy) dkpuwtthquh
hulwdwyt punupwljwh Ywipp jupguynpbip swihwqubg uppht
E b ny wjiputt tyyuunuljuhwupdwp, pwth gip welw E htptwlup-
quynpdwt htwpwynpnipnit.

174

B RESEARCH RESULTS

speech often voiced by figures. As a manifestation of hate speech used by
politicians, one of the representatives of the Observer group singles out the

use of various ethnonyms in speech with the aim of insulting people.

“Armenia 1s quite a unique country and in public
perception, ‘turk” is a word of hatred and insult, and if we are guided
by our criminal code, then those who say ‘turk”should be tried. “Right
politicians should not use such words, which is equivalent to saying
‘kurd” or “yezidi”, although they mostly use it during demonstrations,
especially the opposition uses that term, the word, but the statesmen
probably don't say it from the podium of the National Assembly.”

At the same time, it is emphasized that it is necessary to work with
people so that when they see hate speech on social networks, they delete
or “Report” it, and if the speech of politicians is spread through the media,
then pressure is put on them.

According to the Monitoring Body, the RA law enforcement
system is responsible for solving the discussed issues, as the media ethics
monitoring body does not have any function or authority in relation to
holding politicians accountable. the law-enforcement bodies in the legal
field are responsible: the court, the prosecutor’s office, etc.

According to another solution mechanism voiced by the watchdog,
regulating political life is too difficult and not very advisable as long as

there is a possibility of self-regulation:
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«...wnwghlipuyplhbbpunbynipjubfunuphliugn
bupinipjul bjwgbgnidp finphppupuinid: Ubhpudbow [ punn
plawnkiupy b wpgynibwybn gnpdh Ephlugh hwbdbwdngnyn
Junphppupwinid, npp Jkpopln wmwphblphi ns Up whqud sh
hujuipyly jinphpnupwinid b npll wnppny phiwpgnid sh
Jwquulkpwyly, ppwlwbwgpk;, b bjbkiny bpwbhg, np sh I
lwprwd knin/nid dhisl uyuop Ephlugh hwbdbwdngnyh wlnpy
gnpénihbnipniap ' pu Jhuynipinibal L apw, np dhgnighk punu-
puwl pupwnnid hhhwlwl hrugugnnbbph hwdwp déniunnt F
ns bk pnjwinulughl pwbwidbdp, wy hbhg  hnpiunupd
Yhpun/npubpblpn, pwih np nu wylyh wppnibufbn dhong ki
hwdwpnid punwpwlwl gnpdniblnipiniinid, pwl [wenign-
nulwl pinuwlgnipiniip b Spugpkph Upguifgnipintip»:

Twnwpwgnipjut  tkpjuyugnighsubpp Jupdniud - LU, np
punupwlwt  qopshsutkph  huskgpuwé  wwnbnipjut  junuph
wnwpwddwtp hwljuqnbjhu wbwp E owwnn qgqnyp huk], pwth np
punupwlwi junupp wuydwbwlwinptt wuwonwyuwidws L L,
vhowqquyhti swhnpnohsubph hwdwdwyt, wyt, hus wpgbjdws k, np,
ophtiwal), ny pwnupulu wbudt wup, swwn hwdwh pnyuwnpkh
E punupwljub gnpésht: twnwpiugmput  thpluywugnighsutnh
punhwunip hwudnqunitipt wyt E, np gnpénn  dbjuwbhquubpp
hpdtwlwtnid pwduwpwup bt punupwlwb gnpshsubph huskgpws
wwnbnipjut unuphtt hwljwgybne hwdwp, wbjhl swn hwgwp
wlhpwdbtown sk nplk Ypy hwljwuqnb] wynophtiwl] jununypht, pwth
np nu k dnpnyppudupnipjut yuwhuwbop.

«.punupwlwl hpunupdnipnibbbph  dwupi
Junupp whnp F wnuifbjuybu qupnywiyws jhah wpunuhuy-
wknt wgquunnipyul hpuniipny, pwiah np punwpwlwi hpua-
nupdnipiniiikph dwuhl hapnplughuyh wquin hnupp whhpu-
dlbown I dnpnippujuipuilul hudwlupgh [ujugdwi hwudup:
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“..the first step would be to reduce hate speech and
aggression in the parliament. It is necessary to have a very intensive
and effective work ethics commission in the parliament, which in
recent years has not once gathered in the parliament and has not
organized, carried out a discussion on any occasion, and based on the
fact that the active activity of the ethics commission has not been
initiated until today, this is the evidence that maybe for the main
players in the political field, it is not the substantive debate that is
beneficial, but mutual insults, because they consider it 2 more effective
way of political activity than -constructive conversation and
competition of programs.”

Representatives of the Prosecutor’s office believe that one must
be very careful when countering the spread of hate speech by politicians,
because political speech is conditionally protected and, according to
international standards, what is forbidden for a non-politician to say,
for example, is very often is permissible for a politician. The general
belief of the representatives of the prosecutor's office is that the existing
mechanisms are generally sufficient to counter hate speech uttered by
politicians, moreover, it is often not necessary to counter such speech in

any way, because that is the demand of democracy.

"..the speech about political events should be
especially protected by the right to freedom of expression, because
political the free flow of information about events is necessary for the
establishment of a democratic system.
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Zbmlwpwp' punwpulwi funupp sh Jupng
wpglyky n1 ppu hudwp quwnwuhnubuunynipindd vwhdwindly,
bplk nu wwnbnipyul, whhwingnipdnyuwlwbnipul, priniyentl

hpwhpny funup sE wyy Jhpwnpulwl, uwppng funup b:

Utnpunwuntwny wwnknipju hunuphtt
jwjugnyyn Uhengukphtt' nuunwpwqubpp Gpnid kb, np, ophlwl,
hEnntunwnbunipniuitiph wuwpwqunid (Epp ngputp punupwlut
punyph wwnbnipjut junup tu nnwpwsdnid) vhgnigh wpnpnibwybn
1hup Jupswfub upnypp, npp bwpiwqgnipugnudubpht fhwgnpnh.
nu jupnn k£ hwigkgut) punhniy dhish wipnntwgph juubkgdwi:

hwljuqnbny
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Therefore, political speech cannot be banned and
responsibility imposed for it, if it is not speech that incites hatred,
intolerance, violence, but is offensive, provocative speech.”

Referring to the best means of countering hate speech, prosecutors
note that, for example, in the case of television stations (when they spread
hate speech of a political nature), administrative proceedings that follow

warnings may be effective: it can even lead to the suspension of the patent.
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1. 3. Piynt b $hjup wlbbwwlinh] huppwlin wnknipub

lunuph mwpwsdwi hwdwp:

Pnpdwghinufub udptiptt wdbpuyuhnptt hwdwdwye Ehu
hwpuwjht yupshphtt JEipwhwuwnwntny, np dEjupnipt wmnknipjut
hunuph mwpwsdwt hhdtwljuwb hwuppwlt E: Uwubwgbnttpp bobnid
EU, np tpw jupquynpnidubpp tdwt htwpwynpnipinit Bb ptdbEnnud:
Nputu nsnid wnwewpynmud tu htuptwjupquynpdwtt vhongp b
wunnud, np Uhuyh Ukl wnwbahi Jpgdus gnpshpuljuquny wihtup
E pupljudt] wnjuw npmipniup b withpwdtown tu hwdwljupquht
Uninbkgnidubp:

PpwJwpwuutpp winnmud Gu, np wuwdwnp dEjupniph
pldknws hiwpuynpoipymbubp ki, dwubwdnpuubu hlnbyug
wnwbdtwhwwnlnipniutbpp.

dtjupnipp ponph hwdwp hwuwbh k,

dEjupnipnid htipwnn E qununth wwhb) ubthwlui wbdp,

dhjupnipnid dwpnhly, npyybu jutnt, yunwuppwbwnynipini
skl npnud hpkug qpus dEjuwpwinipjut hwdwnp:

Ppujuwpwt dwubwlhgutpp upbnp G hwdwpnud twb wyu
hwiquuwpp, np Zwjwuwnwinid wwnbnipjut junupp dkdwwybtu
ounuuyyws b punupwlwb hpwnwpdnipjniiubph  hbkw, huly
dbjupniptt wyt hwuppwli E npunbn nwpwdynud B punupuljuh
nhuljniputtpp, b wpunwgnpynid tu punupwljub qnpépupwugutph
htwnbwupubpp:

Ppwjwpwt ubkphuyugnmighsiipp  Jhpuintw;  whpnypenud
wwnbnipjut junuph Ykpupununpdwt wquydwt Bt hwdwpnid bwb
hwjuunwiyut  hwuwpwlnipyut  dke whpnny  wbnpnonipju
huwjwpwlwut qqugnnmipmniip: NMwwnwuppwibny opkuph niukgus
Yupquijnphy tpwbwlnipyut YEpuptpyu) hupghtt hpudwpwbtpp
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1.3. Why is Facebook the most active platform for spreading
hate speech?

The expert groups unreservedly agreed with the public opinion,
reaffirming that Facebook is the main platform for spreading hate speech.
Experts note that its settings provide such an opportunity. As a solution,
they propose the measure of self-regulation and claim that it is impossible to
improve the current situation with only one instrument, taken separately,
and systemic approaches are needed.

Lawyers claim that the reason is the opportunities provided by Facebook,

in particular, the following features:

Facebook is available to everyone.
It’s easy to keep your identity private on Facebook.
As arule, people on Facebook are not responsible for the comments

they write.

The participant lawyers also consider the fact that hate speech in
Armenia is highly connected with political events, and Facebook is the
platform where political discourses are spread and the consequences of

political processes are reflected.

The representatives of the legal community also consider the
collective feeling of uncertainty prevailing in the Armenian society as
a condition for the reproduction of hate speech in the virtual domain.

Answering the question about the regulatory significance of the law,
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hwdwlwpshp &b, np opkupp Jwpnn kst dhuyt hbnmbwbpubpp b
wuunwupwtwwnynipjut hwpgp, hul] pu bujut pub sh thnjunud:

Qtwhwwnbiny wnlju hpwyh&wlp’ |nwugpnnubpp,
dwutwghnwljut  thnpdh pughwbpugdwdp, wiugnmud Gu, np
wihpwdbonn £ wwpquubtu twuljlp  dEjuwpwbnipnibaubpp
mipupwbgnip hpwwwpwldwt  hwdwp, uwwluyh, dhlhunygh
dudwbtwl, twl dwwhngnipmnit hwyniund, np nu b Wniph
nhunbhnipjut mwpwsdwb fuunhp E wpwowgunid, hish yuwndwnny
nu b btyuunwuwhwupdwp st hwdwpnid:

«bppkdlt  Gonyahul pw hpwhpynid L np
phunkihnipinil hujuph: Cwwn jpuwnyudhongilbp niabl Gwlh
Dlyp oquuuunkplp, npnbp JUwnbnid JEjhwpwinienGbbpnid
Junuwlgnipinili ki puignid, nphg hlnn nupdinid ko ynip ni
Ykpliughp ninid- «Unghuywliul guibgp huynmnid [» ni wnafp
lnphg nipwfunipni i, nglinpnijene i»:

Upwitip twnniwipnud b il ins oquuunpph hwdwudplph
«btyptiph qnpdwpwuttinh» wjnhy nipuwjunupnipniup $Ljupnipjut
nhpnypl wnkmpjut junupny htnbnknt gnpénud pungstind, np
wju wnniuny «qunuljp hpwyjwwwhbph puonnd b, b tpup ywhwnp
E wyu mupnnipjudp Juijuwpgljhs dhpngunnidubp wugiugubt: Uju
Juyuwlgnipjudp dwutwynpuy bu wuyby k.

«[Ipnowfh whynwbgnipintl ki ggnid [lnd Eony,
Uwnwénid kb, np hlnbwip sh nibkiw: Ugwhnynipjui gqugnid
Egpubihg wyl fnyib,
«Uwlyniprul junup nnupwénnibpp hhdwlwminid
[kné oquuunnkplpl Ei:
Npny pugpnnubp wpweptpug tu wmbutnud $hjupnipyut
nhpnypnud wnbpnipjui nuph huljugiu noynipudp tobnd.
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the lawyers agree that the law can only solve the consequences and the
question of responsibility, and it does not change anything essential.
Evaluating the current situation, journalists, generalizing their
professional experience, claim that it is necessary to simply close comments
for each publication, but at the same time, they also express concern that
this also creates a problem with the spread of viewability of the material,

which is why they do not consider it suitable.

'Sometimes even this is provoked to gain views. Many
media outlets also have fake users who come in and open a
conversation in the comments, after which they turn it into a story and
put a title: “The social network is cursing” and underneath it is joy and
excitement.”

They also point out the active role of groups of fake users, “factories
of fakes” in flooding the Facebook domain with hate speech, emphasizing
that “the ball is in the court of law enforcement” in this regard, and they
should conduct preventive measures in this direction. In this regard, it was

specifically said:

“They feel a certain security with a fake page, they
think that there will be no consequences. A sense of security beyond
the screen’,

“Hate speech spreaders are mostly fake users.”

Some journalists see progress in the direction of countering hate

speech in the Facebook domain, noting:



[] 2BSULNSNPhE3UL UrMNhuLeuere

«.tnmwénid kb, puyg Jupénid bd gnak Jbip
jpugnnnikpu  fud  qhwnwlhg  Jwpphl niakbh phphulup-
quiynpuwl fulinpp:

b ply BF-md wppkli Ghjwwunid b Judwg-
Judwg dlhun/npyng wenne dUpbnnpunp: Uhgnigh hngalky F
dwpnlwig U dwups:

Uju wnnidm] [pugpnnbbpp uphnpmd ko dnpbpughwb’
npybku pYuyhtt mhpnypnd  wnbnipjut junuphtt  hwljwuqpbnt
wilynitwpwpuiht  gnpshp:  Cun Gpubg  «Uqunnipynii»
punhnljujwh thnpdt htiptwnmhy ophtiwl L. wwnbnipjut junup b
Jhpuynpwtp wwpnibwlnn dEjtwpwtnipmnitttph JEpwhuljdwt
hwdwp wnwtidhtt hwuwnhp Ju:

20}z ubpuyugnighsubpp nunph yuwndwnp yuydwbtwynpnid
i whnmpub  «Uknws-h  (Shjupmp) hhn  hudwgnpsulghin
huwunwunwljudmput pugujunipjudp: Lpwtp Jupsnd &y, np
dtjupnipjmt wmhpnypnd wunbnipjut  junuph nwpwsdwt nbd
wuwjpwunph wpwowdwpwhlutp whwp k hukt wytt uypbpp, npnup
hwppwl] Lt wpwdwnpmd oquuunbpbiphtt wwnbnipjut  funup
nwpwshint hwdwp. ipubp whnp Eywpnu]npnipnit pk obokine
hrwppnnid wupnibwlnn Ubjuwpwtinipyniutbpp, vwhdwbwthwljbjne
Ubjiwpwtinipnit ponubnt hwuwbbjhnipniip jud wyp YEpy
hwljuqptnt wnbknipjut junuph tkphnupht:

Twnwpwgnipyut Wkpuyugnighsubpp Jipohtt dninbgdwit
hwupgnid hwdwljupshp Gu: Lpughg Ukyp dwubwynpuybu tonid L.

«Lwifu Juypp  whunp [ wwnwupnuiunn jhiah
lyniph pnywinuilnipiul hudwp, np swwpntliulh wnkinipui
Junup, b kplk ogunuugnpénid F uyn hwppwlp, wyw whnp F wlb

wyhwhuph  Jbjuwbhqutlp  nibkinu, np o pp Eop wwl
Uk hwpwinipnt Gbbpnid idwbhuwnpy niyelp sunwpwdy hr:
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“..they think, but I think at least we journalists or
intelligent people are in need of self-regulation.

By the way, I already notice the healthy atmosphere
slowly forming in FB. Maybe some of the people are tired.”

In this regard, journalists emphasize moderation as a cornerstone
tool for countering hate speech in the digital space. According to them, the
experience of “Azatutyun” radio station is an original example. There is a
separate post here for monitoring comments containing hate speech and
insults.

The representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission
attribute the cause of the problem to the state’s lack of determination to
cooperate with “Meta” (Facebook).

They believe that the pioneers in the fight against the spread of
hate speech in the Facebook domain should be those sites that provide a
platform for users to spread hate speech: they should have an obligation
to delete offending comments, limit access to commenting, or otherwise
counter the flow of hate speech.

Prosecutor’s office representatives agree on the last approach. One

of the prosecutors specifically mentions:

“First of all, the site should be responsible for the
content of the material, so that it does not contain hate speech, and if
it uses that platform, it should also have such mechanisms that similar
materials are not spread in the comments under its page.”
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QLU tphiuyh nhunpy dupduh tkpjuyugnighsubpp bu wing-
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The representatives of the media ethics monitoring body also
referred to the reasons for the “authority” gained by Facebook in terms of
the intensity of the spread of hate speech, conditioning it with the fact that
Facebook is the most intensive communication medium in Armenia.

As for the question of countering Facebook hate speech, possible
solutions are mentioned. Blocking is mentioned among possible technical
solutions, which is not very effective in the Armenian-speaking domain,
because there are many ways to bypass it. One of the representatives of
the media monitoring body comes to the conclusion that when it comes to
social networks, the issue should be resolved not by Facebook, but by the
development of public policy culture.

The monitoring body emphasizes the fight against hate speech in
the Facebook domain also in the sense that in many cases the content
flooded with hate speech has a tendency to become normalized in society,
while this phenomenon is a great public danger in those communities
where there is “internal conflict”.

The representatives of the monitoring body also supported the fact
that:

“Today, even under neutral articles, a single negative
phrase can overshadow the entire content, which can be taken out of
context. This is done to attract attention, lots of likes, readers. Any
media outlet will use it, especially if it is a public speech and here the
media outlet feels protected also from a legal point of view, that it has
only reported what has already happened publicly in public life.”
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And as a solution, the promotion and development of the quality
news segment was proposed, which can push out the low-quality and hate-
spreading news segment over time.

Considering the above-described perspective of the media
environment, according to the representative of the Monitoring body, we
should improve the educational system that trains journalists, solve media
literacy issues, be very responsible and consistent in the use of “Fact-
checking”™ .

The representatives of the Monitoring body also emphasize the

simultaneous launch of all measures to achieve the expected result.

“In short, all these institutions should be developed
comprehensively, because it is not possible to ensure efficiency with
only one initiative.”

At the same time, the author is concerned that in our reality “Fact checking” sometimes becomes a
tool of political struggle in the hands of the opposition and the government.
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1.4. Accountability Mechanisms for the Dissemination of Hate
Speech from Television and Online Media.

Asaresult of the discussion on thisissue, the main observations of the
participants were related to the fact that the mechanisms of responsibility
should be provided both in the legislation and implemented through self-
regulation, one without the other is not sufficient and effective.

Lawyers agree on the approach that, at least in the case of television
or online news media, a special body should be created that will conduct
studies on receiving data on hate speech and impermissible content and, on
that basis, will take adequate measures to resolve the problematic situation.

When it comes to who should be held responsible for the spread
of mediated hate speech, the journalists participating in the discussion
heavily discuss the issue of media responsibility. Also discussing the
question of holding a specific editor or editors accountable, they claim
that it is a fundamentally unacceptable approach, because the principle of
“the responsibility of a legal entity for the damage caused by its employee”
prevails in this relationship.

According to another approach, the media should be held
accountable, not before the law, but by the journalistic professional
community.

Journalists also reaffirmed the importance of the responsibility of
online news outlets in keeping the platform created by them free from
hate speech.

Under thisreview, itis necessary to highlight the following thoughts
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and questions raised during the discussion.

Well, if; for example, one of the parliamentarians has spread hate
speechandyoudon t wanttowriteit, buttheeditorsaysit'sveryimportant,
then what can you do, you have to write it.

Isaythat the person spreading the hate speech should be punished,
not the journalist commenting, but [ have a hard time saying what kind of
punishment should be, criminal or administrative.

Let s start with the fact that there is no public control, and if we are

talking about punishment, then it should be administrative.

Within the framework of the discussion on the issue of hate speech
on television and online news sites, the representatives of the Television
and Radio Commission discussed private cases. In particular, it was noted
that in the case of the Public TV Company, the National Assembly
broadcasts are the main reason, whereas in the “Armenia” TV Company,
which mainly stands out for its entertainment content, the showing of
TV series containing scenes of violence and presenting violence as a
norm is problematic. Discussing again the indicators of Armenia’s public
television company as a result of surveys, the participants of the discussion
claimed that it cannot be ahead of Yerkir Media and Channel 5 in terms
of quantitative data of content containing hate speech and that in the case
of Public Television, it may be the result of stereotypical perceptions, as

it is often criticized based on political speculation and often that is what
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people remember and use rather than their personal impressions. It was
also emphasized that there is a lot of sharp debate, sharp criticism and
never a systematic generation of hate speech of a political nature in Public.
Regarding the question of the subject composition of responsibility, the
two-subject model of responsibility was put forward.

One of the discussion participants on the above-mentioned question

mentioned that:

“As for regulation and responsibility, I think that both
the creator and the distributor should be held accountable.”

The idea that the spreader should be held more accountable was also
promoted, because the latter is directly responsible for creating favorable
conditions for hate speech and, as a rule, acts with special intent.

The representatives of the prosecutor's office mentioned the

following about this issue.

“Naturally, we cannot leave the perpetrator and move
on to the next step, first of all, we need to address him, the one who
utters hate speech.

As for spreading it, it must be said that it requires
intent, that is, a conscious call to violence is spread.”
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The members of the monitoring body also presented in-depth
analyzes on the raised issue. It was mentioned that if we are talking about
Public TV, then rightfully people form the main demands against it, that is,
what they can forgive to private TV companies, they don't forgive Public

TV, because at least a part of our society understands very well that that

TV is with their money and survives on the taxes they pay, unlike private
ones. As for why the most active oppositional media follow this, it is also
understandable, because they mainly reflect the political discourse that
does not take place in ethical circles at all, and that is where the main

problems related to hate speech, intolerance, etc.

In terms of responsibility, it was highlighted that nowadays its forms
already exist, especially for those media that have licenses for terrestrial
broadcasting, public multiplex, then strict measures are provided for them
by our legislation. But today we are slowly coming to a state where
terrestrial broadcasting no longer has the great advantages over other forms
of broadcasting and, according to studies, only 25-30% of the population
uses mostly terrestrial broadcasting and the rest watch television programs

via cable networks or the Internet and that percentage will decrease.

The conclusion rising as a result of generalization of all of this is

that legislation should be technology-neutral, meaning that all types of
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broadcasters should be held equally accountable, as they have the largest
audiences of all media types, but there was skepticism about the
effectiveness of the mechanisms, in particular, an opinion was voiced that

received the support of the participants that:

"the media that are licensed by the regulatory body are
obliged to become part of self-regulation. It’s another thing that
becoming that and recognizing the corresponding institution of self-
regulation are not the same thing, that is, they can record on paper that
they have an ombudsman, and are under the control of the ethics
commission, but in reality these mechanisms do not work."

It was also emphasized that despite all its shortcomings, today we
can say that the only structure that more or less operates and is effective is
the media ethics monitoring body, which is joined by 71-72 media outlets,
including broadcasters.

In response to the question about responsibility, the members of the
media ethics monitoring body put forward different approaches. They
are adamant about the approach that there should be harmony between

legislative and self-regulatory mechanisms.

“Questions that can be solved by applying the law may
not be available for self-regulation and, even more so, vice versa. It is
necessary to understand at what level the intervention of the law ends
in terms of legislative regulation and where self-regulation begins, that
18, the intervention in the way of legislative regulation should be very
limited, for example, it cannot enter the field of editorial policy, where



L] 26SUL2NSNhE3UL UrMsnNhuluele

Jwh  GJupquinpdwl  Epwhwlng  dhowdnnipiniiap  whknp o owwn
vwhdwhuhwly jhap, opplwl uyh sh Gwpnyg dinbly hdpugpulmb
punupwlwbnipyul pwow, npunky whlhowwbu unipbinpy dUnunk-
gnidllp b ghuunhunnwlwmbbbp Eo wnwowbnid, huly hiaphwlupgqui/npnidp
hkig prdpugpuliml punuwpwlubnipyul hkwn F jugywd, hisp Gpwbu-
nid E, np pnjwbnulnipyul Jke Jupng Fwijbih junpp dnbk;, puiah np
ppuilnid, Gnybhul unippklunpyniprul npny wnmwpplbph  wnluynipuab
wwpwquynid, Gpuilp finuph wqunnipyul vwhdwbuhwldwi wenidng
dwlp hlnlwiphakp ski Lipunpnidy:

bty Jipwpkpnud £ upub, phk wnbnipjut jpnuph nupusdw
hwdwp ny whwnp b yuwunwupwiwwnynipimit Yph, qpbpt pnnp
dwutwgbntbpp Ynnd o Gplhunipjijn quunwupwbwnynipjut
ninkthony wnwetnpnbjnt mwuppkpuljht.

«Eplniul I wkwp E Lapuplifka
wuwwnwupnulwmynypul,  pwlbh np o Eplk  jpuwnywdhongp
Uponghlin  sdknbuupih, www  phwplhk wkwp E

wunnwufuwmbunnynipyul ipuplyh: [pundudhongbibpn sunn
plkupbpnid ppkig phnid Lh widkph wnky, pugg punn juy
mygnppywé punupwwh ghd Lo wnwinid, Jwbpnyughu ko
whnud, nmwpwénid ki, n qu pplkig plnpnipinibl |, wfbha’
qhnnulgyws phupnipmniah F Zbnbwpwp ' jpuungjudhongn
whwnh wunwupnuiuwnynipntl jphy:

Uwubmljhgubpp upénud G, np wbhpwdbon E dhongutip
gnpéwplt] hEpntunuwunbtunipjut jud wngutg jpunduluith
hwppwljp wnbnipjut junuph nwpwsdut hwdwp oquwgnpény
unipjjnubiph tjuwndwp.

| 87

B RESEARCH RESULTS

subjective approaches and assessments are immediately arises, and self-
regulation is related to the editorial policy itself, which means that it can go
deeper into the content, because even in the case of the presence of some
elements of subjectivity in it, they do not imply serious consequences in terms
of [imiting freedom of speech.”

As for who should be held responsible for the spread of hate speech, experts
were mostly in favor of the option of being guided by the principleof two-
subject responsibility:

“Both should be held accountable, because if the media
does not take measures, then of course it should be held accountable.
In many cases, the media behaves like is innocent, but they take a very
well-directed political line, they manipulate, they spread, and this is
their choice, moreover, it is a conscious choice. Therefore, the mass
media should bear responsibility.”

The option of launching measures against individual subjects who
use the platform of television or online news to spread hate speech was also

put forward.
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1 think equally, we should all be responsible,
including the consumer, some material responsibility should also be
borne by the people who put signs of approval under such content,
because it is these people who are our indirect but very important
enemies. In other words, in case of approval, they can bear
administrative responsibility.”
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1.5. How to “punish” those who spread hate speech?

Regarding the choice of methods of responsibility for persons
spreading hate speech, the opinion of experts was almost uniform and
expressed the position that the responsibility should be administrative and
not criminal, moreover, they noticed that it should be differentiated.

The representatives of the legal community participating in the
discussion proposed the administrative and criminal methods of
intervention. Regarding the latter, providing the fine as a means of penal
intervention (type of punishment).

Lawyers also talked about the risks and challenges in relation to the

idea of punishing those who spread hate speech before the law.

“Those journalists who are financed by a specific politician or party can
pay the fine every time and violate it. But if it is criminal, then the whole nation

will be sentenced, so where will we get?”

Journalists’ approaches are dominated by the opinion that the state
should refrain from taking an active role in cases of hate speech, insult and
defamation and limit itself to giving citizens the opportunity to apply to
court for compensation for personal non-property damage caused to them.
criminal or

However, it was noted that if the choice is between

administrative  liability, then it is preferable to take the route of
administrative liability.
The representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission

also support the idea of administrative responsibility instead of criminal
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responsibility. The RA Television and Radio Commission representatives
participating in the discussion regarding accountability consider the lack of
a clear and unified definition of hate speech at the legislative level to be a
problem.

The participants of the prosecutor-discussion did not single out the
preferred method of responsibility and emphasized that in the long-term
scenario, the issue will not be solved only by punishing, because awareness
campaigns and other similar actions are necessary from the kindergarten
age.

The members of the monitoring body noted that the choice of the
method of responsibility should also depend on the platform on which it is
distributed. The representative of the monitoring body added the following

in this regard:

“For example, if it is on a social network, it can be to
close or remove the page, and if the case reaches the monitoring body,
then it can be solved in a consultative way by talking, educating and so
that the case does not reach the court. And if it reaches the court, then
it should be more of an administrative responsibility, but in some cases,
also a criminal one, if it had serious consequences.”

Referring to the cornerstone importance of politicians in the culture
of public communication, the representatives of the Media Monitoring
Body considered that although many people think that the media spoils the
field, in fact it is the opposite: politicians spoil the media, although there
are circumstances in the media that contribute to this - dissemination of

information containing obscene content.
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The latter excludes the active role of the state in punishing those
who spread hate speech and claims that the only means of protection
should be the civil legal way of restoring rights both in cases related to hate
speech and insult and defamation, because the criminalization of these

phenomena is fraught with a number of negative consequences.
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2.  Where is the borderline between hate speech and freedom of speech?

During the discussion of the borderline of hate speech and freedom
of speech, almost all participants agreed that these two concepts should not
be confused and try to hide hate speech under the umbrella of freedom of
speech.

The biggest risk observed by the representatives of the professional
community of lawyers participating in the discussion on this issue is the
possible restriction of the most important right of freedom of speech.

Referring to the subject of freedom of speech and the borderline of
hate speech, it was noted that “objective standards of hate speech should
be observed”, “we should be able to understand how that speech affects
the mood of the society”. It was also discussed that citizens’ speech to
state officials, which has conventional protection and is the most
important guarantee in a democratic society, is beyond the rules.

Journalists responded as follows regarding the boundary between

freedom of speech and hate speech.

“Freedom of speech ends where speech gives rise to
violence and a similar phenomenon should be prevented. I have the
right to say that such and such a figure should not lead my country, but
I cannot personally insult or curse.”
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The representatives of the Television and Radio Commission
considered it necessary to mention the restrictions listed in Article 40 of the
Constitution of the Republic of Armenia, which are fair according to

experts. Regarding the borderline, the following was added.

“Whenever you give a tool in someone’s hand, with
which he can harm someone, there must be a limit of causing that
harm. If they want to remove a political opponent from the field under
the political pretext of hate speech, their every word can be considered
hate speech for me, they will be subject to sanctions all day long for
spreading hate speech. If we exclude that, it is very obvious that for
any adequate and normal person, freedom of speech and hate speech
are not the same. Freedom of speech gives me the opportunity to
express my thoughts, but not to pour hatred towards others.”

Referring to the problem of identification of hate speech and freedom of
speech, the question of its boundary and the risks of restricting freedom of

speech, the opinions of the members of the media ethics monitoring body

were identical and agreed that these two concepts should not be considered

on the same platform, so:

“Hate speech has nothing to do with freedom of speech
and those who say so are manipulating. The line of those phenomena
is crossed where it starts to hurt or harm someone, it becomes
dangerous. They are not the same, for example spreading fake news or
deceiving people is not free speech.”
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3. Should any body control cases of hate speech?

It is worth noting that the opinions on this issue were quite different
and some experts believed that it is necessary to increase the effectiveness
of the existing mechanisms, while some experts claimed that the creation
of a new constitutional body is necessary, the regulations of which will be
mandatory for implementation.

According to the representatives of the journalistic professional
community, people consume hate speech, justifying that it is criticism and
truth. The latter mentioned that in this context it is very important to
define what criticism means, and freedom of speech is not to label a person
and perhaps one does not have the right to label another, for that they
should be held responsible in accordance with the law and the law can
separate freedom of speech from anarchy of speech.

With regard to the instruments that control the spread of hate
speech by the entities carrying out journalistic activity, it was noted that
it is necessary for the state to regulate the given sphere by a constitutional
body by creating a commission of ethics of journalists, whose regulations
will be mandatory for enforcement.

“For example, we have the radio-television

commission that monitors the air, to which such powers can be
attached, because the digital-social sphere is in a state of decline and it
would be desirable to have such a commission, not for online media,
but for social media. If it can be limited by law under martial law or
emergency situations, then why can't regulations be introduced in
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other situations as well? I think such a commission is needed. The state
should say that it does not control, but passes a law on establishing a
Journalistic ethics commission, which will be a constitutional body like
the Public Council. We have a lot of clubs and societies that don't work
effectively in that sense because theyre included in groups based on
sympathy. That constitutional body can develop a code of ethics and
follow it, as in developed countries, for example, in Sweden, the code
1s their Bible, and it cannot be said that freedom of speech is limited
there.”

The representatives of the Television and Radio Commission
separately considered the media control according to individual circles.
It was emphasized that there is an ethics commission in the National
Assembly, and in the case of mass media, an ethics monitoring body. It was
also talked about that in the case of audio-visual media, the Television and
Radio Commission itself has exclusive authority, but it does not see the
fight against hate speech in the media as an increase in the powers of their
structure.

It was proposed to create a new control body to control the Internet

domain. In this regard, the following was specified.

I don't think that we have a problem to control the
entire Internet. Our body can cover the Internet as much as it can
implement audiovisual media.”
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Jupwuniublh ypnwlnhy Juppughd gpulinplyni hudwp: Cpk
dwpnhl phunid Lh, www pluypp paiynid F ni npnonid [
Juywgynid, np, Juwiniwlwupgh npno ppnyplbph hudwdugh,
Juwpnnnid F unnwpyky, npp jpunguidhongn wwpunan/npyud E
hpuwywpuwlly hp Unwn' shuguéd shpwwwpwbing gqupwquynid
Ubprubhgu! shuy:

Ujunntin hmnljwuswljui k, np, Fhunnpn dwpdiuh winwdubphg
Ukhh Jupshpny, dhwl dwpdhtup, npt hpwjwunt £ b whwnp E
JbEpwhulnnnipinit juwnwph, gunuwljubt hwdwlwpgu k.

«Uhwl dwpdhlp, hbGunpwuninp, npp Jupng F
YEpwhulngnipinil ppwlwlnughly, punwlul hudwlupgh L
wjupliph uwyp hunlwlwpgh L np pménud Fowughu  aylh
Julmhpbbphl, npnip s&i Guwpng miédl; wyy dwhwuapuphng:
dhpotmlwl winywip punwlul hudwlwpgh b:
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The representatives of the prosecutor’s office, in their turn, spoke

about the complications caused by unregulated sectors, singling out VPN,
Darknet, and YouTube as the most unregulated Internet phenomena. At the
same time, in response to the question addressed to them, the prosecutors
stated that, at least for their part, hate speech is defined concretely and
definitely.
On the issue of control mechanisms, the members of the Monitoring Body
emphasized that it is also important to effectively implement the existing
mechanisms, in particular to encourage the level of awareness among
the public about the functions of the Monitoring Body and people start
applying to it, in particular they gave the following comments:

“And the only place is in our structure, where everyone
is gathered, they are members of the observation body. In that sense,
there should be popularization and people should be encouraged to
show proactive behavior. If people apply, the case is investigated and a
decision is made that according to some provisions of the regulation, a
violation has been committed, which the media is obliged to publish,
although there is no mechanism in case of non-publication.”

It is noteworthy here that according to one of the members of the

Monitoring Body, the only body that is competent and should exercise
control is the judicial system, with well-established justice and prosecution
systems.

“The only body, institution that can exercise control is
the judicial system, that is, it is the system that provides solutions to
problems that cannot be solved in any other way. The final instance is
the judicial system.”
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4.Upmynp huptwlupquujnpuuwh dkuwihquibph wpymbu]kn Ba
wwnbnipjut junuph ntd Wwpwpnid:

Uju hwpgh putwpliuwt dudwbwl wyuwupq b guninud, np
dwutwgbwnubpp jhun JEpuywhnidny Bt dnnbunud huptwlup-
quynpynn dkpiwmtthquubph wpynibwdEnnipyuip:

Puptwlupquynpdwt dkjpwuhquutph hwpgnid jpugpnnubkpt
wpwidimghnud ki kplp hpdtwlwb dninkgnud: Twuba]npuugbu’
Ipwugpnn ukpuyugnighsutph dh dwup hwdnquws b, np hupluw-
Jupquynpdwi dkjpwtthquubpp jupnn o wpnynibwybwn (huk) npny
wuydwtubph wnjunipjut phypnid: Npubtu ukpjuyugdus Ju-
pnigwjjupgh
hwiquuwiplbp toynd ki pugpnquljut wdpnne qusnmd npu
hEnhtwlnipnin Juybjbn
ubpyuyugnighsttiph  wwnhy ubkpluyugubdnipjut yuydwup b

gnpéwpldutt  hwonnnipniip wuwydwbwynpnn

wuwydwbp, wwppkp nnpuukph
ninpuiwht Ukbwotunphh pugundwt uljqpnitpn:

Ukl wy wbuwlbnh hwdwdwji  hiptwlupqudnpdub
wnwbdhi, hwnntl dkjpwihquubpt wybknpnnipiniu b, hwnjuybu
unin Uhongutiph wreluwnipjut wuwjdwbtbpnid: Twubwynpuy bu
pungdynid E, np wju phypmd swwn pwb wuydwbwynpjus L

Utnhwgpughwnnipjut dwjuppulh pupdpugdudp.

«Uklp wdkl op phlis-np Gnp opgquil kip uinkndnid
whkunipyul Uko: Ujlnghuh nnwywynpnieinil £, np Jkp whnwwi
hwdwlwpgn pkghihg L dkp piniokl By whuwhdwiuhul F: Uy
hwpglph iniSdwi hudwip §w ppuduwwh hudwlupg, nr wyhknp
F oupp hwdwhwpgp ulup  wopnwnky, pul dEhp  npuku
puquipuigh, wkwup F hwulwinuip , np nibkip hppuniipikn b
wwpunwwinipintbibns:
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4. Are self-regulation mechanisms effective in the fight against hate speech?

As a result of the discussion of this issue, it became clear that
specialists have strong reservations about the effectiveness of self-regulating
mechanisms.

As for the question about self-regulation mechanisms, the journalists
identified three main approaches. In particular, a part of the representatives
of the journalistic professional community believed that self-regulation
mechanisms can be effective in the presence of certain conditions. The
condition of enjoying the reputation of the entire journalistic field, the
condition of active representation of various sector representatives and
the principle of exclusion of sector monopoly were singled out as the
circumstances determining the success of the implementation of the
presented structure.

Journalists supporting another point of view claimed that separate,
special mechanisms of self-regulation are superfluous, especially in the
presence of scarce funds. In particular, it was emphasized that in this case,
a lot is due to the increase in media literacy. In this regard, the following

opinion was specifically voiced.

“Every day we create some new organ in the state, it
seems that our state system is elastic, and our budget is unlimited.
There is a law enforcement system to solve those issues and that system
should start working, and we, as citizens, should understand that we
have rights and responsibilities.”
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2}2 ukpjuyugnighsubpp wugnid b, np whwpynibwdbn
Uithth Ul wpuwdwnpnnubph  htin hudwgnpsulgnipniip
wuwjpwph  puphwfwpqunpiul
Ukhiwmtithquubph onipg. nnutjt mpudwnpnnp phqutuny b qpunynud,
b php hwdwp wnwppbpmipmnit shw, ph wnbnipyut junup Eb

wunbnipjutt  junuph  phd

wnwpwdhkny, ph Udnywndhidbp:

“Yhunpn dwpduh winudubpt wowdbjuy bu hwljws kb tput,
np juunph nusnidpwytinp Ehwdwpyh hwdwlupguihtt jupquynpdwt
I ny pt hupuwljupquynpdwt dUkjuwtthquubph gnpswpynudp: Lpwbp
dwutwynpuy tiu tonid kb, np hiptwjupquynpdwt dkjpwthquukpp
(ophttwl® QLU-h, nnubjt wpwdwnpnnubph b wy] dwpdhutbph
punnitws) hhdtwjuinid mkutuhjulwt swpwynipnibubp Gy, b tpk
npny hunlwljwpghp skt woptwwnnid, wuyu hpkip s Yupnn b wi.
hptug gqnpénnnipniuttpp hwtpwhtt wenne Jjutpp wuwownuyuwiing
Jupnygubph Jujugpws npnonidutiphg whwp k pluti:

QLU tphhuyh nhuinpy  dwpdhtip  Jipuwhwunwnnid
k wihwnwlut dujuppuynid punyudhengutph
wuwunwupwbtwnynipjut juplnpnipgniup b npuljju) jpunynipjui
wywhn]uwb  wihpwdbonmpipy  whnwlwt b hwbpughl
punupwlwunipjub oppwbmljutpnid gwtipkph Ukjntndwt dhgngny.

«..pwn Juplnp F npuljuy I wuwnwupiubuwwnn
Jpuwnywdhongibph ubqulinh nidknugnidp, npp upng Eopal
thnfuly, plswku wl quyly punupwlwl gnpdhsabphh
wwnkinipyull finuph qbibpugdwi hwpgnid, uyuhipl LLU-G
Jupny [ wwhwiy nhk;, np ski hknwupdwlbin  adwih
pojwbnulnient i wwpniiwlng hundwdbbpp: Fugh uwyp Lpk
ayn ukqulinnl nidkn jhbp, bpk punupwlwi gnpdpsalpi gquii,
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Representatives of the Television and Radio Commission argued
that cooperating with domain providers on self-regulatory mechanisms to
combat hate speech is an ineffective exercise, because the domain provider
is engaged in business and does not care whether they distribute hate
speech or cartoons.

The members of the monitoring body were more inclined to look
for the prospects of solving the problem through the implementation of
systemic regulation and not self-regulation mechanisms. In particular, it
was noted that they [self-regulatory mechanisms, for example, adopted
by mass media, domain providers and other bodies] are mainly technical
services and if certain systems do not work, then what can they do, their
decisions or their actions must be public from the decisions made by the
institutions that protect healthy life.

The media ethics watchdog reaffirmed the importance of media
responsibility at the individual level and the need to ensure quality news
through the integration of efforts within the framework of state and public

policy.

“.it 1s very important to strengthen the segment of
quality and responsible media that can change the quality and also
restrain politicians from generating hate speech, that is, the media can
make a demand that they will not broadcast segments containing such
content. In addition, if that segment is strong, if politicians feel that the
demand of that segment is high, that if they know that they are losing
a lot if they don't go to a similar media interview, then it can be
Iineffective.
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np uyn ubkquklinp wwhwiep JkS L np kplk Gw pdwiw, np
lubunnhuy Jpunnyulhong hwpgugpnigh Sqluunt
wwpwquynid  punn  pwl L Gopghnid, www  Jupng  F
wwpyntbwfbwn jhbky:

Fuyg  kplb  pywd  wwhwiohkpp  ppynid kb
Jpuwnyudhongilph [npilhg, hull hwipuyhl o punwpwlwi
gnpdfsabpp sk Juplhnpnid wyn hwppwlin o ganid kb ayy
[puvnfundpong  hwpguqgpnygh, npnkny ppkbg npbf dkhp sh
uwhlwbhunhwlbynt, ni nshls by sh §npgakyni, wuw pgpulwi
hnihnjunipnile sh jhlh: 2knbwpwp whknwlwh b hwbpughl
puqupuwlwbnippull  ppowbhwlhbpnid  pwblpkp  whup F
gnpSwppykl, np  wpwhuh  npwljuy,  gunwupnabunn
Jpunnyuilponglibph ukqubinnp Zuyumumwinid nidknuiuy:
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But if the mentioned demands are imposed by the
media, and public and political figures do not value that platform and
go to another media for an interview, where no one will limit them
and they will not lose anything, then there will be no positive change.
Therefore, within the framework of state and public policies, efforts
should be made to strengthen the segment of such quality, responsible
media in Armenia.”
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5. Ubpyhkwwlwh opkiunpmput nnpund  husyhup pugkp kb
wpAdwtwmqgnyby:

Onpkuunpuljui pugtinh hhdwtuwjuu
dUnnwhngnipiniut wyb k, np tkpybunwlut optupp pudupup swthny
hunwl sk wwubmnipjutt  junuph nppubnpnidubph  vwhdwiudwb
hwupgnud, hsywtu twb JES punhp b gopshpuwlwuquh wwluup,
dwubwynpuwbu Uwpnnt hpwynitpubph Bdpnyujut nunwpuith
npnonidutph Yhpupdwt hwdwp:

Cun puliupluwip dwubwlgnn pugpnnikph’ opkiunpuiljwi
pugtp sjub, puyg ghpjutnhp b guunwpubbbph gipdwpupbn-
Juénipwl hwpgp, wyuhtiph wuwndh dqaqmuup qnpskph putiwlym]
nt. nuunwpwitbph gqipdwtpwpinquénipyudp wuydwbwynpyws:
Lpwgpnnubtpp npwytu hpbktg wohiwwnwiph vwhdwbwthwljdwb
hunspunnun dwwnbwbponid  Eu wnpniph puguhwyndw dwuht

wnusnipjudp

Uwhdwbiunpuljut guunwpuith twpwugbyuhtt npnonudp, npp
Ubknwhntuh hwjunwl Ynnut k:

Twnwpiwgnipyub ukpjuyugnighsubpp tjuwnnud B, np wyu
ninpunt punhwinip wndwdp nhtwdhl qupgqugnid nitth, vwljuyt Ubkp
tpypnid wnwtduwlh Juplnpnipjmit E dknp phplk) dhwyt yEpoht
wwphubpht:  unubnd  opklunpuljwb  junspunnuntbph  dwuhl
nuunwpimqubphg dklp tonud k.

«[liikgly kiap ppun/hdwlialp, npnap siplin/ng ki
knly, npnig qhwhwwnwwl nuyp hhdw ndjupn L puyg Uh puih
wwph  hkwn  whhpwdbpnnipinibalh nibkiugn: Liap
winpunupiuynoy:
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5. What kind of gaps have been recorded in the field of domestic
legislation?

Speaking of legislative gaps, the main concern was that the domestic law is
not clear enough in terms of providing formulations of expressions of hate
speech, as well as there is a lack of certain tools, particularly in the
implementation of the decisions of the European Court of Human Rights.
Journalists participating in the discussion believe that there are no legislative
gaps, but the issue of overburdened courts is a major problem, i.e. the delay
in punishment due to the number of cases and overburdened courts, as
a result of which it is possible that the parties have already reconciled,
a hearing date is scheduled that is no longer valid. Journalists, however,
pointed out the precedent decision of the Constitutional Court regarding
the disclosure of the source, which is the opposite side of the medal, as an
obstacle to limiting their work.

The representatives of the Prosecutor's Office noticed that this
field has a dynamic development in global terms and has gained special
importance in our country only in recent years. Speaking about legislative
obstacles, the prosecutor mentioned.

“We had situations that were not repeated, which are
difficult to evaluate now, but we will have to address the need in a few
years.”
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Tuwnwpwqutph tunws pugp quwynpuytu Jepupkpnid
E Uwpnnt hpwynipttbph EYpnyuljwt nuunwputh vwhdwbws
swthwthpubph ukpyinwlwut dwjupgulng yhpupydwnp.
«Opkipny hwpnumnbuyjws b npnowlh
sunhnpnpfsblpny whnp F jhlh, pwlbp np g Cypnywlwl
puuwpwip punn  Fo qupbnpnid  Uwppni - ppun/nilpblph
lypnuyulul Uninjkaghuyh wlbuwhlnilihg,
i bujwstopkipnyipisiywwnwabpbhbnuyignid
dnpmippunjwpulml hwvwpwlngeniinad: Opplialy gnpdkphg
Uklny wihpwdbonnipinill  wnwowguy Luypkphg  JUEp
thwbyni, pwih np hwbphuwinid Ep hwigugnpdnipinii sing
wuydwl I wwwdwn, puyg dhuyl hbwpun/np Enuy Jugph
hwuwhlbypnipiniap vwhdwbunhwly, puyg ku ghnkd, np VPN-
oy b wyy bphphg dinbnid ki wyn Juyp»:

Zunjutowlut kp, np opkiunpnipjutt pugkph b jpunhputph
YEpwptpuy Tthunpy dupduh winwdh Ynnuhg huskgptg htwnbyup,
np  opkunpmpmitp  pwjwpwp  hunwlimpmit  sh wwjhu
Yppunnputipp

wnbnipjutt  Junupp, qpuupunipmniitt oo

wnwpphpbnt hwdwp.

«Ukq dnwn phphwipuykbu gqpuwpunipinil,
Yhpun/npwip, wnbyniypjul funup hwulugnienibblpn puwwn phs
ki nnuppkpuwliynid: Uhgniglk nuw oppblnpy yyundwin niih: Fugh
Gpuwiihg, np opkipllpn huwnwl s&i, ppulip wpunwgninid ki bniyh
Eplnypp, wyuplpl nkpklunmjwlwl hnupkpl  wpnnungws
Jpaknt kplnypl b npp dhown sE np hhwpunp F b pdwun f
sniih nmuppbpwlly, pk wpgnp ppanipyui jinup F, wnkinippui
funup L pl qpuupinnipnil: Ipwlp ponppp jobnppbbp ki
hwiapuyhlr hwpnppulgnipyui hundupy:
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The gap noticed by the prosecutors mainly refers to the
implementation of the standards certified by the European Court of Human

Rights at the domestic level. In this regard, it was noted:

‘It should be prescribed by law and with certain
standards, because the European Court attaches great importance to it
from the point of view of the European Convention on Human Rights,
that is, it is prescribed by law and what goals it pursues in a democratic
society. For example, in one of the cases, it was necessary to close one
of the websites, because it was a condition and reason that gave rise to
a crime, but it was only possible to limit the access to the website, but
I know that with a VPN and from another country they enter that
website.”

It was noteworthy that regarding the gaps and problems in the
legislation, the following was voiced by a member of the Monitoring
Body that the legislation does not provide sufficient clarity to distinguish

between hate speech, defamation and insult:

“For us, the concepts of defamation, insult, and hate
speech are rarely differentiated. Perhaps, there is an objective reason
for this, besides the fact that the laws are not clear, they reflect the
same phenomenon, that is, the phenomenon of information flows
being polluted, which is not always possible and does not make sense
to distinguish whether it is violence speech, hate speech or slander?
These are all problems for public communication.”



6 b’uy E huplun]np wik), np wnbnpjuwi junuph nhd wuypupp
hwonnnipjudp wuwlyh:

6. What needs to be done for the fight against hate speech to be
successful?

Mowgpuy E, np phtlh pubwpynidutph ppwugpnid puquuphy
dwutwynp nhwpbkp b hpwyhdwlubp Gu putwplyb, vwuyt npybu
aquiugbuwr  wjiniwdbbwyithy  wnwewplyl; E hwbpwjht
hpuqtwsdnipjut pupdpwugnid nt Yppnipmniin:

Bqpuithwlhy hwpgh ppowiiwlnud pighwiipugiynd twinpnhy
puttwpiws hwpgtpp hpwdwpwiutbptt wnbnipyut junuph pbd
wuwypwph hwonnuwt gpujuljuip dbwlEpynid i hbnbywy fEpy.

«Luyhmdwmupnwp b pugquupbpn wopiumnmwip
wwhwboynid. hwfu whnp F uvwhdwinidp qupglbghly, whunp F
dwpdpbikp unkpsyklt Fphluyh hwbdiwdngnybkp, np Gkpphi
pllmpymt  ppulubugfh,  huwgnppp Yppulul - ghbgp
pupdpughlin ni punuwpughwlhwl hwuwpuwlunipiub pbkpp
Ukdwghlyl F ypnwwquinuyh hwpgnid: Quphnp b wl, np
jpunmijunlponghibpn Bopliuyhlt hknbkh Gugpkpp hulbng Gund
wuuny bu ggnipughkiniy l uyjy hluwbwmnpy
gnpénnnipiniibbpny:  Yppulwl  wypngkuh b ggnipwiguul
plupnid wpngnilp §nibkawbp»:

Lpwgpnnubpp, htywybu b hpwdwpwbtbpp jpunph pmudnudp
hwdwpnid Bu Yppnipniup, hpugqbjdwb dwjuppuljh pupdpugnidp
b punphwinip dhowduyph pupbjuydnidp:

2}2 ukpjuyugnighsubptiwnweowplnid ki punpl) mnbnipjut
lunup  «wdbkbwnidtn»  gkubkpwginnutpht, G  hnghpwtnpku
hwuljuwbwy, pk npt E tputg spudupuuoénipjutt yuwnmdwnp, npu
hhdwt ypw hpwyhdwlh pupbjuddwip dhngwsd gnpénnnipjniuutp
AbntwplEny:
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It is noteworthy that although many private cases and situations
were discussed during the discussions, raising public awareness and
education was proposed as a “panacea”.

Summarizing the previously discussed issues within the framework of the
final question, lawyers formulate the key to the success of the fight against

hate speech as follows:

“Large-scale and multi-layered work is required: first,
the definition should be simplified, bodies should be created - ethics
commissions, to conduct an internal investigation, the next step is to
raise the educational censure and increase the role of civil society in
the matter of propaganda. It is also important for the media to follow
ethics by blocking footage or giving advance warnings and other
similar actions. With the educational process and warning, we will
have results.”

The professional community of journalists sees the solution of the
problem, as well as lawyers, by educating the public, increasing the level
of awareness and improving the general environment.

The representatives of the RA Television and Radio Commission
suggested to select those who generate the strongest hate speech, to
psychologically understand the reason for their dissatisfaction, to build the

actions aimed at improving the situation based on the generation of speech

and that experience.
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22 nuunwhwqnipjut - Gkpjuyugnighsubpp tnyt  Yhpy
Jupénud kb, np dhuytt hwuwpwlnipjutt hpujughwnwlgnipjut
pupdpugduwdp Ehttwpwynp hwutl) punph hwdwljwpquyhty nusdwt:
QLU kphiuyh gphunnpy dupduh winwdubphg dkyp npytu Epjupunt
gnpépupwgh wnweht puy), nplt wpwg wpnniup Jupng kwnwg, tonid
E htnlyuyp.

«Uhgnigk wkwup E jpap dEh-Ephnt  ophlwl
nihbhuyl uybyhup jpunywdhongilbph, npnbg hnpda wpdk
wwpwdlky, npnbig ophhwln Jupng EFo hbwnwppppl;  Gwl
hwuwpwniypyuan, o wn ophliuln whknp [ jhih hwbpughl
hkpwpdwlngp: Qjuplplh  kpk bw oppluulkyh gnpdnibknipinil

fppwluluglh, pu weplyni L uidpnng nupup ypu:
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The participants of the discussion, representing the Prosecutor's
Office of the Republic of Armenia, similarly believe that a systemic
solution to the problem can be achieved only by increasing the public's
legal awareness.

A member of the media ethics monitoring body mentioned the

following as the first step of a long process that can give quick results.

“Perhaps there should be one or two examples of such
media whose experience is worth spreading, whose example may also
be of interest to the public, and that example should be the public
broadcaster. In other words, if it performs an exemplary activity, it will
affect the entire field.”
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Uwnbmpjub  Junuph nhd  wugpup  hwinitt  dnnndpp-
nujupuljut  hwuwpwlnippiinid puquujupdnipyu b hwb-
nnipdnnuljunipiut hwunwwndw»  dpwugph  opowbiwmlnid
wiglugdws hwtpwiht jupshph ntunidtwuhpnipiniuitbnhg unwg-
Jué nuunnnmpmnibubph twjwt dwup hwunwndbg  dwubw-
ghnujut mwppkp swhwqpghn jadpbph hbn putwpynidubpnud:

Uwubwdnpuybu  phghwbpupup  JEpuhwunungtg  wb
hwudnquniupp, np hwbipwyhtt Jjubupnd wnbknipjut funuph qquih
swthwpwdhup nupuwsdwt hdwuwnny pudht k pujunid punupuljut
gnpShsubpht:  Luttwupuwt  dwutwlhgubpt wju  hwiqudwupp
dbkbuybtu wuwydwbwynpnid  tht  punuwpwluwt  gnpshsubph
gnpéniubinipjull fphutn hpwwywpwluyhtt punypeny, dhtsnptin wpdw-
ttwgpytkg, np wju ppnnnipjutt wpwybjwpwp tywuwnnd B wjb-
whuh gnpéntutp, huswhuhp Eu wbwywwndbihnipyut qqugnudp,
wynophtwl] Jupuniiphtt quugudwjht jpwwnynipjut vhongutph b
unghwjwluwt Jbghuyh’ wewlgnipiniup, hsywtu twb hwuw-
pulmpjut  punupwlui pinyph wwnkjmpul  junupht ny hw-
dwswth  hwljugnnudp: Ujunuwdbbwgthy, putwpldwt  dwutw-
Yhgubpp pwnupwlwb junupp Yuwpbnptght npwbu fuuwnnpk
yuonyuwijws wqun junuph lmwpwwnbkuwl b pingsdtght, np owwn
ntypbpnid punupwljutt unip junupp bu pinippdpndwdp pujunid
E npuybu wnbknipjut junup:

Lunupulutt gnpshsubph huskgpws wwnbnipjutt  junuph
hwljuqpuuwit gnpshpuljuquhtt b vnbtnédws hpwyhdwlh ndnud-
Ukphtt  winpunuotugny  wowe pwoykghtt  wukwnwpplpyng
Juwpshputip, npnughg hhdtwlwbtbkpt thu huptwluwpquynpdut
junniguupgph  tbpppnudp,  swupnibwlulut  Yppnipjut b
hpwgbyyuwdnipjut vwjupnulh pupdpugdwutt vhongny dwpwnuh-

Qquwynpuybu’ «bhjupnips unghwpuljui guiigp:
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Bl CONCLUSION

A significant part of the judgments obtained from public opinion
surveys conducted within the framework of the “Combating hate speech for
the sake of establishing pluralism and tolerance in a democratic society”
project was confirmed in discussions with various professional interest
groups.

In particular, the belief that a significant portion of hate speech in
public life, in terms of dissemination, belongs to politicians was generally
reaffirmed. The participants of the discussion attributed this circumstance
largely to the highly public nature of the activities of politicians, while
it was noted that factors such as the feeling of impunity, the support of
mass media and social media for such behavior, as well as society's lack
of political hate speech contribute to this reality. proportional reaction.
However, the participants of the discussion emphasized political speech as
a strictly protected type of free speech and emphasized that in many cases
political sharp speech is also misunderstood as hate speech.

Reflecting on the toolkit for countering hate speech voiced by
politicians and the solutions to the situation, the most diverse opinions were
put forward, the main of which were the introduction of self-regulation
structures, overcoming challenges through continuous education and
raising the level of awareness, planning separate legal mechanisms, as well

as the effective operation of already existing systems. In private cases, the
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opinion was also expressed that the “key to the solution” is a balanced
attitude of society, which will make public figures gain an advantage over
political opponents or make the message understandable to as many people

as possible without unacceptable speech, in civilized ways.

The expert groups also agreed with the data obtained from the
public opinion survey, according to which the “Facebook” social network
is the largest platform for spreading hate speech. Among other reasons,
the widespread availability of Facebook, the ability to keep one's identity
secret, and the apparent lack of responsibility in the virtual space were
singled out. The importance of preventing the spread of hate speech was also
mentioned, especially in the context that Facebook is the platform where
discourses on various issues of public interest (also political) are developed
with great intensity, which are often flooded with various manifestations
of hate speech. Situational solutions were also discussed. In particular,
blocking, control and fact-checking were singled out as important tools.

During the discussions, the definition of responsibility mechanisms
for the spread of hate speech from television and online media and, if
available, their implementation were emphasized. In this regard, the
question of who should be responsible for the spread of mediated hate
speech was again discussed. It was noted that when discussing the issue
of responsibility, it is important that a multi-faceted reference be made to
this issue. Approaches to the issue of responsibility were related to both

legislative and self-regulation methods. In private cases, the question of the
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responsibility of the journalist contributing to the spread of hate speech
was raised.

As for the method of punishing subjects who spread hate speech
in general, a unified approach was formed here, that is, criminal legal
intervention is an extremely strict and not so proportional way to counter
hate speech, and from the point of view of choosing the method of legal
responsibility, administrative responsibility is more appropriate.

During the discussions with the professional groups, the issue of the
borderline of hate speech and freedom of speech was also touched upon.
Almost all the participants agreed that the mentioned concepts should not
be mutually conditioned and hate speech should be tried to hide under
the “umbrella” of freedom of speech. However, in some private cases, an
attempt was made to show that line. freedom of speech ends, where that
speech breeds violence.

Opinions also differed significantly on the issue of whether a body
should be created to monitor cases of hate speech and take immediate
measures to counter it. Some of the representatives of the professional
groups were more inclined to take the path of making the existing
mechanisms more effective, although there were not a few who were in

favor of creating a separate constitutional body.

"The participants consider the media ethics monitoring body as a vivid example of such a structure.
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As for the self-regulation mechanisms, it became clear during the
discussions that the representatives of the professional groups approach
their efficiency and perspectives with great reservations. Only a few of
the participants considered the use of self-regulation mechanisms’ as an
institutional tool effective.

Speaking about the gaps in RA legislation regarding hate speech,
the specialists mentioned the problem of lack of a clear definition of the
concept of “hate speech”. The participants of the discussion noted that
the regulation of hate speech and related areas are developing, and this
circumstance further emphasizes the need for legislative reforms from the
point of view of facing universal challenges.

The last question was mainly of a concluding nature and was meant
to reveal what recommendations the multi-faceted discussion revealed in
the direction of success in the fight against hate speech. It is interesting that
when summarizing the results of the discussions, raising the level of public
awareness and overcoming the challenges created through education was

highlighted as a success factor.
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