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According to the Monitoring Data of the Committee to Protect Freedom of Speech 
(April-July, 2013)

INTRODUCTION
Since April 2013 the Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression, supported by the Open Society Foundations – Armenia, has been monitoring the Armenian mass media to identify hate speech in their publications. According to the group having conducted the monitoring, this report allows identifying the number and nature of expressions containing hate speech and may assist the Armenian media in reducing considerably or eliminating hate speech. 
In order to improve the methodology of the monitoring the Committee to Protect Freedom of Expression held a pilot monitoring in the period of 18-31 March 2013. This was followed by the main monitoring. It is being held in two stages. The first covered the period of April-July 2013, while the second will be held in the period of September-December. 

9 Armenian mass media were monitored: 3 TV companies (H1 Public Television, ‘Yerkir Media,’ ‘Kentron’), 3 print media (‘Azg,’ ‘HaykakanZhamanak,’ ‘HayotsAshkharh’), 3 online media (1in.am, 7or.am and tert.am). The objects of the monitoring of television companies were the materials of the main broadcasts of news programmes (‘Haylur’ in ‘H1,’ ‘YerkirnAysor’/ YerkriShabat’ in ‘Yerkir Media’ and ‘Epikentron’ in ‘Kentron’), as well as the analytical programmes following them (‘Tesankyun,’ ‘Yerkri Harts,’ ‘Ourvagits,’ respectively). 
In case of print and online media all publications were registered and monitored, excluding the commercial, political, social publicity and announcements. 
The publications/videomaterials of the mass media were monitored based on the thematic division according to the following categories: racial, national, political, social, linguistic, religious, sexual, etc. (different from those mentioned above). The following have also been considered: the existence of hate speech, what was the content of the expression (which thematic category it belongs to), what is the editor’s attitude to the expression (criticism, consent or neutral), who is the author of hate speech (journalist, politician/public official, scientist/expert, NGO representative/public figure, representative of an international/foreign organization, vox populi, religious figure, etc.) and what is the source of information containing hate speech (monitored mass media, local mass media, foreign mass media).  
This report contains the results of the first stage. 
The monitoring is held taking account of the provisions of the RA Constitution and legislation prohibiting the spreading of hatred and animosity, as well as the Recommendations of the Council of Europe’s Committee of Ministers no R(97) 20, R(97) 21 and R(99) 1 regarding the prohibition of hate speech and developing a culture of tolerance, as well as assisting plurality of opinions. 
In particular, Article 14.1 of the RA Constitution stipulates:

’Any discrimination based on any ground such as sex, race, colour, ethnic or social origin, genetic features, language, religion or belief, political or any other opinion, belonging to a national minority, property, birth, disability, age or other personal or social circumstances shall be prohibited.’
. While Article 47 lays down: ’Everyone shall be obliged to honor the Constitution and laws, to respect the rights, freedoms and dignity of others.
The exercise of rights and freedoms with the purpose of overthrow of the constitutional order, inciting national, racial and religious hatred, advocating violence or war shall be prohibited.’

As far as the Recommendations of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe is concerned, the Appendix to the Recommendation no R (97) 20 offers the following definition: ’The term „hate speech” shall be understood as covering all forms of expression which spread, incite, promote or justify racial hatred, xenophobia, anti-Semitism or other forms of hatred based on intolerance, icluding: intolerance expressed by aggressive nationalism and ethnocentrism, discrimination and hostility againts minorities, migrants and people of immigrant origin.’
 Furthermore, Principle 3 of the above instrument defines that ’freedom of expression must be reconciled with respect for human dignity and the protection of the reputation or the rights of others.’

Incidentally, since May of this year Armenia has assumed the presidency of the Council of Europe Committee of Ministers and the official statement of the RA Minister of Foreign Affairs regarding the programme of action and priorities in the above framework says that Armenia is to maintain i the focus of its attention the fight against hatred and intolerance, as well as the impermissibility of using racist and xenophobic rhetoric as an instrument for political propaganda, ’which contaminates the souls of the people, incites distrust and creates images of public enemies and leads to hate induced crimes’.

The actuality of this report is testified by the various discussions of the CPFE with the experts from different human rights organizations. The experts dealing with these problems believe that on the one hand the mass media reflect the intolerance which exists in the society, while on the other hand, it is the hatred propagated in the media that is imparted on the public. At any rate, the position of the media is important and according to CPFE’s assessments the latter may play a considerable part in minimizing intolerance and hatred in the society. 
THE OUTCOMES OF THE FIRST STAGE OF THE MONITORING 
The data of the four month’s monitoring of hate speech identified in the nine media are in general not numerous. Only 1,2 per cent of the overall publications/videos of these media (67 011) contained hate speech. Moreover, 0,1 per cent was in the TV air, 0,3 per cent in the newspapers and 0,8 per cent in online media (See tables 1 and 2 the the ’Annex’ below). Nevertheless, even this number of hate speech in the media raises concerns. 
This monitoring recorded that expressions containing hate speech are more often found in online media than in newspapers or television companies. The overall number of hate speech identified in three websites (1in.am, 7or.am, tert.am) is 649. Hate speech in the first stage of monitoring was found in 7or.am – 359 expressions containing hate speech. The lowest number of expressions containing hate speech – 115 – was identified in tert.am. 

The lowest number of hate speech was identified in the news programmes (Haylur, Tesankyun, Yerkirn Aysor/Yerkri Shabat, Yerkri Harts, Epikentron, Ourvagits) of the monitored television companies (H1, Yerkir Media, Kentron). In this case, an overall number of 114 expressions containing hate speech were identified: the lowest number was in the air of the television company H1 – 15, and the largest number in Kentron – 59 expressions. 
As regards the print media, the latter occupy a middle position compared with the mass media and television companies. In the monitored newspapers (Azg, Haykakan Zhamanak, Hayots Ashkharh) 230 expressions containig hate speech were found. The biggest number here was in Haykakan Zhamanak – 113 expressions, while the lowest was in Azg – 45 expressions. 
The overall number of expressions containing hate speech in nine media is 993, the overwhelming majority of which is 73,3 per cent, according to thematic categorization, are the expressions containing political hate speech, 14,5 per cent – social, 4,4 per cent – sexual, 3,3 per cent – religious, 2.2 per cent – national and 2,1 per cent – other. Incidentally, onlyone expression of religious hatred was detected in the television company ’Kentron’ by means of criticism of the editorial office of the situation in Russia. Cases of linguistic intolerance were not identified in any mass media outlet (See Table 7 of the Annex). 
It should be mentioned that as regards 993 expressions of hate speech identified in the publications/ videos of the mass media in 85,3 per cent of cases the attitude of the editors was assessed as neutral, in 11,9 per cent of cases – positive (consent), and in 2,6 per cent of cases – critical (Table 8 of the Annex). Furthermore, the authors of these expressions are for the most part journalists (67 per cent), politicians or public officials (12,2 per cent), vox populi (3,7 per cent), public figures (2,5 per cent), experts (2,1 per cent), as well as representatives of international organizations (0,1 per cent), religious organizations (0,3 per cent) and other layers of the society (12,1 per cent) (See Table 10 of the Annex). The source of hate speech in the case of 75,6 per cent was the particular mass media outlet, in the case of 13,9 per cent – the local mass media outlet, while in the case of 10,3 per cent – the foreign mass media (See Table 12 of the Annex). 
In what follows we present the outcomes of this monitoring according to the examined categories of the mass media. 
The Online Mass Media
We have already mentioned that according to the data of this monitoring, the largest number of expressions containing hate speech was identified in the monitored online media.The overall number of hate speech was 649 in the websites 1in.am, 7or.am and tert.am, of which 359 was identified in tert.am, 175 in 1in.am and 115 in tert.am.  

Moreover, 7or.am was the only monitored mass media outlet whose daily publications contained hate speech and very often one and the same publication has 2-17 expressions. The vast majority of hate speech in this website is thematically political – 328. The cases of social hate speech were 15, sexual – 12, national – 2 and religious and other – 1. 
No hate speech containing racial and religious hatred was identified. Incidentally, the editorial office of 7or.am displayed neutral attitude to almost all expressions (358), only in one case the attitude was critical, while no case of consent was identified. In the overwhelming majority of cases the authors of hate speech in this website are the journalists of 7or.am – 251. In the rest of cases, they were also politicians/public officials, (authors of 18 expressions), vox populi (7 expressions), representatives of NGOs (6 expressions), experts (2 expressions) and other persons (75 expressions). The source of information of hate speech was mainly the monitored mass media outlet – in 285 cases, in 67 cases – another local mass media outlet from which the website made citations and in 7 cases – foreign mass media outlets. 
The quantity of hate speech in 1in.am is almost half the quantity of 7or.am – 175 expressions. Of these 139, again the absolute majority, is of political nature, 19 – social, 6 – national, 3 - sexual and 8 – other. Here expressions containing racial, linguistic and religious hatred were not identified either. The editors of this website for the most part manifested neutral attitude to hate speech: the occurence was 113 times, in 59 cases the attitude was positive (consent) and in 3 cases – critical. In this case too, the authors of the majority of expressions containing hate speech – 129 – were the journalists of that website, 21 – politicians, 9 – representatives of NGOs, 5 – vox populi, 4 – experts and 7 – others. As regards the source of hate speech, in 111 cases it was the monitored mass media outlet, in 55 cases – local and in 9 cases – foreign mass media from which 1in.am made citations.   

 From among the above three online media the lowest number of expressions containing hate speech was identified in the website tert.am – 115 expressions. Of these 82 were expressions of political speech, 15 – social, 9 – sexal, 3 – national and 6 – other. The attitude of the editors to almost all (114 out of 115) expressions, as in the case of 7or.am, was neutral and only in one case -critical. Cases of consent were not registered. As in the case of other monitoredwebsites, the authors of hate speech in this website were predominantly the journalists of the same mass media outlet (90 expressions), as well as politicians/public officials (15 expressions), experts (2 expressions), vox populi (1 expression) and other persons (7 expressions). In contrast to other monitored websites, the source of the majority of hate speech in tert.am were other local media (74), since tert.am made frequent citations from them. In the remaining 22 cases the source of information was the same monitored mass media outlet, and in 19 cases – the foreign mass media outlet (Tables 5, 6, 8, 9 and 11 of the Annex). 
The Print Media
Where the quantity of hate speech was concerned, among the monitored mass media the print media hold the middle position compared with the television companies and online mass media. In the first stage of monitoring 230 expressions containing hate speech were identified in three newspapers (Azg, Haykakan Zhamanak, Hayots Ashkharh), of which 113 in Haykakan Zhamanak, 72 in Hayots Ashkharh and 45 in Azg.
As we can see, the biggest number of expressions containing hate speech were identified in Haykakan Zhamanak. Furthermore, of the registered 113 expressions 81 were of political nature, 24 – social, 2 – religious, 3 – national and 3 – other. By the way, the source of expressions of national hatred in all the three cases were the foreign media, while the editorial office of the monitored newspaper expressed critical attitude to them. No expressions containing racial, linguistic and sexual hatred were identified in another media outlet. The editorial office of this newspaper manifested neutral attitude to 103 incidents of hate speech, consent in 6 cases and criticism in 4 cases. As in the case of online media, the authors of hate speech were predominantly the journalists of the same newspaper (79 expressions), and in the rest of cases – vox populi (13 expressions), politicians (10 expressions), the authors of 2 expressions each were scientists/experts and representatives of NGOs and of 7 expressions – persons from other layers of the society. As regards the source of hate speech, only in 3 cases the source was a foreign media outlet, and in 110 cases – another monitored mass media outlet.  
Compared with Haykakan Zhamanak, the number of hate speech was less in Hayots Ashkharh – 72 expressions. Here too the predominant majority of expressions were of political and social nature, 22 and 17 expressions containing hate speech were identified, respectively. The expressions containing sexual and religious hatred were 15 and 14, respectively. The lowest number were the expressions containing national hatred (4), while no expressions containing racial, linguistic and other nature were identified.  
The attitude of the editorial office of Hayots Ashkharh was again predominantly neutral – in 47 cases. However, consent was registered in case of 18 expressions and criticism – in 7. 
As in Haykakan Zhamanak daily, in Hayots Ashkharh as well, the authors of hate speech were predominantly the journalists of the same newspaper: 56 such cases were registered. The authors of the remaining expressions were politicians – 7 expressions, scientists/experts and vox populi – 2 each, representatives of NGOs and religious figures – 1 expression, as well as other persons – 3 expressions. Here as well the source of hate speech was the monitored mass media outlet (70) and in only 2 cases – the foreign mass media outlet. 
We have already mentioned that it is the daily Azg from among the print media which registered the lowest number of hate speech. Out of 45 expressions containing hate speech 20 were political, 16 – social, 5 religious, 2 – national and 1 sexual and other. Incidentally, in case of this newspaper as well as the newspaper Haykakan Zhamanak the source of expressions containing national hatred, was a foreign media outlet and the editorial office of the newspaper manifested a critical attitude.   

In general, the attitude of Azg to the identified cases of hate speech was distributed in the following manner: the attitude to 39 expressions of hate speech was neutral, to 4 – critical and to 2 – consent. As in other newspapers, the authors of hate speech here were mainly the journalists of the same newspaper – 29 expressions, 3 – vox populi, 2 – scientists/experts and NGO representatives, 1 – political and religious figures and 7 – other persons. The source of information of hate speech in case of Azg was again the monitored mass media outlet – 41 cases, in 3 cases – foreign mass media outlet and in only 1 case – a local mass media outlet (See Tables 4, 6, 8, 9 and 11 of the Annex).    
The Television Companies
According to the four-months’ data of the main broadcasts of the news programmes (Haylour, Yerkir Aysor/Yerkri Shabat, Epikentron) of the included three television companies (A1, Yerkir Media and Kentron) and the analytical programmes following them (Tesankyun, Yerkri Hartsy and Ourvagits) 114 expressions of hate speech were identified. In particular, 59 in Kentron, 40 – Yerkir Media and 15 – A1. 
The leader of this ternary is the television company Kentron. Moreover, 31 expressions of hate speech occurred in the news programmes Epikentron and 28 – in the analytical programme Ourvagits. More than half of these 59 expressions – 28 were of political nature, 18 – social, 6 religious, 2 national, 2 sexual, 1 racial and 2 – other. The attitude of the editorial office to the voiced 40 cases of hate speech was neutral, 13 cases – consent and 6 criticism. The authors of hate speech in the air of Kentron were predominantly politicians (24 expressions) and the journalists of the same television companies (13 expressions). In the rest of the cases the authors of hate speech were scientists/experts (4 expressions), NGO representatives (3 expressions), vox populi (3 expressions), religious figures (1 expression) and others (14 expressions). Incidentally, in case of this television company in one and the same programme the source of hate speech was both the journalist and his interlocutor since both used the same expression. As regards the source of hate speech, in this case it was exclusively the television company Kentron which acted as its source. No such expressions were found in the materials taken from other mass media. 
Compared with Kentron, the occurrence of hate speech in Yerkir Media was less. 40 expressions were registered, of which 30 – in the materials of the news programmes Yerkirn Aysor/Yerkri Shabat, while 10 – in Yerkri Hartsy. Furthermore, in this case only 3 cases of hate speech were registered: political (23), social (14) and religious (3). The vast majority in this case as well were political and social. The attitude to 11 expressions of hate speech in the materials of this television company was consent, 29 expressions – neutral. No critical attitude was registered. The authors of hate speech here again were mainly politicians (23 expressions) and the journalists of the same television company (11 expressions). In the rest of cases – vox populi (3 expressions), scientists/experts (2 expressions) and NGO representatives (1 expression). The source of hate speech was predominantly the monitored mass media outlet and only in 2 cases – another local media outlet the materials of which were cited.  
As has already been mentioned, the lowest number of hate speech in the first stage of monitoring was registered in the air of the television company H1. Only 15 expressions were registered, of which 9 in the news programme Haylour, and 6 – Tesankyun. Furthermore, in July no case of hate speech was identified in the broadcasts of Haylour. According to topics, the expressions were social – 6, political – 5, religious – 2 and sexual - 2. As in the case of Yerkir Media, in this case as well, no critical attitude was displayed by the television company to such speech, in 10 cases the attitude was consent and in 5 cases – neutral. In contrast to other television companies, the authors of hate speech in the air of H1 were mainly journalists – in 8 cases, politicians – in 3 cases, and experts, public figures, representatives of international organizations and other – 1 each. The source of hate speech, as in the case of Kentron was exclusively the monitored mass media outlet (See tables 3, 6, 8, 9 and 11 of the Annex). 
THE METHODOLOGY
The CPFE developed the monitoring methodology taking account of the definitions of the Council of Europe instruments as specified in the Introduction. According to them, the publications/videos of the mass media have been monitored according to the main categories of hatred and discrimination: 
●racial,
● national,
●political,
●social,
●linguistic,
●religious,
● sexual,
●other (different from those mentioned above).
There were certain reservations in this categorization. In particular, in the materials containig national hatred the expressions related to the relations between Armenia and Turkey and Armenia and Azerbaijan were not monitored since they call for a totally different monitoring, in which the mass media of the two conflicting parties will be involved. In the meantime, the object of this monitoring were the Armenian media, and in this case the results would be one-sided and the principle of balanced approach would be undermined. As regards the social category of hate speech, it included three sub-categories: according to the attitude to people with limited means, belonging to different age groups and limited capabilities. 
As has already been mentioned, 9 Armenian media were monitored – 3 television companies (H1 public television, Yerkir Media, Kentron), 3 print media (Azg, Haykakan Zhamanak, Hayots Ashkharh dailies), 3 online media (the news websites 1in.am, 7or.am, tert.am). This selection was done in such a way as to include both traditional and new media, and, where possible, those affiliated to different political forces. 
The object of the monitoring of the television companies were the materials of the main broadcasts of the news programmes (Haylour in case of H1, Yerkirn Ayson/Yerkri Shabaty in case of Yerkir Media, Epikentron in case of Kentron), as well as the analytical programmes following these broadcasts (Tesankyun, Yerkri Hartsy and Ourvagits, respectively). 
In case of the print and online media all articles, editorials, commentaries, news, reports, interviews and essays, including annotations, announcements, as well as content photographs (including graphics, satirical images and cartoons) were registered and monitored. 
The commercial, political and social ads and announcements were not the object of the monitoring.
The publications of the aforementioned mass media, were registered and assessed on a predesigned form, according to the following criteria:
● existence/absence of hate speech; 
● what was the content of a given expression (which thematic category it belongs to);
● what is the attitude of the editorial office to a particular expression (criticism, consent or neutral); 
● who is the author of the hate speech (journalist, politician/public official, scientist/expert, NGO representative/public figure, representative of an international/foreign organization, vox populi, a religious figure, etc.); 
● what is the source of information containing hate speech (the monitored mass media outlet, another local mass media outlet, a foreign mass media outlet). 
In other words, according to the aforementioned categorization, the headline of the publication and a particular expression were determined and registered along with their context. Following this, the expert holding the monitoring assessed the attitude of the editorial office to the speech existing in the particular material on the basis of the used expression. Following this, the author of this speech was included in the relevant section of the form. Finally, the source of hate speech was registered.  
As regards the differentiation between concrete expressions, the orientations of the monitored experts were based on the conclusions made as a result of discussions with parter human rights and beneficiary organizations. For example, the use of the word ’disabled’ was not considered as an expression of hatred since the persons with disability do not take it negatively. Instead, the following expressions were included in the social category of hate speech: ’lame,’ ’blind,’ ’deaf,’ as well as ’ragged,’ ’insolent,’ ’thickneck,’ ’slobbery,’ ’son of a bitch,’ ’oligarch,’ etc. Incidentally, the latter – ’oligarch’ – depending on the context was in some cases considered as political hate speech. 
It should be mentioned that the following expressions were included in the list of hate speech in the political category: a political corpse, political prostitute, client, drum (about Artashes Gehgamyan), robbarchy, Tartar-Mogul elite, SNC (about the Secretary of the National Security Council), as well as nicknames of politicians.  

As a manifestation of racial discrimination, the following expressions were in the focus of attention: nigger, narrow-eyed, etc., the national – ’person of the caucasian nationality,’ yezidi ’seems to be a yezidi,’ ’kurd’s son,’ ’smells of a kurd,’ etc., linguistic – ’don’t bark in Russian, English (or another foreign language),’ as well as describing certain concepts as chinese or another foreign language, etc. The following words and expressions were regarded as expressions of religious discrimination: sect, sectant, soul-hunting, ’Islam is a hostile faith,’ the destructive nature of other faiths. The following were regarded as manifestations of sexual discrimination: homosexual, gay, lesbian, pederast, homophile, etc. 
All of the gathered data were registered according to the ratio of the materials of general nature and those containing hate speech, as well as according to the types of media and individual mass media. 
CONCLUSION
Based on the data of four months of this monitoring we can conclude in general that the manifestations of hate speech in various Armenian media are not numerous. 

The overwhelming majority of identified incidents of hate speech are in the political category. Furthermore, they predominantly include nicknames of politicians. The expressions of social hatred are far less than political hate speech (the word ’oligarch’ is the most frequent). The manifestations of social hatred (the frequent use of the word „homosexual”) and religious hatred (’sect,’ ’sectant’) are fewer. A tiny per cent includes expressions of national and other intolerance, while linguistic and racial hate speech is not typical of the Armenian media.  
The monitored media’s attitude to the use of hate speech was mostly neutral. The positive attitude (consent) was far less, while the percentage of criticism was extremely low. 
The authors of hate speech in the mass media were predominantly journalists. The number of politicians, public officials, as well as other persons was far less, a very low percentage includes vox populi, public figures, scientists and experts, the representatives of international organizations and religious structures. 
The source of hate speech was mainly the monitored media outlet. Other local and foreign mass media from which journalists made citations occupy a lower position. 
This comes to reaffirm the viewpoint that both the media and journalists in case of wish and sufficient willpower, can impart their publications on the public minimizing the manifestations of unnecessary hatred thereby alleviating the intolerance existing in the society. 
ANNEX
(The first stageApril - July, 2013)
Table 1
The number of expressions containing hate speech in the nine monitored mass media by months 
	Months
	The number of all the monitored materials 

	The number of publications/videos containing hate speech 
	The number of expressions containing hate speech 

	April
	17 377
	227
	253

	May
	16 977
	200
	236

	June
	16 011
	252
	304

	July
	16 646
	174
	200

	Total
	67 011
	853
	993


Table2

The number of expressions containing hate speech in four months according to the media categories
	Types of the mass media
	The number of all the monitored materials
	The number of publications/videos containing hate speech 
	The number of expressions containing hate speech 

	Television companies
	6985
	108
	114

	Print media
	7894
	205
	230

	Online media
	52 132
	540
	649


Table3
The number of expressions containing hate speech on a monthly basis according to television programmes 
	Months
	Haylour
	Tesankyoun
	Yerkirn Aysor/Yerkri Shabat
	Yerkri Harts
	Epikentron
	Ourvagits

	April
	6
	2
	15
	3
	12
	4

	May
	2
	1
	8
	2
	4
	11

	June
	1
	2
	4
	3
	6
	2

	July
	0
	1
	3
	2
	9
	11

	Total
	9
	6
	30
	10
	31
	28


Table4
The number of expressions containing hate speech on a monthly basus according to print media 
	Months
	Azg
	Haykakan Zhamanak
	Hayots Ashkharh

	April
	5
	20
	20

	May
	7
	15
	15

	June
	16
	37
	19

	July
	17
	41
	18

	Total
	45
	113
	72


Table5
The number of expressions containing hate speech on a monthly basis according to the online media 
	Months
	«1in.am»
	«7or.am»
	«Tert.am»

	April
	46
	85
	35

	May
	56
	88
	27

	June
	53
	124
	37

	July
	20
	62
	16

	Total
	175
	359
	115


Table6
The number of expressions containing hate speech in each media outlet according to categories 
	Media
	Racial

	National
	Political
	Social
	Linguistic
	Religious
	Sexual
	Other

	1.H1 TV company
	0
	0
	5
	6
	0
	2
	2
	0

	2.Yerkir Media TV company 
	0
	0
	23
	14
	0
	3
	0
	0

	3.Kentron TV company
	1
	2
	28
	18
	0
	6
	2
	2

	4.Azg daily
	0
	2
	20
	16
	0
	5
	1
	1

	5.Haykakan Zhamanak daily
	0
	3
	81
	24
	0
	2
	0
	3

	6.Hayots Ashkharh daily
	0
	4
	22
	17
	0
	14
	15
	0

	7. «1in.am» website
	0
	6
	139
	19
	0
	0
	3
	8

	8. «7or.am» website
	0
	2
	328
	15
	0
	1
	12
	1

	9. «Tert.am» website
	0
	3
	82
	15
	0
	0
	9
	6


Table 7
The number of expressions containing hate speech according to their categories and those of the media 
	Categories of hate speech
	TV companies
	Print media
	Online media
	Total

	Racial
	1
	0
	0
	1

	National
	2
	9
	11
	22

	Political
	56
	123
	549
	728

	Social
	38
	57
	49
	144

	Linguistic
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Religious
	11
	21
	1
	33

	Sexual
	4
	16
	24
	44

	Other
	2
	4
	15
	21


Table8
The attitude of the mass media outlet to expressions containing hate speech 
	The mass media
	The overall number of expressions containing hate speech
	Criticism
	Consent
	Neutral

	1.H1 TV company
	15
	0
	10
	5

	2.Yerkir Media TV company
	40
	0
	11
	29

	3.Kentron TV company
	59
	6
	13
	40

	4.Azg daily
	45
	4
	2
	39

	5.Haykakan Zhamanak daily
	113
	4
	6
	103

	6.Hayots Ashkharh daily
	72
	7
	18
	47

	7. «1in.am» website
	175
	3
	59
	113

	8. «7or.am» website
	359
	1
	0
	358

	9. «Tert.am» website
	115
	1
	0
	114


Table9
The Authos of Hate Speech in Each Mass Media Outlet 
	The Mass Media
	Journalist

	Politician/Public Official
	Scientist/expert
	NGO representative
	Representative of an international organization
	Vox populi


	Religious Figure

	Etc.

	1.H1
	8
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1

	2.Yerkir Media
	11
	23
	2
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0

	3 Kentron
	13
	24
	4
	3
	0
	3
	1
	14

	4.Azg
	29
	1
	2
	2
	0
	3
	1
	7

	5.Haykakan Zhamanak
	79
	10
	2
	2
	0
	13
	0
	7

	6.Hayots Ashkharh
	56
	7
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	3

	7. «1in.am»
	129
	21
	4
	9
	0
	5
	0
	7

	8. «7or.am» 
	251
	18
	2
	6
	0
	7
	0
	75

	9. «Tert.am» 
	90
	15
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	7


Table10
The Authors of Hate Speech according to the Categories of the Media 
	Categories of the Media
	Journalist

	Politician

/Public Official
	Scientist/ expert
	NGO repre

sentative
	Represen

tative of an international organization
	Vox populi


	Religious 
Figure

	Other

	TV companies
	32
	50
	7
	5
	1
	6
	1
	15

	Print media
	164
	18
	6
	5
	0
	18
	2
	17

	Online media
	470
	54
	8
	15
	0
	13
	0
	89

	Total
	666
	122
	21
	25
	1
	37
	3
	121


Table11
The source of hate speech in nine mass media outlets 
	Mass Media
	In the monitored outlet
	Other local media

	Foreign media

	1.H1 TV company
	15
	0
	0

	2.Yerkir Media TV company
	38
	2
	0

	3.Kentron TV company
	59
	0
	0

	4.Azg
	41
	1
	3

	5.Haykakan Zhamanak
	110
	0
	3

	6.Hayots Ashkharh
	70
	0
	2

	7. «1in.am»
	111
	55
	9

	8. «7or.am»
	285
	7
	67

	9. «Tert.am»
	22
	74
	19


Table12
The source of hate speech according to the categories of mass media
	Mass media categories

	The monitored outlet

	Other local media

	Foreign media

	TV company
	112
	2
	0

	Print media
	221
	1
	8

	Online media
	418
	136
	95

	Total
	751
	139
	103


�.Article 14.1 of the RA Constitution.


�. Article47 of the RA Constitution.


�.The Field of Mass Communication in the Council of Europe Instruments (Second Edition), Yerevan, 2003, p. 132. 


�.Ibid, p. 134.


�. The speech of Edward Nalbandyan, RA Minister of Foreign Affairs in the session of the CoE Committee of Ministers: �HYPERLINK "http://www.mfa.am/hy/speeches/item/2013/05/16/coe_presi_st/"�http://www.mfa.am/hy/speeches/item/2013/05/16/coe_presi_st/�
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