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Bymupina M. B., Tem4yyp K. O. Moea eopoxHeuyi sik couyioniHzeicmuyHul ¢heHomMeH. MoBa BOpPOXHeui €
Hebe3neyHol pUCOI0 CydacHOro yKpaiHcbkoro mepianpocTopy. Ii ¢yHKUiOHyBaHHS noB’sidaHe 3 06’€KTUBHUMU
CyCMiNbHO-NONITMYHMMM nNpouecamn. BogHovac BoHa € npuuvHol 6araTtbox couianbHUX KOHMikTiB. CknagHicTb,
GaraTorpaHHiCTb Ta cynepeunuBicTb Npobnemu pobuTb ii po3B’sidaHHA Ayxe cknagHum. Lle symoBnioe HeobXigHiCTb
KOMMMIEKCHOrO aHanisy KOrHITUBHMX, NPOMEeCiiHUX Ta IpUOUYHUX OCO6nuBOCTEN ()eHOMeHy. Y cTaTTi PO3rnsiHyTO
MCUXOMOTiYHi, €TUYHI Ta NpaBoBi acneKT! (PYHKLIOHYBaHHSA MOBMW BOPOXHEYi. 3anponoHOBaHO MOAENb B3aEMO3B'A3KY
LUMX KOMMOHEHTIB. AKLEHTOBaHO HEOAHO3HauYHICTb MpaBoOBOi OUiHKM eHoMeHy. 3okpema, Hemae YHiikoBaHOro
BM3HAYeHHs1 TEPMiHY Ta €QUHOI Knacudikauii BuaiB i 06’ekTiB MoBM BopoxHeui. Kpim uboro, 6opoTbba i3 ii npossamu
Moxe OyTu moTpakToBaHa i SK 3aXUCT npaB NIOAMHK, i AK YyTUCK cBoboam crnosa. [paBoBa HeBM3HAYEHICTb JO3BONSE
HECYMNIHHUM >XypHamnicTamM MackKyBaTW BWCMOBIIOBAaHHA HEHaBWUCTI 3a MPUAHATHUMU CROBECHUMW opmamu, Lo
cnpusie ii GinbwoMy nowuvpeHHo. BuaHayeHo, Wo eTuyHi cTaHgapT y Ui cdepi HegocTaTHbO po3pobreHi, Tomy
BMKOPVCTaHHSA MOBMW BOPOXHEYI 3anexuTb Big NPOdecinHOi CyMniHHOCTI XypHanicTa. [MokasaHo, Wwo ii NposiBM NoB’A3aHi
i3 BNMMBOM CTepeoTuUniB. Y3aranbHEHO pe3ynbTaTh MOHITOPWHIB MepianpocTopy YkpaiHu Ha npeaMeTr MOBU
BOPOXHeYi. 3'AcoBaHO, L0 HaWMOLIMPEHILUMMK € BUCMOBMIOBAHHA HEHABWCTI LOAO POCINCbKO-YKpaiHCbKUX BiAHOCWH
(57,8 %). HocnimkeHHs nokasano BaXNMBICTb MOHITOPUHIIB ANS NiABULEHHS NpodecinHux cTaHaapTiB. 3HaHHSA
NpaBoOBOi, €TUYHOI Ta MCUXOMOriYHOI crneundiku MOBUM BOPOXHEY CMPUATUME 3HWKEHHIO KOHMMIKTOreHHOCTI
XypHanicTcbkux MatepianiB. Llbomy Takox cnpustume po3pobka knacudikauii MOBW BOPOXHEYI Ta BUBYEHHS i
crneundikm Ha TenebayveHHi.

Knroyoei crnoea: Mosa 6OpOXHewi, XypHasicmcbka emuka, coyianbHi cmepeomunu, MiXXHapoOHe npaso,
MOHImopuHe.

BymbipuHa M. B., Temuyyp K. O. SI3bik epaxObl KaK coyuosiofiuHzeucmuyYeckuli ¢gpeHoMmeH. HA3bik Bpaxabl
ABNSETCH ONacHOW 4epToi COBPEMEHHOro YKPamHCKOro MeauanpocTpaHcTBa. Ero dyHKUMOHMpOBaHWE CBSA3AHO C
OOBEKTVBHBIMU  OOLLIECTBEHHO-NOMUTMYECKUMM Npoueccamn. B To ke Bpems OH SBASETCA MPUYMHON MHOTMX
coumarnbHbIX KOHPNUKTOB. CNOXHOCTb, MHOFOTPaHHOCTb U MPOTUBOPEYMBOCTb NMPOGNeMbl AenaeT eé pelleHne O4eHb
CnoxHbiM. 370 obycrnosnvBaeT HeOOXOAMMOCTb KOMMIEKCHOrO aHanmu3a KOTHUTUBHBIX, MPOgecCuMoHanbHbIX 1
ropuamnyecknx ocobeHHocTen ceHomeHa. B cTtaTbe paccMOTpeHbl NCUXONOrMYeckne, aTM4eCkne 1 NpaBoBbIe acnekTbl
YHKUMOHMPOBaHNA s3blka Bpaxabl. [peanoxeHa Mopenb B3aMMOCBA3M 3TUX  KOMMOHEHTOB. AKLEHTMpoBaHa
HEOAHO3HaYHOCTb NMPaBOBOMN OLIEHKW PeHOMeHa A3blka Bpaabl. B yacTHOCTU, HET yHUMDULMPOBAHHOTO OnpeAeneHns
TepMmMHa M eguHoOn knaccudmkauum BuaoB 1 o6bekToB sA3blka Bpaxadbl. Kpome Toro, 6opbba ¢ ero nposiBneHusmMm
MOXeT OblTb pacTonkoBaHa W Kak 3awuTa npaB 4enoBeka, W Kak ylemneHue csobogbl cnosa. [lpaBosas
HeonpeaenéHHOCTb MNO3BONSIET HecOo3HaTemNMbHbIM KYPHAnNMCTam MackupoBaTb BbICKasblBaHWA HEHABWUCTW MOA
npuemMnemMbiMM CroBeCHbIMU chopMynamm, 4To cnocobecTByeT ero Bonbluemy pacnpoctpaHeHuto. OnpeaeneHo, 4To
3TUYeCKMe cTaHAapThl B 3TON cdepe HeaoCTaTouHO pa3paboTaHbl, NMO3TOMY pacnpocTpaHeHne A3blka Bpaxabl 3aBUCUT
OT npodeccnmoHanbHON CO3HATeNbHOCTN XypHanucta. [loka3aHo, 4TO ero MpOsIBMEHWUs CBA3aHbl C BMAUSHUEM
cTepeoTunoB. O606LeHbl pe3ynbTaTel MOHUTOPUHIOB MEAUaNPOCTPaHCTBa YKpauHbl OTHOCUTENbHO NpeaMeTa s3blka
BpaXabl. BbIACHEHO, YTO caMbiMK PACNPOCTPAHEHHBLIMU ABNSAIOTCA BbICKA3bIBAHUS HEHABUCTW NO MOBOAY POCCUINCKO-
yKpauHckmx oTHoweHui (57,8 %). WccnepoBaHme nokasano BaXHOCTb MOHUTOPWHIOB  Af1 MOBbILLEHUS
npogeccmoHarnbHbIX CTaHAapToB. 3HaHWe MpPaBOBOW, 3TUYECKOM W MNCUXOMOrMYecKkon cneumdukn A3blka Bpaxabl
MOCMOCOOCTBYET CHWMXEHUIO KOHMIMKTOTEHHOCTM >KYpHAanuCTCKUX MaTtepuanoB. JTOMy Takke nocrnocobctsyeT
pa3paboTka knaccudmKaLmm A3blka Bpaxabl M 3ydeHne ero cneundukn Ha TenesngeHnm.

Knrodeebie cnoea: s3blk epaxObl, XypHanucmckas 3muka, coyuasibHbie cmepeomurnbl, MeXO0yHapoOHoe
npaso, MOHUMOPUHa.

Butyrina M., Temchur K. Hate speech as a sociolinguistic phenomenon. Hate speech is a dangerous feature of
modern Ukrainian media space. Its functioning is associated with objective socio-political processes. At the same time, it
causes many social conflicts. The complication, versatility and contradictory nature of the problem makes it very difficult
to solve. This paper discusses the psychological, ethical and legal aspects of hate speech functioning. The model of
interconnection of these components is proposed. The ambiguity of the legal assessment of the phenomenon is
emphasized. It is determined that ethical standards in this area are not developed, therefore, the use of hate speech
depends on the professional conscientiousness of a journalist. It is shown that its manifestations are connected with the
influence of stereotypes. The results of monitoring of the media space of Ukraine on the subject of hate speech are
summarized. It is revealed that hate speech about Russian-Ukrainian relations is the most widespread (57,8 %). The
research has shown the importance of monitorings to enhance professional standards. Knowledge of the legal, ethical
and psychological specificity of hate speech will help to reduce the conflict potential of journalist materials. The
development of the classification of hate speech and the study of its specific character on television will also contribute
toit.
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The concept of «hate speech» in general terms
can be interpreted as «any expression of
discrimination and hatred to people through their
identity» [13]. The absence of a common unified
definition of this term in the system of
international law complicates the search and
elimination of linguistic manifestations that affect
it. It is associated, in particular, with the ambiguity
of the phenomenon itself, which is called «the hate
speechy, its political, religious, worldview subtext.

At the same time, the impossibility of
unambiguous  interpretation  indicates  the
complexity and severity of the problem of hate
speech. Its roots are in the psychological features
of the world perception of a speaker, their
stereotypical representations and prejudices against
others. Even the unintentional use of hate speech in
the media is, in essence, propaganda of hatred
(interpersonal, interethnic, interdenominational,
etc.) and threatens the democratic society.

The problem of legal assessment of the
phenomenon of hate speech was considered by
M. Medvedeva, S. Likhova, G. Rybalchenko,
T. Mendel, M. Elbakhtimi, R. Cohen and others.
An analysis of this phenomenon in terms of
professional standards was presented by A. Boyko,
M. Kroz, N. Ratinova, A. Verkhovsky,
G. Kozhevnikova and others. The researches
O. Gladilin, M. Klimova, I. Palkota and others
were engaged in the psychological causes of hate
speech.

The complexity and diversity of the
phenomenon of hate speech requires a complex
analysis of its cognitive, ethical and legal aspects.
The necessity determines the purpose of the
paper — to determine psychological, professional
and legal peculiarities of functioning of hate
speech in the Ukrainian media discourse.

As it has been already noted, the term «hate
speechy has no integral definite meaning. A
common feature of all normative documents that
regulate such statements is also the limited nature
of categories that correspond with the definition of
«hate speech». Thus, the laws of many countries
do not provide for the «victims» of linguistic
hatred, for example, representatives of the LGBT
community. The lack of a common classification
of types of hate speech and its objects does not
contribute to the scientific and practical clarity.

It is accepted in the scientific circles to take as
a basis the definition contained in the
Recommendation 97 (20) of the Council of Europe
Committee of Ministers: «the term "hate speech"
shall be understood as covering all forms of
expression which spread, incite, promote or justify
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racial hatred, xenophobia, anti-Semitism or other
forms of hatred based on intolerance, including:
intolerance expressed by aggressive nationalism
and ethnocentrism, discrimination and hostility
against minorities, migrants and people of
immigrant originy» [19]. As it can be seen, the
character and categories of hate speech are
revealed in the definition itself, but this is done
partially, but not in a complex way.

Moreover, the authors of the paper «Hate
Speech in the International and European Legal
Context» point to the contradiction between the
very concept of hate speech [8]. In their opinion,
the conflict between freedom of speech and the
prohibition of discrimination has been established
in it. The danger lies in the possibility of subjective
interpretations of the term, which leads to an
inappropriate assessment of one or another
statement.

Consequently, there is a rather ambiguous
situation: on the one hand, manifestations of hate
speech threaten the democratic society, limit
human rights and need to be eliminated; on the
other hand, thoughtless and fanatical struggle with
them also prevents the development of democracy,
because it restricts freedom of speech.

The journalists become hostages of the legal
uncertainty about hate speech. They face a
dilemma: to provide information objectively or to
avoid discrimination. It has been proved that
because of the undeveloped ethical standards
journalists do not understand or do not want to
understand what statements are discriminatory and
present them properly [18]. It must be pointed out
that the subjectivity of interpretation, which is
admitted by the legislation in the sphere of hate
speech, really prevents the development of ethical
norms to counteract it.

This legal disadvantage allows unscrupulous
journalists to mask their statements with
discriminatory content under acceptable verbal
formulas. From this perspective, euphemistic
expressions, which are proposed in contrast to the
expressions of hostility, can serve as an instrument
of conscious manipulation of the audience. The
statement thus retains hatred, but the change in
linguistic form avoids legal persecution. As
I. Dzyaloshinsky = emphasizes, such  «tricks»
contribute to the assimilation of these ideas by more
people [4]. The researcher explains the prevalence
of hate speech by the deterioration of the socio-
economic situation in post-Soviet countries. In his
opinion, this is a mechanism of psychological
protection — accusations of external forces in the
own problems («we are good» — «they are bady).
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In addition, 1. Dzyaloshinsky relates the degree
of tolerance of journalistic materials to corporate
ideology. He cites three main paradigms that the
media follow when reporting information:

— social rejection — the isolation of a large
number of intolerant objects (search for an enemy),
the rejection of any dissent, the explanation of
internal difficulties by the influence of external
factors (Russians / Jews);

— social survival — greater tolerance to the
representatives of national groups and smaller — to
the representatives of some social groups which, in
their opinion, impede the survival (good people /
oligarchs);

— social success — a high level of tolerance
both to national and social groups («external forces
are not to blamey) [4, p. 22].

The coverage of events, whose heroes are
traditional objects of hate speech, is connected
with the same problems. Not having an idea of
professional standards, a journalist takes a risk to
provoke a social conflict.

Thus, we are talking about the problems of
coverage of information that belongs to the sphere
of journalistic ethics — both personal and
corporate. Accordingly, the question arises about
the limits of self-regulation of the statements by
journalists. As O. Tribunskaya actually states,
social responsibility can not influence the problems
which (let it be illusive) a threat of criminal
responsibility can’t cope with [17]. Consequently,
a real reduction in the number of manifestations of
hate speech can only be achieved by conscious
avoiding it.

Here it 1is necessary to address the
psychological origin of hate speech. It is based on
social stereotypes. Under the stereotype one should
understand «a selective and inaccurate way of
taking the reality, which leads to the simplification
and creates prejudices» [20]. Such an
interpretation, therefore, points to the subjective
and not always realistic nature of such statements.
In the choice of verbal formulas journalists are also
guided by patterns of consciousness that they are
almost not aware of.

This situation is determined by the following
features of stereotypes:

— the similarity of opinions of one group
members about the members of another;

— emotional and evaluative character;

— stability and steadfastness;

— simplify and systematize the information
about the environment;

— preserve and protect the values of an
individual;
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— explain the existing intergroup relationships;

— maintain a positive image of the group to
which the individual belongs («we-group») [14,
p. 44-47; 15, p. 52-53].

To characterize the specificity of hate speech,
the notion of «social guidance» is used — a
relatively stable system of views, ideas about a
social object or event, the accumulation of
emotional states, associated with it, which tend to
certain actions [7]. A type of social guidance is
bias and prejudices — a negative attitude towards
representatives of a particular social group only
through its affiliation to it [2; 16].

All this explains the complexity of combating
hate speech through its fundamental character and
rooting into the consciousness. The danger of its
manifestations lies in the fact that most biases
against a certain group are unobjective. Moreover,
the replication of such statements contributes to
social tensions and conflicts.

To the psychological features of modern hate
speech belongs the specificity of the channels of its
dissemination. Digital media (mainly the Internet)
contribute to the spreading of hate speech more
than their predecessors. Among the reasons for
this, T.Isakova names such their properties:
audience breadth, unlimited access, interactivity,
the ability to anonymous transmitting of messages
[6, p. 93].

Taking into account the aspects considered, we
have developed the model of the interconnection of
the legal, ethical and psychological components of
hate speech (Figure 1).

The elemental ignorance of media workers of
the examples of hate speech makes the problem
complicated. This leads to the subconscious
replication of linguistic hatred.

It is necessary to emphasize the exceptional
importance of media monitoring (systematically
conducted by IAC «Sova», PO «Centr "Social'na
dija"», «Detektor media» website, etc.). While
none of them claims to be exhaustive and
unambiguous, they are examples of tools to combat
the violation of journalistic ethics. The
recommendations drawn up by them are intended
to help journalists reduce the level of conflict of
their texts. The results of these monitoring are
available in open access. Consequently, the
responsibility for the ethics of publications is, to a
large extent, imposed on the media workers
themselves.

In our study, we reviewed the results of a series
of monitoring of the Ukrainian media space
conducted in 2014-2017 and summarized them [5;
10; 12]. The results of a recent research (2016—
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2017 years) give an idea of the prevalence of Ukrainian media discourse hate speech about the
certain types of hate speech in the media space of Russian-Ukrainian relations is dominant (57,8 %)
Ukraine. It follows that in the contemporary (Figure 2).

Fig.1 The complexity of the phenomenon of hate speech

HATE SPEECH

Legal aspects Ethical aspects Psychological
aspects
variety of intolerant < ﬂtle reiult of
formulations editorial policy stereotype
thinking
absence of a . C ease of
L .| journalists )
common - irresponsibility spreading
classification through digital
the threat to the ignorance with reflection of
» democratic » examples of public
society » hate speech consciousness
A

Fig. 2. Objects of hate speech by the results of monitoring 20162017 years [10]
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These results are confirmed by the
intelligence data of a number of Ukrainian
researchers [1; 3; 11]. They note that the military
conflict in the East of Ukraine has led to the
emergence of new examples of hate speech.
V. Hnatiuk emphasizes that from the Russian
side pejoraty (ironic, disparaging names) with
ethnic connotation («ukropy») are popular; from

the Ukrainian — those connected with the
political ~ position,  symbolism,  sensory-
behavioral models («separy», «kolorady»,

«vatnyky») [3]. T. Isakova believes that such
statements are a classic example of
dehumanization of society (a crisis of tolerance),
which is aimed at psychological devaluation of
the enemy [11].

Based on the analysis of the results of
monitoring, one can distinguish the following
patterns of hate speech in Ukrainian media at
the present stage:

1) the most popular source of hate speech is
the Internet (online editions and social
networks);

2) hate speech is a response to socio-
political processes and does not depend on the
type of media;

3) the majority of hate speech occur in all-
Ukrainian media;

4) predominantly, journalists relay hate
speech by quoting someone's statement without
proper comment;

5) among the reasons for hate speech — the
influence of stereotypes in the absence of time to
verify information;

6) journalists contribute to the formation of
bias towards certain groups of people, using
inadvertently negatively colored neologisms.

It should be noted that due to the limited
resources, monitoring is mainly provided by
printed and the Internet media. The data on hate
speech on television are often presented
fragmentarily and unsystematically.

Despite the ambiguity of interpretations and
the contradictory views on the very concept of
hate speech, the problem of linguistic hatred in
Ukrainian society really exists. Journalists
become its popularizers very often, consciously
or unconsciously using destructive statements in
their texts or quoting others.

Obviously, it is quite difficult to solve the
problem of hate speech both theoretically and
practically. However, it is advisable to increase
professional standards and adhere to the
requirements of professional ethics. Journalists
have to be more conscientious about their duties
and deliberately strive to avoid the use of hate
speech. An important role in this process is
played by the media monitoring that are being
actively conducted today. At the same time,
considering the dynamics of the development of
society, it is necessary to record new patterns of
hate speech and promote their normalization.

The complexity and diversity of the
phenomenon  necessitates  its  permanent
theoretical elaboration. In particular, they are
still waiting for their researchers to create a
unified classification of hate speech and study its
specificity in television broadcasting.
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Kyp6aH O.B. TeopeTuko-meToAonoriyHi OCHOBM cy4acHUX riGpuaHux koHdnikTiB. [peactaBneHe B cTaTTi
OOCNIMKEHHA PO3KpMBaE Npobnemartuky ribpuaHUX KOHMMIKTIB, i3 SKMMW MNOB’A3YIOTb HaWbINbLl BaXnuBi Cy4acHi
MiXAepXaBHi NMPOTUCTOAHHSA. [laeTbCA KOPOTKAN PETPOCMEKTUBHUIA OrnsAf NpobnemaTuky 3acTOCyBaHHS Ta BUBYEHHS
TEeXHOJOriN BeAeHHs riGpnaHMX KOHMMIKTIB, L0 B Pi3Hi Yacu 3Haxoauso BigobpaxeHHs B poboTax Takux TeopeTukis, siK
CyHb-Llaun, Mepopot, Mocun dnasii, MnyTtapx, Amiad Mapuenur, Tut Misiit, KopHeniit Tauut (dasniit Csit); Makiaseni
(enoxa BigopomxeHns); Kapn cdoH Knaysesiu (Hosui yac); B. Hemet, ®. Xoddman, [. Kinkannen, H. ®penep, A.
MakkyeH (Epona Ta CLUA, XX-XXI ct.); J.JleBawosa, A.fdyriHa, |.MNaHapuHa, A.MaHoino (P®, XX-XXI cT.).
BusHavaeTbC MOHATTA «ribpuaHMA KOHMMIKT» AK 3aranbHe, 6a3oBe MOHSATTS, WO B CBOK Yepry CEerMeHTyeTbCs Ha
MOHATTA «ribpuaHa arpecia» Ta «ribpugHa BitHa». 3a aBTOPCbKUM BU3HAYEHHAM, TOPUMOHUIA KOHMIMIKT € MOHATTAM
reononiTMYHoro piBHSA, B TOM Yac sk ribpuaHa BilMHa Ta ribpuaga arpecis BigHOCATbCS [0 KaTeropii rokanbHMX,
MiXKHApOOHWX Ta BHYTPILIHBOMOMITUMHUX KOHIIKTIB. TeopeTuKko-MeToAoNoriYHa CTPYKTypa MOpyLUEHOi TemMu
nepepbayae NpPoBeAeHHs AOCMIMKEHb y ABOX KOHTEKCTaxX — HanMpsiMKW PO3BUTKY CYCMiNnbCTBa (EKOHOMIYHE, MOMiTUYHE,
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