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1. Introduction

“Hate speech” or “dangerous speech,” as labeled by observers, has received much attention and
concern in Myanmar over the last eight years. This research began from the axiom that
approaches to such phenomena need to be informed by the ways people in Myanmar are already
working to manage them. Identifying the strategies that people are using to avoid, reduce, or
contest “hate speech” may suggest areas to support or build upon with campaigns and other
activities, for example. These strategies are sometimes referred to as “counter-speech.” At the
same time, better understanding counter-speech may also highlight obstacles that such efforts to
offer support should account for, but which may currently not be noticed.

But research with an interest in counter-speech involves three major risks. The first is practical:
asking how people manage “hate speech” can require first making assumptions about the nature
of such speech and why it is problematic. To formulate research in this way is to generate
findings shaped by what “hate speech” has been assumed to be. But not everyone shares the
same assumptions. “Hate speech” is a moral category, created to condemn certain forms of
speech and, sometimes, to back this condemnation with the force of law. Even in western
countries, where the term was developed, there are intense disagreements about its meaning and
legal status. This is also true in Myanmar, where a Burmese-language version of the term
(3343%:030393) was only recently coined as a direct translation from English. Its usage is not

widespread beyond civil society spaces in Myanmar; to the extent that it is in use, the forms of
speech it condemns may not match those people in Myanmar find objectionable on other
grounds.

The second risk is social and political: beginning with a focus on “hate speech,” for research
questions and for programming, is to rely on a semantic formula that makes all speech that fits
the formula equivalent. If the definition includes dehumanizing language, for example, then all
speech that says some humans are like animals can be classified as hate speech. But when a
member of the military refers to a member of a marginalized community as a “dog” it is not the
same as when a member of that marginalized community uses the same term for the military;
these two examples involve radical differences in the power of the speaker and the vulnerability
of the person labeled, “dog.” Classifying them as the same for research purposes imposes an
equivalence that erases social and political differences.

Because “hate speech” is a moral category, research that imposes an equivalence between
examples necessarily also condemns them as equally problematic. This constructed equivalence
and resulting condemnation does not exist only at the level of research: it can become social and
political insofar as the research has influence or is used by people in ongoing struggles. Those
seeking to punish criticisms of the military, for example, can bolster their position by citing
research which defines some of this criticism as hate speech. Or, those seeking to position



themselves as victims in order to justify their domination of marginalized groups can point to
research as evidence that they, too, are oppressed. Similarly, those seeking to say everyone is
equally oppressed can use the equivalence constructed by hate speech definitions to prove their
point. Indeed the phrase “military dogs” has been used in precisely this way, to present the
military as a victim, unfairly criticized and in need of support.?

The third problem is conceptual: To look for “counter-speech” can suggest that one must look
for an antecedent trigger, to which the speech is a directly countering response. This is itself a
kind of semantic formula that lends itself to a research process: find speech defined as “hate-
speech” and then seek out responses, which can be, as a result, defined as counter-speech. But
this formula is too limiting; the research process would be likely to miss too much. In Myanmar
there is a broad awareness that there is much speech targeting certain marginalized groups,
whether or not people name this fact as “hate speech” or rude language, insults, verbal abuse,
harassment, etc. There is also much speech that is motivated by awareness of this context, even if
it does not openly highlight such a motivation. Calls for inter-faith coexistence, for example,
appear for a reason: they are a response to a situation in which such coexistence seems fragile
and there are groups known to be working against it. For this reason, we sought to study counter-
speech as something that includes both direct responses to instances of hate speech and also
speech that takes stances on behalf of marginalized groups, even where it was not linked in any
direct way to an instance of hate speech.

To be clear, consideration of these three risks does not mean that “hate speech” and “counter
speech” are not useful categories for researchers; this paper will discuss both. The point is only
that we sought to be aware of the way that the categories with which we began our research
could shape our findings. Rather than begin by defining categories of speech and then seeking
examples of speech that fit the criteria of the categories, we instead decided to begin by focusing
on groups that are often targeted by this speech. In this paper we thus discuss some of the ways
that members of marginalized religious, ethnic, and LGBTQ communities manage the fact that
they live in a world where speech that they find concerning or objectionable is widespread,
whether or not they call this “hate speech” or respond directly. Our aim thus is to bring within
the same frame, on the one hand, examples that would obviously meet the semantic criteria for

2 For example, in a recent music video and song produced by the celebrity Yone Lay, the singer laments those who
say “military dogs,” equating them with bringing the downfall of the nation. This is a small part of a song that works
to present business figures, the USDP, and military as unfairly maligned and harassed by the NLD; the effect is to
claim “both sides” are equally victims and equally at fault and the military is a neutral and necessary savior. In order
to accomplish this, the insult “military dogs” must be understood as equal to insults directed at the NLD. This
construction of equivalence mirrors the one produced by “hate speech” definitions. For a discussion of the song and
reactions by audiences in Myanmar, which roundly mocked the film and prompted some of the musicians involved
to disavow their knowledge of its overall message, see “Singers in Myanmar and Vietnam Pay Price For Hitting
Sour Notes With Political Views,” Radio Free Asia, 11th August 2020
<https://www.rfa.org/english/news/myanmar/singers-08112020203701.htmI>
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“hate speech” and “counter speech” and, on the other, speech that might not but which was still
salient for these groups.

Section 2 of this paper describes our research process, including disruptions by COVID-19 that
prompted us to focus on case studies of speech as it unfolds on Facebook. Section 3 then
discusses findings related to the structure of interactions on Facebook and how these may
influence counter-speech on the platform. Section 4 presents some vocabularies of counter-
speech that the research encountered. The paper then concludes with an Annex of examples
drawn from the research material, in order to support further research and concrete reflection on
the analysis discussed in sections two and three.

The findings in this paper should be taken as a starting point rather than definitive conclusions.
To highlight this fact our analysis is organized in three levels, presenting: 1) observations about
the research material; 2) the multiple, sometimes conflicting, plausible interpretations that could
explain these observations; and 3) their possible implications for the activities of practitioners
and researchers. While the distinctions between these three levels of analysis can blur at times,
we hope this presentation is useful for the reader. In order to support further research and
encourage concrete reflection on the findings, the paper also concludes with a series of annexes
of examples drawn from the research materials that illustrate the observations discussed in
Sections 3 and 4.

2. Research process

In developing this study, we sought to avoid some problems with orienting research towards the
category “hate speech” by instead focusing on the experiences of people who are often targeted
by such speech. This could encompass many social categories, which are often intersecting. To
give the research a manageable scope we decided to focus on people targeted for their status as
members of religious, ethnic, or LGBTQ communities. Our initial research plan involved two
phases of research. First: conducting one-on-one interviews and focus group discussions, with no
more than three to four people, in Yangon and three other cities, as a means to understand a
broader set of perspectives on: 1) the nature of speech that people from these communities find
concerning or objectionable, including aspects that may not normally be included within
definitions of “hate speech;” and 2) how they manage the fact that such speech is common in
general and what they do when they encounter it directly in their everyday lives. Second:
gathering texts in which members of marginalized communities utilized counter-speech in some
way, such as Burmese-language media coverage of events and social media posts and comment
threads.



We had completed work in two cities when COVID-19 disrupted our plan: a total of ten one-on-
one interviews in Yangon and eight focus-group discussions in Lashio®. The interviews and
focus-group discussions used a set of question prompts to structure the conversations while
striving to allow a fairly free flow discussion. Firstly, the interviews commenced by asking the
participants about their experiences with situations in which they encountered verbal acts that
they would consider abusive, discriminatory, or hate speech. After that, questions encouraged
participants to discuss the ways they managed such situations, including whether or not they
sought to counter the speech directly and how. The interview then concluded with questions
about their general perceptions of “hate-speech” as a category and how people can, do, or should
respond.

In response to disruptions from COVID-19, we decided to re-allocate our time to gathering cases
of counter-speech on Facebook. Cases consisted of posts on Facebook and the trailing comment
threads that they anchored. In total, we analyzed 17 case studies of Facebook posts with
comment threads ranging from 118 to 7,000 comments, with an average of approximately
1,800.% These cases were chosen from over a hundred posts that were considered over a period of
three months (April-June 2020). In general, we sought out posts that included both speech
directed at one of the marginalized groups we had decided to focus on, and responses of some
kind. As a result, we made studies of comments on, broadly, three kinds of original anchoring
posts: 1) Anchor posts that would easily meet the criteria of “hate speech”; 2) Anchor posts that
were themselves a kind of counter-speech, that is, posts that seemed motivated in some way by
the situation of the marginalized population, and attempted to address this marginalization; 3)
Anchor posts from news organizations, with news articles related to the marginalized population
in some way.

Selecting cases to focus on was an iterative process, in which ideas and questions prompted by
analysis of initial cases also suggested other kinds of cases to seek out. It was this approach, for
example, that clarified for us the third risk that research on counter-speech can encounter and
prompted us to expand our study from a standard type, in which the original post is hate speech
and responses appear in the comments, to other kinds of anchor posts that would not meet any
possible definition of “hate speech” but included counter-speech in the comments.

In analyzing the cases, we looked at the setting of the comments (i.e. the nature of the anchoring
post and the identity of the posting account); the sequencing of comments (i.e. the ways in which
a comment responded to other comments, to the original post, and/ or to other potential
audiences); and the cultural resources involved in the comments (i.e., the assumptions and beliefs
that the comments relied upon to make sense or might otherwise link to).

3 See annex 1 for complete list of interviewees’ identities

4 See Annex 2 for list of posts that were selected



Limitations

Two limitations need to be highlighted. First, due to COVID-19 disruptions, we were only able
to conduct limited interviews and this material could only give us suggestions for approaching
online data collection and analysis. Some observations from the interviews informed our analysis
of the online data, but this is not meant to be statistically representative.

Second, cases on Facebook were selected via convenience sampling. As such, each of the three
groups we aimed to focus on could not be equally represented, nor could we consider every
potential member of these groups. For example, in the case of targeting of religious minorities,
we were able to find examples of anti-Muslim speech on Facebook, given it is the most
prominent form of hate-speech in Myanmar. But we were not able to analyze posts relating to
Christian, Hindu, or any other religious groups. Similarly, as for ethnicity, the study was only
able to look at case studies relating to three groups: anti-Rakhine, anti-Kachin and anti-Shan
speech. On the study of anti-LGBTQ speech, we were able to find only anti-gay and anti-same
sex marriage conversations among others.

3. Some structures of counter-speech on Facebook
3.1 — Links between anchoring posts and comment threads

Observations

In analyzing posts and comment threads, we could loosely divide the anchoring posts into three
groups: those containing speech that was attacking or took a negative stance regarding the groups
we focused the research on, which we referred to informally as negative; those containing speech
which took a generally positive or inclusive stance regarding those groups, which we referred to
as positive; and those about the marginalized group but containing neither clear negative or
positive stances about the groups, which we referred to as neutral. In the posts we analyzed, there
was a clear correspondence between the nature of the original post and the comments that
followed it. Negative posts were followed by comments that seemed to reverberate the negativity
of the original posts. On the other hand, there were examples of positive posts talking about
interfaith relationship and harmony, where the comments reverberated the positive aspect of such
harmony. Positive comments ranged from short messages, GIFs, and stickers to long written
messages.

Nevertheless, this is not a rule. For example, on a post by a religious page which blames gay
marriage for the Australian wildfires, the majority of the comments were counter to the post’s
absurd claim rather than echoing the general homophobia expressed in the post. Posts carrying
the same theme of interfaith harmony also sometimes met overwhelming negative comments,
depending on the account that originally posted them. This leads to a second observation: posts



by some accounts appear to have more hate speech in the comments than others, even when the
content of the posts is the same or carries positive content. For example: We examined posts
with news coverage about the same event, the “White Rose campaign” which sought to promote
religious freedom and inter-faith coexistence, posted by BBC and Myanmar Now. Posts from
BBC had relatively higher comments with negative views against the campaign, while posts
Myanmar Now had an approximately equal weight of positive and negative comments.

Interpretations
There are at least three ways to interpret the correlation between the nature of the original

anchoring post and the nature of the comments that attach to it. One is that the original anchoring
post may serve as an inspiration; especially with the case in which the anchoring post included
heartwarming content, it may have encouraged and provided space for people of marginalized
identities to echo more confidently in similar voices or views. Under such posts with a high
volume of positive comments, threads of hate-speech comments attacking a positive comment
were relatively fewer; and even when that happened, many more positive comments stepped in
to counter them.

A second possibility is that the relation between the original post and the kinds of comments that
follow it are influenced by the Facebook algorithm, which determines what posts people see. It
may be that posts are mostly seen by those likely to agree with their message. This could explain
why comments seem to reverberate the original sentiment. A person who disagrees with the
original post, and thus might be likely to comment under it with some expression of
disagreement, may be less likely to ever see the post at all. This might also explain why anchor
posts from news outlets included both hate speech and counter-speech: posts from such outlets
might be seen by a wider array of people.

Comparison of comment threads under posts about the same news story by two different media
organizations raises a third possible interpretation: that there are ongoing efforts to target some
accounts and some kinds of posts. In comparing comment threads under news stories about the
“White Rose” campaign from the BBC and Myanmar Now, we noted a much higher volume and
proportion of hate speech in comments on the BBC post. Thus the appearance of patterns may
also be created by deliberate efforts, i.e. high volume of negative trolls, that might not otherwise
be there.

Implications
The presence of deliberate targeting, coupled by the way the Facebook algorithm works, can

make certain accounts or pages susceptible to receiving high volume of negative comments,
pushing aside positive counter speech or a diversity of views. When the anchor posts set a
negative tone to open discussion in the comments, counter speech, even though it exists under
such posts, may also find it challenging in the sea of negative comments to find solidarity or



others echoing their countering view. This was seen, for example, under the posts such as the
“Don’t call me kalar” campaign and same-sex marriage editorials, when high volumes of
negative comments seemed to crowd out positive comments.

Interviewees also offered a perspective on how high volumes of hate-speech comments may
deter people in already marginalized positions from pushing back. They noted that the emotional
cost to responding can be high when the negativity of news/events is amplified by hate speech
comments. They also mentioned the likelihood that they would be retaliated against if they
responded in places with large volumes of hate speech comments. These two factors are related:
for many, the cost of trauma from likely escalation is not worth it. This was especially a concern
for women who reported that comments with sexually abusive words commonly target them?®.

If Facebook algorithms and deliberate targeting are indeed creating a higher visibility of hate-
speech comments, positive content may miss key audiences or be overwhelmed. This suggests
that certain campaigns can be easily undermined online. None of this, however, is mutually
exclusive with the potential for positive anchor posts to act as an inspiration. The important
implication of this observation is that even as such posts can act as an inspiration they may also
gain less visibility than they should, or their effects may be drowned out. As mentioned above,
this condition will further create many obstacles for marginalized communities to speak back.

3.2 — Engagement with comment threads

Observations

There were many comments under posts that carefully grappled with all the arguments made in
the original post or comments containing hate speech, responding to each point with their own
logical reasoning. This suggests that some people are reading comment-threads carefully®.
Interviewees also mentioned that they have the tendency to quickly read through comment
threads, even among the negative comments, to find counter messages which reflect their
opinions, though they do not write things themselves.

Interpretations
While people face obstacles to express their counter views under negative posts, the lack of

comments by people who are affected by negative speech does not mean that readers are
ignoring the comment threads altogether. Some interviewees lightly suggested that they are
consulting comment threads in order to learn new things; this could be interpreted as a search for
confirmation. It could also be a source of enjoyment; or it could also mean that participants want

Sltis very common for hate-speech speakers to use vulgar sexual slurs often embedded in sexist concepts of sexual
dominance. They were not analyzed as our focus is on counter-speech and there was very little positive speech
countering sexual slurs.

6 Annex 3



to be aware of public opinions or discussion happening under controversial content. Careful
engagement with comment threads by a few individuals may indicate a way that people act on
the self-perception that they are rational thinkers, knowledgeable, and have effective approaches
to interpreting posts on social media.

Implications
If the interpretation of Observation 1 that positive posts inspire positive comments and provide

space to amplify the sentiments is correct, then positive anchor posts, amplified by their
reverberating comments, may have valuable and healing effects for marginalized communities.
This may be the case even where they do not directly respond with their own posts counter to
hate speech. Supporting this, participants from the interviews particularly mentioned how
positive portrayals make them feel good; and examples of comments are also found under
positive posts that reflects such good sentiments’.

We should thus not down-play the comment threads, as some people are paying attention to
them, and those people appear to invest a lot of emotion in them. While more positive content
would mean more positive ripple effects despite obstacles mentioned in Observation 1, it also
suggests that people who are marginalized are acutely aware of the things that are being said
about them and have to live or deal with them on an everyday basis. Interviewees said they are
also aware of many instances where online hate-speech can transform into consequences for
other aspects of their lives.® Furthermore, the already grim situations for them can be amplified
by hate speech comments online and have a negative influence on their emotional well-being.
For example, a Kachin participant mentioned how news about the ongoing war in Kachin state
and discussions online combine to impact her negatively, even though she lives in Yangon®.

Finally, if references to the way they read comment threads suggest that people believe that they
are already effective at managing information on Facebook, this may suggest in turn that there is
already an established value: that people should engage with online sources critically. This is no
small thing. If such a value is well-established already, that would have implications for efforts
to promote digital and media literacy. For example: Efforts to promote a norm like “think before
you post” could backfire if people believe they are already doing this. Emphasis on the general
importance of such a norm might just make them feel good about their existing practices—which
might not actually be effective. If that is the case, it would suggest that efforts need to aim not
only at the general normative level but the personal level as well: they need to help people
discover whether or not they actually need to reconsider their opinion of their own existing
habits and skills at evaluating information, and whether these are a good fit for current media
environments. This implication does not apply only to Facebook comment threads.

7 Annex 4
8 Annex 5
9 Annex 6
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3.3 — Trajectories of comment thread conversations

Observations

In analyzing sections of comment threads where two or more people engaged in a back and forth,
we did not find a single example exhibiting a positive resolution. Such interactions ended when
one poster stopped posting; we did not see any interactions where one poster acknowledged that
their opinions had changed. Instead, the interaction often escalated. Similar to Observation 1,
there also appeared to be a pattern in which counter speech comments under positive anchor
posts were more likely to receive positive support from other commenters even when there was a
hate-speech attack on them. Whereas counter-speech under posts with overwhelming negative
comments was more often directly and personally targeted by more hate-speech comments. This
sometimes turned into a form of bullying, more so if the speaker was a woman.

When positive comments were attacked by hate-speech under positive anchor posts, users
sometimes made reference to positivity either by referring to the anchor’s content or a plea to
look with positive perspective'®. In a few cases, counter speech under hate-speech posts also
emphasized positive aspects of life by saying things such as ‘isn’t people loving each other better
than hating each other?’. This happened when the comment had something to refer to in the
original post; we noted it under posts about interfaith relationships and same-sex marriage.

Finally, it was common to see comment threads that escalated when the counter-speaker argued
with the original hate-speech speaker, and vice versa, and where the counter-speech often
included abusive language. Stand-alone counter speech also sometimes contained strong
language and there was no pattern as to when a speaker decided to speak in strong language,
abusive language, or neutral language.

Interpretations
Trajectories of comment thread conversations that lack positive resolution suggest at least two

possible interpretations. One possibility is that no-one is positively affected by counter-speech in
comment threads; the counter-speaker may just get provoked in the process to use hate speech
and people’s views can become entrenched. The second possibility is that the original hate-
speech poster, the one posting the counter-speech, or other observers could be affected by the
counter-speech. This effect could result from the individual comment thread interaction, or it
could be the aggregate result of multiple such interactions; it could happen immediately or later
on, but the effect is not acknowledged via a post in the comment thread.

Thus while we did not find clear evidence for the positive effects of comment thread interactions
in those same threads, the absence of evidence is not evidence of absence. It may be that positive

10 Annex 7
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change results from comment thread interactions, but this is only a possible interpretation that
can be neither ruled out nor proven. Evidence for such change cannot be found within individual
comment threads.

Again similar to Observation 1, if the Facebook algorithm creates a bubble effect where hate
speech anchor posts are more visible to people who agree with them, then anyone who attempts
counter-speech under such posts is more likely to be swamped by attacks. This may make people
reluctant to engage. Hate speech anchors posts may be less likely to be visible to people who
might respond in the comments due to the Facebook algorithm. However, neutral anchors, such
as news stories about controversial topics, may be more likely to be posts encountered by people
of differing views, i.e. both the people who like to post hate speech and the people who respond
with counter-speech.

Implications
The effect of counter-speech in comment threads needs to be carefully evaluated, for its impacts

on people including both the person who originally uttered the hate speech, members of the
target population, and others who see the hate speech and the counter speech. On the other hand,
if the interpretation of Observation 2 is true that there are people reading the comment threads
closely, different people could be affected by the counter-speech, such as: members of the target
population, feeling good because someone opposed abuse on their behalf; and members of the
majority, who could feel emboldened to speak out later, if they see counter-speech, or more
afraid to speak out, if they do not see any counter-speech. But these effects cannot be confirmed
by this study from online data alone.

What the material we analyzed did show is that the arguments online have a tendency to escalate,
sometimes with the counter-speech becoming hate-speech itself. This underlines that any attempt
to do direct response to hate-speech with counter-speech should be done carefully. It could also
have side effects for the counter-speaker, who may end up traumatized by the hate-speech they
are dealing with. It may also inadvertently promote the visibility of negative contents by
increasing engagement with the original post and driving up its value in the calculations of
Facebook’s algorithm.

3.4 — Views on how to manage hate speech online

Observations

Interview and focus-group discussions provided some insight into how people regard the fact
that speech targeting them is common and how they manage this fact. Almost all of the
interviewees said such speech is best handled by not responding at all. Four reasons were
identified by different interviewees. Some believed that the persistence of hate speech on social
media means their response would not make any significant change and thus it is pointless to
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respond and not worth the potential negative consequences. Others believed that responding
would only escalate things and make it worse rather than resolve it. Some mentioned that they
feel powerless to speak up in situations where their marginalized status is highlighted or
reinforced and therefore prefer to avoid confrontation. Finally, some interviewees mentioned that
they have worked to develop techniques to self-control because they believe this is the best
strategy, especially as a way to handle hate speech when they encounter it face-to-face.

Interpretations
Many interviewees believed that hate-speech is driven by temporary emotions such as anger.

This supported the view that it is most appropriate not to aggravate the situation by practicing
self-control, even if the hate speech is directed to them. This could also be due to a preference for
avoiding conflict and disagreement in general, which could be the case for both majority and
marginalized group members. It is also interesting to note interviewees' perceptions that the
burden of effective response should come from themselves instead of the original speaker;
participants named “patience” and “self-control” as more preferable behaviors. Both Buddhist
and Muslim participants quoted Buddhist values to say that, if the hate-speech is a result of
individual anger, responding to anger with anger is not a good idea.

Some participants also said that, because hate speech online has been intractable for so long
without an effective method to counter it, it is better to distance oneself rather than think about it.
While a few believed that hate speech will go away by itself when there are fewer social
problems offline, this relationship between offline dynamics and online speech made others feel
powerless to say anything. Hate-speech online as a reflection of deeper social issues and systems
of inequality emphasized their feeling of powerlessness online. This could also relate to potential
consequences, and emotional repercussions, especially when this belief is held by members of
the minority group. Many participants mentioned many real-life situations when they “would not
dare” to speak up in response to verbal abuse, especially when the speaker was someone in a
position of authority, such as a teacher, an elder, or a religious leader.

Most of the interviewees mentioned that they still look at the comment threads and feel angry at
what people are saying, even though they chose not to respond. To cope with this, many
developed their own techniques to either repress their feelings, like “swallowing anger or
humiliation”, or practice self-calming, such as through listening to music, praying, or going to
sleep. A few participants also mentioned that they stopped reading comments when the
negativity became too much to bear.

Implications
Members of the majority group should consider constraints faced by marginalized group

members; if they are not observed to speak out, it does not mean they agree or accept the hate
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speech. If there is a general preference for avoiding conflict, this also needs to be taken into
account by campaigns that seek to promote counter-speech.

4. Some vocabularies of counter speech on Facebook
4.1 — Human Quality

Observations

Denigrating peoples’ qualities and status as humans was a central theme in both hate-speech and
counter-speech. Analogies to animals that are regarded as dangerous, dirty, or undesirable were
common in hate speech comments; analogies to dogs occurred the most and to cows relatively
less. Some counter speech also used the same form of rhetoric but only to target hate-speech
speakers. The most common way to denigrate via analogy to an animal analogy was to imply an
individual or a group thinks or lives like dog!. But not all analogies between humans and
animals are negative or likely to generate negative effects. For example, many proverbs operate
by using animals as an analogy for humans. Animals are also used as images to make reference
to political parties, such as the lion (USDP) and peacock (NLD)*2.

At the same time, speech that dehumanizes individuals or groups does not always need to use
animal comparisons to set standards as less than human or inferior. The same effect was
achieved through calling people mindless/heartless, or not eating “rice” (thus not eating human
food). Such comments were used by both the hate-speech speakers and counter speakers in the
same way. This form of rhetoric can be dangerous because the hate-speech speaker implies that
“if you live like a human, you will be treated as human”*®, which can set a standard with the
implication that it is okay to deprive such individuals of basic human rights. Counter-speaker are
also very likely to use the same rhetoric to denigrate hate speakers by saying they do not have a
human mind or heart for lacking human qualities such as sympathy. In a few cases of counter
speech, hate-speech speakers were insulted by being called uneducated, in cases when counter
speaker tried to debunk false claims made by hate-speech speaker*.

Another way that human qualities were emphasized was when counter speakers used “being
human” as a plea to see people as humans in response to hate speech®®. We observed this more
commonly in responses to anti-Muslim and anti-LGBTQ hate-speech, especially by those

1 See Annex 8.1 for examples
12 Annex 8.2
13 Annex 8.3
14 Annex 8.4
15 Annex 8.5
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speaking on behalf of a specific person rather than the group in general. This approach can be
inclusive, without blaming anyone, while also countering to animal analogies made by hate-
speech speakers. Expressions such as “cyn3cocd(géeo:dl” (please see human as a human) or

“C\I?anszaqléqu& / C\I?C\I?QJ&” (between humans) were common among counter speakers. They were

also less often involved in conversations that escalated and more often involved a plea for moral
consideration on the part of the hate-speech speaker.

Interpretations
The harmfulness of dehumanizing language is usually understood in two ways. Firstly, the

dehumanizing language is understood as harmful because it is insulting because it says a person
or group should be seen as equal to a low-status thing, such as a dog, even though they are
actually persons. In this interpretation the negative consequences of hate speech are limited to
the psychological effects on the target person or group. Secondly, dehumanizing language is
understood as harmful because it establishes a standard for how the target person or group should
be treated; it says that they should be treated like animals, not people. In this interpretation the
negative consequences relate to later acts towards members of the target group. This relies on
establishing a causal connection between acts of hate speech and these later acts.

But in analyzing comment threads we noted a third way that dehumanizing language may be
harmful. In contrast to the above two standard views, which focus on the effect such speech has
on the target group, this interpretation highlights the effect it has on the speaker and others who
identify with them: uttering hate speech says that the speaker can say whatever they want about
the other person or group. It is verbal proof that there is no accountability, which can be
contrasted against the consequences if such speech were aimed at another, more powerful, group.
Every successful act of hate speech is thus also a form of social impunity; the more extreme the
hate speech the clearer the demonstration of impunity.

For example: We observed the way hate speech acts as verbal proof of impunity in comment
threads under posts relating to the recent “Don’t call me ‘kalar’ campaign.” The campaign was a
request (“don’t call me ‘kalar’"), which was then rejected by many people. In addition to various
excuses for why the word 1s acceptable, some campaigners’ posts making the request were
responded to by people simply calling them “kalar,” over and over. These comments highlighted
the way uttering hate speech is also a demonstration that the target of the speech can do nothing
to stop the speaker; that the one who utters hate speech can treat members of marginalized
groups however they please. The marginalized group can request or demand that they stop
(““don’t call me kalar”), but the continuation of the hate speech confirms to everyone that such
requests or demands can be ignored without any social, legal, or other consequences.

Additionally, in a slight departure from using being human as a moral plea, when a counter
speaker says the original speaker of the hate speech violated a cultural norm that all humans
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require a basic standard of treatment, the counter speaker implies to the hate-speech speaker that
‘you do not treat weaker people as human, and therefore, you are actually the one who deserves
to be not treated like a human’. Affirming the human status of the target of hate speech may thus
also be a way to say something about the one who posted the hate speech. At the same time, just
as hate speech may have effects that relate more to the speaker (impunity), posting counter-
speech may suggest that the counter-speaker is more humane, moral, etc., while the original
poster is an uncivilized or lesser human. There is thus a risk that the counter-speech can be
drawn into a further legitimizing the idea that some people do not deserve to be treated as
human, and thus it could be less conducive to discussions on genuine inclusion.

Implications
Our research began from the perspective that an approach to hate speech that begins by

establishing definitional criterion via semantic formulas, such as “all speech that equates humans
to animals is dehumanizing,” is likely to generate false positives. This observation in turn
suggests that this problem may be avoided if researchers focus attention on the effect speech has
on both the various audiences (target, victim, etc.) and the speaker. For example, “Military dog”
and “Muslim dog” both satisfy the same definitional criterion, because they are both an insult
and a suggestion of how the standard of treatment should be low. However, consideration for the
effect on a speaker would help specify the difference between these two examples. To
accomplish the former is to show that the military does not have dominant power; to accomplish
the latter is to show that a religious minority does not have power.

It is important to consider the multiple effects of hate speech in addition to the psychological
harm it may cause targets. If hate speech has the effect of affirming or demonstrating the
impunity of speakers, it may also contribute to increasing discrimination and violence against the
target group over time. In addition to causing mental harm on the targets and setting low
standards of treatment, in other words, hate speech may thus also be a trial run and testing of
boundaries that assists with violence later. Importantly, this impunity is not just legal but also
social. Even where hate speech does not violate a law, instances of hate speech that result in no
social consequences—whether they take the form of direct counter-speech or other effects such
as reputational damage to the speaker—can serve to confirm impunity.

Affirming status as human is also a way to propose a better standard of treatment and open up
discussions for equality. If the existence of this discourse in the comment threads we analyzed
means that the value of being human is already established in Myanmar, it may be a worthwhile
message to promote, or to link other messaging. But further research would be needed to decide
how established this value is. Our research does suggest that messages related to being human do
not necessarily need to be connected to international human rights. And indeed, connecting such
counter-speech to international human rights may assist those who seek to redefine such claims
as foreign, as not ‘naturally’ Myanmar, etc. (See 4.8 below). It may be better to emphasize that
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being human is a traditional Burmese concept, with which international human rights norms
happen to have caught up. For example, as seen from the comments, there are expressions and
concepts from Myanmar culture that can be elaborated upon. Expressions such as
mcoqjés/c\?ow::ﬂé: are a widely accepted form of starting a discussion on how others should be

IL 1L
treated as equal, with kindness, and without discrimination®®. Efforts to bolster the idea that a
good person is one who treats humans with basic respect and dignity might bear additional
indirect benefits, as the more this concept is strengthened, the stronger a basis there is for
criticizing those who dehumanize others. But care must be taken, because in some cases counter-
speech devolved into attacks on hate speech posters, calling them less than human.

4.2 — Positivity and Positive Human Qualities

Observation
Under interfaith posts with positive comments, many users praised different qualities that they
regarded are part of being human (c\a:m:ao§[§és). In particular, comments under positive anchor

posts about interfaith relationships reverberated the positivity of the original post by emphasizing
qualities such as generosity, kindness, compassion, and sympathy*’. In many comments, these
were stated to be good values shared by both Muslims and Buddhists. Comments also urged
people to look beyond labels such as religious or ethnic status, as actions and values are the ones
by which individuals should be judged rather than defined based upon the whole group. As
mentioned in Observation 1, the positive anchor posts also provided space for users to share their
positive experience of interfaith interaction'®. Sometimes, speakers suggested that treating other
people with kindness in recognition of others as human is a desired outcome for building a
peaceful society®®.

Interpretation
Positivity is a theme that can be used to respond to hate speech, without having to directly reject

the claims made in the hate speech. Interviews also suggested that Myanmar Facebook users are
growing fed up with the general negativity on the platform and they welcome any form of
positive feeling; this could be a basis for countering without directly engaging hate speech. It
could also be that people are emphasizing being human (C\Roaoza&%@é:) as an indirect reference to

counter the common dehumanization language found on social media (as mentioned in 4.1).

16 See Annex 8.5 for example expressions
17 Annex 9.1
18 Annex 9.2
19 Annex 9.3
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4.3 — There is Good and Bad in Everything

Observations

Under the same positive anchor posts of interfaith relationships, many users also implied that
humanness should be judged by an individual's own conduct of good values, rather than decided
based upon the group they share an identity with. Being human was often linked to an emphasis
on individual conduct over group membership regardless of identity category. For example: a
human is one who is good-hearted. Users mentioned this by saying that in anything there are
both good and bad (3253:5¢ ae0mC:3§0)); just as there are bad persons in their own groups (i.e.

Buddhists) there are good people in the other (i.e. Muslims)?.

Interpretations
Such claims could be based upon Burmese Buddhist concepts that there is both good and bad in

everything. As this may be based on Buddhist values of individual virtue, where one’s status is
determined by one’s own actions, this concept needs to be understood as potentially distinct from
notions of universal human rights. The former involves a notion of “every person for themself”
that is not necessarily part of notions of international human rights which say that everyone is
equal. While human rights talk about fundamental rights of everyone to be treated with dignity
and equality regardless of what they do, their origin, or their background, claims like ‘we are all
humans’ are more likely based on the Buddhist values of virtue, where it is up to one’s actions to
make oneself a good or a bad person. Thus, the assumption behind such comments could be
interpreted as “you do good things and you are to be worthy of being treated as a human”. Many
comments reflected this notion: 600} 22c0606qE creamésad (g5 (If you do good thing

you’ll be seen as a good person) or csBom eamE:ar0n3 3030 3(gpzaocdlonds (for everyone,
L L °o Ll 1 ° I o °

they should be judged as good or a bad person).

Implications
This form of speech may be a promising message to build on when it comes to countering group

stereotypes. When it is applied as a basis for contesting the interpretation of facts, it may be
powerful as a rejection of the logic by which some groups are “proven” to be bad through
reference to examples of actions by group members. However, it does not work as a response to
claims that something is inherently bad about a group, such as claims about LGBTQ people are
unnatural or that Islam is a violent ideology. It can be beneficial, as a challenge to the idea that
group membership is the central way of defining a person. However, it may be less beneficial,
where certain forms of conduct are made a requirement for treatment with respect.

20 Apnex 10
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4.4 — Criticizing extremism

Observation

In closely related speech, when people mentioned that there are good and bad people in every
group under interfaith posts, some users used this space as an opportunity to express criticism of
extremism and nationalism. Thus, anchor posts relating to positive inter-religious interactions
became spaces for anti-extremist comments. Such comments expressed their disbelief as well as
expressed disgust. In this case, many criticisms were directed towards MaBaTha or Buddhist
nationalism in general.?

Interpretations
Positive interfaith contents may give people real life evidence that serves as a counter to ideas

promoted by groups like MaBaTha. Such anchors offer a site for confirming an anti-extremist
stance, and that this stance is shared by others.

Implications
This highlights an additional potential benefit to promoting Facebook content that emphasizes

positive messages. Not only does it counter hate speech it can also create a site in which people
can confirm an anti-extremist stance and a shared position within a group who share similar
stances against extremism

4.5 — The concept of Karma

Observations

Counter speech also used the Buddhist concept of karma when it made a moral plea for speakers
of hate-speech to be more sympathetic. This occurred in two ways in the comments: 1) to
intimidate the hate-speech speakers, by pointing to the possible karmic consequences of being
abusive; 2) to blame the hate-speech speakers, for being unsympathetic towards someone else’s
difficult situation and thus threaten that they could face the same fate as the people they are
abusing. This latter response was most common in counter-speech to anti-LGBT speech and to a
lesser degree under posts related to ethnicity?2.

Implications
Counter speech using the concept of karma is closely related to the value of sympathy and

speakers may be speaking up genuinely for people who are targeted. But care should be taken
because such comments can also indirectly confirm the hate-speech. For example, counter
speech under anti-LGBTQ posts that said, ‘do you want your children to be like them too?” may
request the hate-speech speaker to stop, but it confirms the ideas that being LGBTQ is bad.

21 Annex 11
22 Annex 12
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However, it can be very different when the counter speakers say karma will punish those who
mock wars and conflicts, as the fundamental condition they are referring to as bad is not a type
of person but a class of event.

4.6 — Pity vs. Compassion by counter-speakers

Observations

Another closely related form of speech that is based upon the concept of sympathy is directing
pity toward a group targeted by hate speech. This occurred in counter messages and as stand-
alone comments. Again the speakers may have thought that they are genuinely siding with the
targeted group, but pitying (03@3610305) can carry the implication of weakness and inferiority.

This is seen in everyday expressions like ‘be kind/pity the other person who is weaker than you’
(0B090005 F0tcuSo3aar 63u3a005§6moon 36l cogidl (maEsodl). This in turn can confirm a sense

that the speaker is normal and the subject of the speech is not. During interviews both LGBTQ
and ethnic people were particularly sensitive about this sense of pity linked to an assumption of
inferiority. For example, a Rakhine participant said he is sensitive about the word oc?’&elésms

(ethnic) because it implies something below (to Bamar/Myanmar) or “impaired”, and thus
politically he prefers (q3¢)coq): as Bamar/Myanmar likes to call themselves coqjg. Similarly, a

woman interviewee said she always feels angry when the words of acceptance from her friends
simultaneously imply that her status as LGBTQ means she is disabled or weak?.

Interpretations
There is a clear distinction between compassion (m@@:mé Or cegymgam) and pity

(00$03(042)); compassion is more based on understanding someone’s situation without judgment

and with recognition of dignity. Compassion is more aligned with inclusion and compatible with
the notions of human rights, while pitying can take many forms of pre-judged beliefs of
inferiority, such as implying that the other identity is bad, or that it is the result of bad karma,
even though the speaker may be thinking that they are wishing well. In a worse sense, some
speakers may downright dismiss the life or the situation as undesirable by writing a comment
calling for pity?*.

Emphasis on pity can reinforce negative views of the targeted group. Emphasis on pity can
prevent focus on addressing fundamental social and systematic issues, and rather bring
unnecessary attention on identity in dismissal sense. For example, in posts related to the high-
profile suicide of a gay librarian, comments expressing pity defined the issue as sad because his

23 See Annex 13 for examples
24 See Annex 13 for examples
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status as gay was unfortunate rather than, for example, an example of bullying or systemic anti-
LGBTQ discrimination. Thus pity reinforced the assumption that being LGBTQ is bad, saying
“nobody wants a life like this” (07056lor05 905006 83 mogjs 3q)Cen vuroda3:) and thus helped

to justify the death and distract focus from addressing more systematic causes. We also noted a
distinct lack of comments asking for justice in terms of protection from bullying or protection of
marginalized identities in contrast to the overwhelming number of comments expressing pity for
the victim and his surviving family.

Implications
In designing campaigns for diversity and inclusion, word choices and translation should take care

to avoid vocabularies of pity. If the discourse of pity such as oo‘?’_)sd]ooos, which is common in

Myanmar language and can superficially seem a first step to building a positive vocabulary by
showing sympathy to difference, is taken wrongly, it can assume the position of superiority of
the speaker. This may also be relevant for NGOs where they translate English words like
“vulnerable” or “protected”: if not done with care, translations may also convey the presumed
position of superiority and pity.

4.7 — Whataboutism

Observation

Sometimes there were also types of negative speech that do not constitute hate-speech but could
derail counter-speech by bringing in other issues not in question. We found such examples
commonly under positive posts and news reports about marginalized people . Such comments
did not criticize the desired positivity in the original speech directly but blamed a different group
else for lacking such qualities or not behaving similarly. This was found in three common ways:
the first was to distort the request for positive things for someone by saying “what about the
others?”; the second was to distort the issue by saying there are other worse things when
someone points out a bad thing; and the third was to distort the issue or sometimes a positive
thing at hand by blaming someone else?®.

Interpretation
Even though this type of speech may not constitute hate-speech, this mechanism of saying “what

about...” can weaken any counter speech or potential positive campaign messages or distract
from speaking about the actual experiences of marginalised populations.

25 See Annex 14 for examples
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4.8 — Criticism of “Human Rights” and “Democracy”

Observation

Hate speech commonly included criticism of “human rights,” sometimes also alongside
“democracy,” as the cause of current problems and/ or foreign to and inappropriate for Myanmar.
Inclusive messages that use human rights to argue for non-discrimination were attacked by
comments criticizing human rights. For example, many users stated the perception that certain
rights are more of a priority than others; this was the single most dominant message undermining
the call for equality under posts about LGBTQ people. Other messages argued that recognizing
the human rights of LGBTQ people is inappropriate for Myanmar or incompatible with Burmese
Buddhist values. Under anti-Muslim posts, human rights was also said to be a weakness that
prevented protecting one’s own race. Others blamed “democracy” as the cause of social
conflicts, implying that it was safer under military rule. Under posts about ethnic groups, users
suggested that some kinds of people do not deserve human rights by saying, for example, “rebels
don’t deserve human rights.” Counter message also made references to human rights; without
blaming human rights, they used the logic of karma, such as saying “if you don’t respect the
rights of others, you’ll never get your own human rights.?”

Interpretations
In Burmese “Human rights” is translated as c\l?sfagésgeels, which can also mean “human

opportunities.” This has been pointed out by many; the problem is said to be that
rights/opportunities are thought to be disconnected from responsibility and conduct, and thus
unearned. But observations related to the theme of “being human” (4.1 and 4.2 above) in
counter-speech suggests that critiques of human rights do not necessarily mean there is no other
basis in Myanmar culture for claiming there are standards of treatment and conduct that attach to
status as a human being. While this may not provide a basis for claiming something like rights, it
may still have an important social effect: failure to recognize the human status of another person
may reflect badly on the speaker and is thus undesirable.

26 Annex 15
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5. Annexes

Annex 1: List of Interview Participants

Yangon Interviews
No. Participants Age Group Gender Religion
1. Muslim Adult Male Islam
2. Muslim Adult Female Islam
3 Muslim Youth Male Islam
4. Kachin Youth Female Christian
5. Kachin Youth Female Christian
6. Atheist Adult Male -
7. Arakanese Youth Male Buddhist
8. Maramagyi Youth Male Buddhist
9. LGBTQ Youth Male Christian
10. Muslim Adult Female Islam
11. Tamil Youth Male Hindu

Lashio Interviews

No. Identity Age Group Gender Religion Focus Group
Discussions

12. Muslim Adult Female Islam

13. Muslim Adult Female Islam FGD1

14. Muslim Adult Male Islam




15. LGBTQ Adult Trans-man Buddhist
16.| LGBTQ Adult L esbian Buddhist FGD 2
17. LGBTQ Adult Bi Woman Buddhist
18. Kachin Adult Female Christian
FGD 3

19. Kachin Adult Female Christian
20. Kachin Adult Female Christian
21. Ta-ang Youth Male Buddhist
22. Ta-an Youth Femal Buddbhi

a-ang out emale uddhist FGD 4
23. Ta-ang Youth Female Buddhist
24. Ta-ang Youth Female Buddhist
25. Hindu Adult Male Hindu
26. Hin Adul Femal Hin
6 indu dult emale indu FGD 5
27. Hindu Youth Female Hindu
28. Hindu Youth Female Hindu
29. LGBTQ Adult Transgender Buddhist 1-1 Interview

Man

30. LGBTQ Adult Man Buddhist 1-1 Interview
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Annex 2: List of Posts from the Facebook Study

Case Study A (Anti-Muslim Speech)

No. Title Post Type Date Reaction | Share | Comment | View | Account Owner
1. | Shwe Eain Si's | Textand | 09/24/2017 10100 6400 772 100300 | Shwe Eain Si
video for Miss Video
Grand
International
Pageant
competition
2. | AMuslimbetal | Textand | 03/15/2019 4700 10000 2800 N/A Link removed
shop seller Photos
helped an
injured monk
3. | Muslims donate | Textand | 04/13/2020 30800 | 30900 5000 800500 May Thu
during COVID Video
-19
4. | Muslim shop Textand | 06/03/2020 1300 858 183 N/A Ei Shwe Zin
owner lady Photos
donates to
Buddhist nuns
5. | Don't call me Textand | 06/09/2020 6900 3000 4400 N/A | Thinzar Shunlei
kalar campaign Photos Yi -
C N C
PPN
6. | White Rose Textand | 11/17/2019 4300 173 424 N/A BBC Burmese
Campaign Photos
(BBC Burmese)
7. | White Rose Textand | 05/30/2019 1600 148 159 N/A Myanmar Now
Campaign Photos
(Myanmar
Now)
Total 59700 | 51479 13738 900800
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https://www.facebook.com/ShweEainSiOfficial/videos/1695486453826524/
https://www.facebook.com/100041031098368/videos/236040274440341/
https://www.facebook.com/permalink.php?story_fbid=143613367298926&id=100049507903072
https://www.facebook.com/741104409250458/posts/3486212348072970/
https://www.facebook.com/741104409250458/posts/3486212348072970/
https://www.facebook.com/741104409250458/posts/3486212348072970/
https://www.facebook.com/BBCnewsBurmese/posts/2646910842031451
https://www.facebook.com/myanmarnownews/posts/1377362212411513

Case Study B (Anti-LGBT Speech)

No. Title Post Date Reaction | Share | Comment | View Account
Type Owner
1. | Kyaw Zin Textand | 06/26/2019 100700 | 10300 3000 7000500 7Day TV
Win's funeral Video
2. | Australia forest | Textand | 01/05/2020 8100 2200 5600 N/A Christ Life
fire is because Photos
of same-sex
marriage
3. | Celebrity Textand | 06/27/2018 40400 | 10900 7000 1000300 Myanmar
coming out Video Celebrity
post
4. | Local media Textand | 03/04/2014 2000 830 532 N/A Yoyarlay
"YoYarLay" Photos
views on same-
sex marriage as
asin
5. | 7Day News Textand | 03/05/2014 1500 587 986 N/A 7Day News
Editorial Photos Journal
comment on
same-sex
marriage
6. | Local same-sex | Textand | 03/08/2020 3900 336 283 N/A BBC Burmese
marriage news Photos
in BBC
Burmese News
Total 156600 | 25153 17401 8000800
Case Study C (Anti Ethnic Hate Speech)
No. Title Post Date Reaction | Share | Comment | View Account
Type Owner
1. | Activists and Textand | 06/21/2020 20600 3100 1100 300800 RFA Burmese

MP demand for Video
stop Internet

Shut down in
Rakhine state

26



https://www.facebook.com/watch/?ref=search&v=420398612021394&external_log_id=4da5fa45-658a-424a-bd07-fdfd0e87f62e&q=%E1%80%80%E1%80%AD%E1%80%AF%E1%80%80%E1%80%BB%E1%80%B1%E1%80%AC%E1%80%BA%E1%80%87%E1%80%84%E1%80%BA%E1%80%9D%E1%80%84%E1%80%BA%E1%80%B8
https://www.facebook.com/christianlife17/posts/2627524853983140/
https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=10156514851133988&external_log_id=12f1c68a-6d11-4431-9fa1-be1fa0e85279&q=%E1%80%9C%E1%80%AD%E1%80%84%E1%80%BA%E1%80%90%E1%80%B0%20%E1%80%99%E1%80%81%E1%80%BD%E1%80%B2%E1%80%81%E1%80%BC%E1%80%AC%E1%80%B8
https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=10156514851133988&external_log_id=12f1c68a-6d11-4431-9fa1-be1fa0e85279&q=%E1%80%9C%E1%80%AD%E1%80%84%E1%80%BA%E1%80%90%E1%80%B0%20%E1%80%99%E1%80%81%E1%80%BD%E1%80%B2%E1%80%81%E1%80%BC%E1%80%AC%E1%80%B8
https://www.facebook.com/YoYarLay/photos/a.247917771918149/661084957268093/?type=3
https://www.facebook.com/7daynews/photos/a.143690359025940/672413712820266/?type=3&theater
https://www.facebook.com/7daynews/photos/a.143690359025940/672413712820266/?type=3&theater
https://www.facebook.com/BBCnewsBurmese/posts/2901119436610589
https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=645448552848850

2. | Kachin CSOs Textand | 12/04/2019 40800
support ICJ Video

6900

1500 900100 RFA Burmese

3. | Two Shan Textand | 03/20/2019 3800
Ethnic Armed Photos
Organizations
(EAOs) fought
each other.
(News in DVB)

965

213 N/A DVB TV News

4. | Two Shan Textand | 03/25/2019 1700
Ethnic Armed Photos
Organizations
(EAOs) fought
each other.
(News in RFA)

184

166 N/A RFA Burmese

5. | Two Shan Textand | 05/11/2019 1300
Ethnic Armed Photos
Organizations
(EAOs) made
join statements
for the ceasefire
agreement.
(News in RFA)

208

118 N/A RFA Burmese

Total 68200

11357

3097 1200900

Total Number of Post for Case Study A, B, and C

18

Total Number of Comment for Case Study A, B, and C

34236
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https://www.facebook.com/watch/?v=2351958741598983
https://www.facebook.com/DVBTVNews/posts/2352123558159464
https://www.facebook.com/rfaburmese/posts/10158582799013128
https://www.facebook.com/rfaburmese/posts/10158706303548128

Annex 3: Examples of well-development counter arguments

These two examples responded to many of the arguments made by the hate-speech comments
under the same-sex marriage post.

Example 1
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Annex 4: Examples of positive reflection comments under positive posts
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Annex 5: Hate-speech and discrimination in real-life

Interviewees believed that hate speech was less said out but more acted in deep rooted cultural
stereotypes in everyday settings. Some examples mentioned by them include:

using Muslims as a reference to scare children by Burmese families (e.g.

o (2] (9] C O CN CO C OC Y
('TL)C\DZ@K\'DG?[SII O?%D &L)ODSOCD?’ ?(030?(968(.\')?6@)

suggesting their misconceptions on Muslims as stubborn and inflexible to
integration within different social settings, for example Muslims not eating in the
same shop when different religions hangout

parents asking their children to not make friends with Muslims at school

pitying on LGBT among social circles

Rakhine participant reporting that he was refused of his opportunity for job
because of his ethnicity

adults allowing children to believe that it is okay to humiliate transgender people
believing and acting on the misconception that LGBT are lazy at work, and thus
kicking them out or discriminating them from promotion

and many other cultural stereotypes of ethnic people (for example Ta’ang are

dirty and uncivilized).

Annex 6: Negative impacts of online negative comments

Interviewees said that negative offline events and online discussions, which reverberated

negative sentiments, influence their emotional well-being. They pointed out some examples:

Kachin interviewee said broader negative discussion of Kachin civil wars online

affected her - “msﬁé[gé?o @og&?oooeogoo éeoﬁﬂ C\na)(rgeqaogeomugu” (What’s

iy

happening in Kachin state has impact me)
People being blamed online for what happened somewnhere “sCo3cogjgon 3265

IL

sensitive (46 (Your people are just too sensitive); “oop5:8c3adeco™ (Tolerate it /

L

get over it)
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- Maramagyi interviewee said even though the words are not abusive, criticizing
their idenitiy hurt them - “osdeoe0) 326(gp32s3 identity o3 Bomgjon J8gon0Si”

5 . . . o[ C C C_ 2.0
(Even though they don’t swear, attacking my identity hurts); @ooo@eoo@elocx?.,o?

I

codomz” (it’s the insult on my whole existence)

- Muslim interviewee talked about hate-speech that echoed traumatic news

« oc¢ C C c c Q C
C\)GCDG:?O\D O(DGODGCDGIC G320 MO0 DOO0IDGMNOCIO00LOCY G@')GIC
iL 5 Te 0 "6 1 { ¢] To
PR Ch
OG%?P_‘DZU)OO

- Kachin interviewee talked about hate-speech that echoed traumatic news

113 C - o _C o C N ocC 00 Co o C o
806]?)9?0)60&7)00&?00)’) [blepl>]~{epplex @@G‘?O"’) 39%]:?%0 LL)QO)SO)’.%G[GW)C qum’)ll

C C C C C ocC C C
@@mcz®®@§@®05 (6]n]%p) e@')e%@oooeool oooac:eooél comment coxezanmed
o °© Lo 1 o O I (o] 1

ab@seqsl 0T3(3§Gc73(\) caoomemn&onudi” (When | was sad about news of the death of

the two Kachin teachers, the comments made me worse. When they are swearing
and abusing in the comments under the civil war nears and said it’s good that the

rebels die)

Annex 7: Positive Reference Support

When the posts have a positive anchor, more people are likely to use positive reference to
counter or attack hate-speech comments in support of the original content or other counter-
speech writers. Below are examples of a few expressions -

- Under Muslim posts

o C Cc O N s . . . . .
- QPIIRORCO0EHON §$CY 66H (don’t bring aggression when someone is donating);

ﬂéﬂé@é@ééﬁ@@:ﬂéqé eﬁd]eoao e%eeoz(ﬂ% 32600:000:0| 33(\"%%]&7%" (If we want people

to be amicable, don’t bring comments suggesting aggression)

N C

- me0mé: [§E0) mnden§orddiles (be on the positive perspective side)
° 11
- 299pi603 8cByse§0m03 ypedoneq cedd:s (don’t bring disgrace when others are

feeling delight)
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- Under LGBT posts

- o63:03 :e0mE:05m [gEe0:dl 03056305 comézezntesoli (Look at someone

with positive outlook; and be a good person yourself too)

- C\I?ODOSGOU)(TS%’ O)OSGOCDOSQJOSS&G%OJ)U?) ?%3(83?’)(7{]6@?@3@(6@9616 3?&{]’38[_968
ebam§olonadn (Poeple loving each other is better than people hating each other)

- eﬁsooooooémelé QJGS[E.]OOOOO (‘?Gmoézd]oousu (Love is better than hate)

- 3asl|ogoo 639:@610005" 339%3419 eo?orgooon (Love is peaceful; it’s not hatred)

- C\I?owss*aeuésd& eué@onetmé:cﬂmcﬁn (Love between human is all good)

Annex 8: Animal analogies

8.1: Negative animal analogies

- Anti-Muslim hate-speech- g:8c3 o805 6§

> : omadlil (Because they are dogs, they don’t

have human mind)

- Anti- LGBT hate-speech - egsecon05320300a5 0§03 eomceogn (Those who have minds of
lesser than dogs); egscond8050med] - (More stupid than dogs)

8.2: Animal analogies that are not negative
- This analogy is both neutral and negative. - g:03 @e:f)ooé coésam go e:ﬂézcﬁ@ée‘?o\)
[e] L ° L B

(Those who thinks the dogs as lions and vultures as peacocks)
- This one talk about unity in a disapproving tone in a Burmese saying - gogrrgqé o:noze&eof)

[¢]

(The tiger attacks when the group of cows is disunited)

8.3: Dehumanization without animal analogy
- cpcBesqC cradsondaddeened) (if you live like human, you will be treated as human)

- oo4d[G wBoSe§od srecy (human but without human mind you will be treated as human)
- vB056§onzcm: (don’t you have a human heart?)

- cpcBeogi05qE (if you can think like human)
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- dob (it can be interpreted as human rationalism or human heart/mind/soul depending on

IL

the context) can be a problematic expression. It is widely used in counter speech calling

hate-speech speakers lesser human.

8.4: Counter-speech dehumanization
- Some counter speech that attacked hate-speech speakers called them uneducated for

saying things that are believed to be not true - e>000059:1 e2a3:0053: (cannot read? Go

read).

- Some hate-speech speakers are called lower class “633’)(78(7)%30)’)2”
H C 2] C N
- Counter speech also say things such as coe&:eo: (Gze{goes(ng0me0m vrodqamn: (are these

people [who say horrible things] eating [cooked] rice at all?), implying not eating human

food; and thus, coec:en:0) 09836 E Bsesnad§onuS, which implies if you eat rice [human

1

food] you have brain.

- Explicit analogy would say Scoméeo ooeésmz&?cﬁ coméem e@égéoozu
o ° o L IL

o]

c0m05§:00:65070 (ydeeuSt (they cannot be those who eat rice, probably eating straws

L

[like cows]).

8.5: Appeals to status as human
Positive counterspeech uses more neutral language to appeal hate-speech with humanity ground

- C\)(Y%C\)CS@(%GO&S]II FPEMMNEoM VA3 mc@@&% 33@613@36]0005 (to see human as humans;
IL L IL L o IL L IL L Lo

the most important thing is to see human as human)
- More elaborate messages in comments under anti-LGBT post

(o] Q C oo o § CcO N _O (9] C Y (9]
- QLMD VMV IO0D V3202 U)UDGC\TJ(TJ&]@C\)&)UJ)OO [ zmz@@n ODQ:”’J?(TJ
IL L L L ° 1 L L S IL L

C o

C o NN C N
OpOe0N ee[g')coaco:q?ou DI00:q0060R VNS @@@ee@aiu (Do not blame others

without know what they go through. Don’t abuse. Think about the pressure they
get from not being treated like a human)
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same-sex marriage is looked own in Myanmar. But that doesn’t mean we should
be rude like this. Homos are humans. Humans shouldn’t discriminate against one

another. They are not hurting your business.

Annex 9: Being Human / C\I?:Dozao%@é

9.1: Good Human Qualities

Many comments under interfaith posts relate humanity (C\R:Dosao%% ¢s) with different qualities

such as kindness, compassion, and generosity. Most comments suggest similarly by saying that

we are all human (it’s about how we live that decides who we are) and thus labels are irrelevant.

@6§’JI m&JCB’TDI G@%YDI G(DCD?’D(D’D C\I?QCJIFOYDOJ)I 3303)83966T)6I G‘?GPGGOD CDOSJ@OSEZIO’S eéﬁ%éoa:u

Q__¢C C < : : : P
02291 332600 (3p5(g)dlonuSn (Kindness, compassion, love, and good will has no limit on

IL L

race, skin colour or region. Both the giver and those need it are happy)
C c o ¢ ¢ ¢ c O N C C
(D’JOJ)OOGPSQ)@SGOQOO’J (9()0(\?00610 (%)J?GUJ’JU%O’ID C\I?OJJSGUOJ(;]OII C\RCD’JSS?QICS&{ICS

o030 E8E[mdleoypn (If religious boundaries are removed, we are all human. Be
compassionate.)
C O N C ’] o _C C C C N C N [gKe] \ QN C C ’] C
OOODCD({”.SO @@O (=] <DO’)CDGCDOGOOOC€61C ODOG2:001 OOODID:001 OO ({” OCOCVO0 D00OL0O0IOOVII
IL o Lo 1
(Regardless of race, any good hearted person we see as one)
N C

600§ comEom m:nozeo%ooo epaletoh 0a3E:380m ogeo)eﬂcooéu (Generosity and
IL o L IL L

humanity are not related to religion)

N O C

epalebaltleal e O)O)OOO:@[O)SOJOGOJ? cooan:ond (Respect even if different religion because

o

mind is pure.)
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- 80500s(goEG0n 2283l (No matter how different religion, being pure mind is most

important)

N oC O C O N o _C cC OO0 ’] ’] C
- (TL)C\DZI (VIS8) oooaaoiea?cu 00060DINC OGJ] 2 QOM (DCDGO‘I)CZ(TL) ﬂODO I 6QOs@I:010000

wmqéf&oaoso?u (Nothing to do with Kalar or Bamar. People with good souls will be good.

diL

Respect to the donor family.)

c C C o Cc C C N 9 0 C C ’] Y
- CD’DOJ)@ODG]_C sﬁoaoo SlplesnlenslNenlon) CSSEICSC\)OII 3COC\)G<?07) 3?61680@803)0 [ep]00)] (JUSt
IL IL L L ° IL L L

because we are of different religions doesn’t make us enemies. We are all human. So
happy to see donating like this)

- gedl&daod 8EEl 03058|1Ee0r0nS: 2uPiSEEwd 3 °[_r_rea°°@(ﬂooosu
|L({”° °Lﬂ o [ s IL({”.D o 0 G (iP" °ﬂ

(ﬁéqjézmmqﬁ%’]@&u 60%395:)5 FOSI0IE0D oo:@z chwee"@&?u (This is a country

with different ethicities. Our people are also in other countries too. Be sympathetic. Do
not make unnecessary hatred and cause aggression)
C C oC ¢ C (2] o C C
- @CQOOO @Eﬁ:mpcﬂ C\I?UT_)CS Gé]&)lGe’)LDIe’)?(:D?GUg (DCSGOS[(_.}S ()?LDQICSO)’)CDGPSGO’CJ)

(3%

nc'éootaﬂ@cﬂeo)u (Just lovely to see. Hope everyone is free of anger, delusions and pride

and can have has sympathies)

9.2: Interfaith relationship example
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9.3: Humanity and peace

A lot of comments relate humanity to achieving positive things in society such as peace and

§ Y C C C C CO NO C co N O CN O "]
- :noooooano@o@@ QQog|Ce qlo@oo?scm)cn 02$050008 GOOPIE0) DOIHIOEC [9@ :g|os ooo@oo [9u
§ o (9 C C [} o O O C
6EIMOPIIM BFEOCNIY 3903@@')9 %@ceog(ré[«js QOO VD e@ceorygcmcﬂu (There would

have been peace if people have the attitudes to respect and to love each other regardless
of their religions. People can't see each other like human beings because of traditional
dogmatic tendencies since their childhood.)

C C

¢ oc¢C C C oC
- [Viciepsiovs] 3’30)0) ?U) sOD GGUIJ(YJGPS(\)GSQ)BZB’BU)CSOD’)OD’J?U)OOII E?JC G@UIJO'JGT)
Lo L o L [¢] IL I

00050009070 mcﬁem&@é:eﬂéze@')&(ﬁ 3303(}03@08093 @c{?(ﬁmég(ﬂu (Genuine Buddhism
follows the path of Metta (loving-kindness). Show people who don't know how peaceful
it is to love one another.)

- c\l?oao:ope zmtﬂlooooaoee 20 & @u@cqc EP3IND orgqlézznoq(ﬂoougu (If everyone

has pure heart regardless of race and religion, everything will be peaceful.)

_ [%)0 o CO\O C C (‘ou@("@ co ¢ QO 9 G@C
jepplevs] (\)Qﬂl GCD 039|392:30 (\)O?L\I?QICOO 0)@@'.)0’)3961&;9 C BLD&LJG]_C 39?(\?({”_0 (O]ep) O‘DGP

[g€mpése03 edlgpanenadli (If people are not discriminated against on the basis of race

and religion, there will be more happy scences like that.)
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people of different religions see each other as human beings and live in love with each
other.)

Annex 10: There is good and bad in everything

C ON "] C N N O N N C N '] N oC "I
- joplov]lav]e) G@’)G@’)O 1 C\)GOO 00 6ODDC:e O)CD? 000D 13?[9 n?CDGc?OU)O I OUDOJ’)GGF? ©30COID:I
L (o) ILle L o o L IL

(Not related to religion, there are always good and bad in everything.)

- OO()SG’BGP@S% 33@?3&33@03953 g%oé&?oood]u MNP ea?g&rl?zu (Everything has good and

evil that is not related to religion.)

NN NN N C N C N [P C
- @ll@”@ | | (e]6) ooooaoeoo C\)({”S@’)EC\) GmocsogoT?oo GOUDCS(JQ’)OII GGO’DCSUQ)QE(Y) GO’Y)CSO’]CTI{SII

03%:130&? onudi (It's about who. Black or white, even if different religions, good will be

IL lo

good, bad will be bad.)

N C o N C C ¢ Q ’] C
- S?ODG@’)C mC\)({”SC\)I 320000003 G)S]-ODOJL?C\Y)S GGSO)GP@C\)O [Nav]=loppleriavaly|
° IL ] L IL

cpadsanzadomd eesdl (That's why only ask if good person or bad person, no need to ask if

IL

they are christian or muslim.)

[e]

o [¢] o [0} O N\ C N\ C "] o ° Co C
- (\)QJFUJ’JOJJ 30022 ©20D:! BG]U)SII C\)&)Sc?Q)G(mCSO oI 3 (T)S’B’JSC\)SC\)(TJ@C\TJGlC
IL L IL LN IL L lo Il 1 L L

mm:m:cﬁ:esa:zﬂéz(ﬁ eeoooooepsog émsqm(ﬂn (There's no different religion or race. |
IL L ° [o5] L ]

don’t know that. There are only good and bad people. If we accept this, we will feel the

peaceful love)

Annex 11: Criticizing extremism

(o] C
GOO)LDO O]? 000000 V6(NDCI0DIEI

L LI

- jepplevs] 9&0) (ﬂll O%OSG’.)US\&% [eppliRepplevslcrInISHA
§05% #¢¢ 93:ePIY
)

000$32:8007 6((m30204 (Not related to religion, it's about attitude, only the extremists

say that others’ religion is inferior.)
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('TL)(DUD&T)OCGOgCDﬁDC\)gg ?38(?80?&(7)(\)(1?0’)&3608

°

(Pure mind does not set boundary. As other religions have a lot of good people, our
religion has a lot of bad people too.)

co [o] ’] ocC C O C C o
C\DOI)Z&D:%@OO 320MOlll N%QCSGU)G@)C QHSU)C\DB’DQJBGU) 3’3’)30006:?@0’]300
IL Lo LL [¢] ° iL I o} L

[gEes0E[m3p5(03d (Being human is the most importnat thing. Because of the rude people,

the civilized people from the same group are put to shame.)

’] C oC o oC C NO Q Q
3le ce|gRomI ooooaoo?cm C\I?({”EUL)CSQJ:O @GO’DCSUDJSROJC\? 3’3830?(\'?608

O@OO C o@ C @C@ o C @)C o o
39({]’30 oeﬂogzaogme (EC\I?S’B({PQ CDD:?’)U)(D?? [} GlC (YEQODG COZ(.\I?(ﬂl_quol

:773339@61:33@@033&%@0’)@ s0¢ %5 dleon (That's why | said. Every religion has bad

(o]

people and good people like them. That's why people should consider the way they make
racial and religious discourses where there is a problem between them.)

N ’] ¢ C (el C C ¢ (=] ¢ N C
323 @,%eoeo?ooorl?su CD(DBEJLC\RQPSGUJ)GODS’B(??S@(TI)SG@’)[BS ??86?@0") (TL)C\?)SC}R&%U)’DG?’)II

o C C Q ¢ Q o O § § o C C Q
mC\DSCDCS@OOO’)G’)@ODC\) @?GDC\)SQGEG)@GUY)OJ)O’) (7’)8(7)0003()36@’)@0839({[)3320’)(7) QL
L L L Lo Lo L L O L (¢] L L

the donations of Kalar who are attacked with hate speech by some people. Every Kalar is
not bad and every Buddhist is not kind enough to donate like them too.)

o?mosa%@z o3l m(?mm@em sfaem GQDC@ :05eq (Why ultra-nationalist groups don't

protest this Kalar's donations.)

Counter-extremism can also turn into somewhat aggressive/abusive.

Qo _C C Y C Y C
G@DC\?U) (\I?GCTO)(D O?C\I)SUD[Q(DCDUO O?C\J’)S 8’)@0)0)00 GOJJ(DOC)GC\)SGO’OD

(o} =] Q Q ¢ § C C
Q)(;]SOOY)&)U)’JG(I)[(__TA)K\)II cciolaviaviaviavaloviess) @?(:DGU)L\)GODG‘?G]-CDUOII (5] (Y.)C\)’.)Z@U)U):DSG:%’)
IL L [¢] L L L Lo IL o Oe L IL

G@')ooou (They mostly talk about how Kalars are bad and bully. Now there are many

Burmese who come to get things from Kalar's donations. | am saying it but I am not
Kalar.)
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Annex 12: The concept of Karma

- Counter speech using the rhetoric of karma under LGBT post - s¢qp:03, egsaonen)

N OO

o308:mie 333J;s LGBT e[;gogeo)\ 0607 E 06CVSB0S @Cmco 9 °[§¢§[§° GUOLOM
° °(7?.IJ G LQ{IO i [ ° % 8 ‘? |Lki”° ° ML

q@oaes]oo 21 805 er)orc)eogm GS?’)OSCD%SO% azloougu (Pray that your childern won't be LGBT

like them. There will be Karma and don't help them as Burmese people. Mental attitudes

are very low.)

- Counter speech using the rhetoric of karma under Rakhine Internet Shutdown post -
(‘° o N [% o @ C c o ¢ cee o @) C o ’] o OC C o
eC.,O?oGs?O’OJ LO? OOG(D@CL)QCG(TD 0CBOMDD8 6 0800 eQOD:I 3 OOO%’JOQI‘?U)C (\I?OJ’)

3’3@63’36@{20’03 éjlzem(rs 071 053EEE 32903600W:I (Bugqlézmooepseezu (Would you say
Qo L o L ] L L L IL IL L o

like that what if your city would be under internet suhutdown? This is the world's most
notorious human rights violation. No country treats their citizens like that. You should

have sympathy.)
Annex 13: Pity

- anti-LGBTQ pity from comments

C ’] C C e 0 o Q_C C o cO co N
- 020000200 D200V 3V 3)06”[8 C\)SHC@’) 0000 N:I OOGO')G@')CG C\)OJDSO’)(DBKQG&??
L ILJ L L ] L IL (¢] o lo IL °

oBudgEseneegcanud (Yes, nobody wants a life like this. It’s because of luck. As a

human [1] hope [you are] sympathetic)

o _CN N C N C C c C c o '] C C oC
- ®U)<? 98D QVEDIPD VYO COD0D3200NOC 320D oez:ls&azeo o0LOMIl Gc?’)CU)OO’)CS
°o O (o] [¢] IL ° o ° [¢] [¢] L

gog%’agoméooﬁmé:dﬂ(ﬂemc{iaqeméseo:o%(rs(ﬂmcﬁu (It is sad that they have to

have this kind of life and in next life [I] wish that they get the correct body for
their mind)
- LGBTQ related pitying from interview
Y (O N\ o

« c_C cN 138 o C 0N C
- C)JCOJSHCSGU)OO meee@am§ ClOD§O00VOI MDVOM 6“[(7.)6?(7)0@ G@’_)CDLDII
iL (¢] I o foJ L b3 ST T

30:30:q2ePed 02q)l $EMI:6026566330¢ Clan 3scudSesadam:i clon
ORI ¢ 60589 e RS
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saemo&@sn” (My friends said that don't be afraid and they are with me.

They are talking to me like I am a weak person. | feel so bad for that. They
encourage me as | am being too weak? | am strong enough to be fine.)
- Ethnic related pitying from interview -

o« QC. c . c Qe . C (¢ o c oc ¢ .
UL)COGICOOJ’%OO 603?08&;0? @@og)aoooau @ G’J(THGCD? C\)Eﬂlo [(7{]?07)0’) O?CoGlCow)o

—_

C cCocC (©] C Q O C [o] Qo O N "l ¢ O C o C o
ODO30C §0III0CL - C\)?@g OCVI 3’3903’36618 OGOSG]_@C\)C\) - 323l6 C HVOMMLOM
o 1o O L iL [ 0o L [ ° o L e 'L L

-9

ocC o Q C C C oC ocC C Q C C oC C (9] N
q@CC\DG{”ZC\) SOD30MN OO LI q@CCf)CSGlCSOJJSC\) 080030 MM CDCSG]-CSOJ’J&DUIJ-?
Lo ] L L Lo L L o

C o

33(\%03336:?:\? discrimination @@G?O’DII cm{”zbn o%ésqé:ms 60O o%ézqés:uo:ag
L L o IL L L L L

o

056320503 [¢dagniomi consed&Earai” (Ethinc groups seems to be disable.

IL

Calling us as ethnic people like (03¢:qE:o0: - Tyineyin Thar) seems to be lower
stage of Burma as we are minority and we should be treated with more
opportunities. That's why | don't introduce myself as Rakhine (o3¢:q&zo0: -
Tyineyin Thar) as calling ethnic people like (c3¢:qcsoms - Tyineyin Thar) is
automatically discriminated. It should be race (C\Réjl: - Lumyo) and we are not
(03¢:qEza00s - Tyineyin Thar). Being (o3 &qcsoms - Tyineyin Thar) is subordinate

and | can't accept it.)

Annex 14: Whataboutism

Type 1 - This type uses the ideas of whataboutism
Under the White Rose Campaign, many hate-speech comments wrote:
“what about the Buddhists in Rakhine state or Burmese Buddhists are being oppressed in
Malaysia?”.
Under the “Don’t Call Me Kalar” campaign post, many people made claims such as
- “Don’t Call Me Bamar then”
- “If we think kalar is racist, what about other racial identity words? Is tayote racist, Is

bamar racist, Kachin?”
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Type 2 - This type takes away the current issues by saying other people have the same problem

too.

C QOCo C C (©] N Q ¢ C C O OC N
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wqjlso?c?:ow:g)o% C\CLS 330) QM omecdodoossli 33 32000607 ooéoooeoocrg)u (There are many areas

in Myanmar that doesn't have internet access so far. No one say anything. | just found out
only Rakhine people are shouting out loud for the internet shutdown. The government
intentionally decides for internet shutdown as they concerns that Rakhine people will be
vanished in the riots if the internet is avaliable in these places. | think so.)

39@000)@@0 qlcd]oooou mmq@c?eo@&? 326$320008 3’361 0‘%393% 3’aoc (LGBT

Community) s202¢: 3c3 Cyber Bully moemm@ 2:6000Cs szmﬁaémeaygmézemo&
o L L O 1

ée[goéof)\g\%o%orgmogo:l]elé mseose@oé@@& (Counselling) 036@033&) 05

L

3

3’26@336? @OJJ?’)G(.;]C GOJ’)C e@omeoooc?? 61 &OB Gc?Gle:) 3‘3%%5{)

o

3n
=90
)
—n

5
)
(B,

32836603, 93003 (equal opportunities o gender bias) ooopd03 3¢¢eq: (prioirty) s2q

¢

8
(A%
)
@)

On

]

Qo
8o
@)

On

S

6 6861 093 % :0loouSi backlash @ % C\CLSII (I would like to give a

—

o

suggestion. In the current context of Burma, we can provide conselling if anyone from
our (LGBT community) is cyber bullied or depressed because of workplace harassment.
At a time when current situations in Myanmar is facing thousands of problems, | urge not
to protest and not to request for human rights,equal opportunities and gender bias, etc.,.

as political priority. It could be backlash.)

Type 3 - This type was seen under interfaith positive posts. The comment blamed other identities

for lack of similar good things that is mentioned by the counter-speech. Many of the examples

from the section 4.4 (criticizing extremism) also overlap with this one. Although they no longer

attack the identity in question, they could become hate-speech attacking other identities rather

than talk about tolerance and inclusion.
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Q . C Q
3’38(\)6?0\3 crlavi=leplos] é]mze [sic] eplN[eplelopil=leplent G?GPCDO’D&D (VIO sli00p)
L ° diL (o] L L [e] Oe IL 1 o

emme@’)oﬁ)’(ﬁﬂ)&?mu (I don't see any Chinese people in these donations. They are just

doing business and focus on their own greed everywhere.)

C C C Q C ’] Q0 C [o] C ’] C
CDG]CDCDOOOJ’)G]-CGO’IJ 3’3&{]’)8 6020620500060l 3’39(\)00)6(\)260’)6]@)’) OO0 O’)OOC{PII 2000
L ° ° L L 01 L IL L

:me?dlqpu (It is much better than Chinese people. | am very proud to see such an attitude.

Well done, well done.)
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o _C C oo C ComiSo N (SN (o] ¢ C @ ’]
®OD@OCQD(,C7|?OII ODSDODC&?%ICOEEJCOO’)C\(;C\) (7{]?0?3\'?&? SOq?CDG?GO’)’)C 020020(MOlI

<00

(Congratulations. Myanmar people are focusing on Kalar. Chinese people are not
interested in that kind of social activity. They won't give a single rice grain to others

except their own Chinese people.)
@%eo@ G(g HUSH [(j @ @C 03360'3 @ eo@ °O3é%1€33)’)83‘3®(§60300 63’380'?('{(31] 830’)3(?

o _C C C O O C C O C C OCf(o C C
(DO)G’JO)J @O’JUJII Lf? EIEIIN S]] ?SOCG(‘DOCGCYODOO ooe;?@lezaommec? GI]O’_)EDG?@CD’JII (True

Myanmar nationals who were bron and raised here have a warm family spirit. Only
illegal migrants are being evil under the lady's lone gyi.)

Q C C e o™ ¢ ¢ O 0 C c O C
(VISsl~{eplepN s aV) qG]_COJ)GI eslqc (eplavat{~lep] 3@@@0)03 (Oa]av) @@O)(DC\) G@’D@O)LD@CU)SII
[¢] Lo L L [¢] L L L Lo

&oﬁﬂpweogm 29M|600 emé:mecﬂe?g)u (Burma people say well done when they get

food to eat. Unless, when anything happens, they would say it is because of Kalar, right?
You, Bamar people are feeling good now.)

Qo _C C
G@)C\Pm (\)GO’J(Y) (TJC\TJ UI)@Q)U)OD (TJC\TJ @’J@ 00000 GOO’J(TJ(TJGC\) GU)

o =] Q Q Y C C
Q)LS]SOOYDEX?UT)GCY(?@SQ\)II 39?(\? C\)C\?DC\D’JOOOYD @c?@’)GUgOGUO)OG‘?GlCDODII amm:eorl)cn:rl%se‘?’)

e@')ooou (Let me tell. People always blame Kalar. Now 1 just only found out about Bamar

people in this Kalar's donations. | just say so but I am not a Kalar.)
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(9] C C C C C N (9] C N C
C?ngJDO? w@eswmmw) @6)63’3)0 C\?OG?UD) O’DGOgII O]?O?OC\?OOD%’CDC

omameqpodeonewdi (The spirit of people in Myanmar are not discriminated. Only

nationalists cows of USDP are doing discrimination. They would like to make riots
around the country by using religion based communal tensions and only stupid people
support them. Those people are doing Buddhism to become a terrorist's religion. Our

religion is gonna now disappear because of them.)

Annex 15: Criticism of “human rights” and “democracy”

Under Interfaith posts, people somehow blamed democracy as a political system that allowed
communal conflicts to happen and therefore for the lack of peace.

C C Co C C S e N C c ¢ ¢ C N o
- CQ)C()JCY?:?D(D 399303900’333)00 O\I?COOQJCQG(TOJ?’ 390'%0'? GLEPG({P&C&C UD’)B?GST)C g@joﬁ

eq&?a@oao @l D Ofo?é Q)U%Gl@ (.3] \33 OO @yﬂ@@@ m q 30008 [(j 6322 Qle O’)OOII
(Everyone will remember that when we were young, we were happy with our Muslim

friends and there is no color differences between us. At that time, Myanmar was a place

of peace and honesty.). Reply from another speaker - 105005 38meq8 s30)

comaameqenye(opé gbmsom (Yes, democracy is complicated by human rights.)

Under LGBT post, democracy is mostly blamed for what the speakers perceived as social

problem, i.e. being LGBT

ocC

- L[] mcﬁéﬁ@%m@é 39@[539&? @033@ GOCS e@')meoooc‘? Sleele e§qor} 33:%%?3

328 EF6e:030m a3 (equal opportunity o3 gender bias) ooopdo3 ¢¢es: (priority) s2q

ILo

C C of>cC
80%@@08 GUJ)CS&B@C:

';80

GC\?(S(%GP% Gmézsc(:)(ﬂoo(ﬁu Backlash @og%éacéu (At a time when

current situations in Myanmar is facing thousands of problems, | urge not to protest and
not to request for human rights,equal opportunities and gender bias, etc.,. as political
priority. It could be backlash.)

- 230665560018 ququc@qlémogu (If little rights are given, they would like to get more

and more.)
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- e$eporomen human rights qoe*a&&&wmemc §9260096078 §][§.§m[§edgu (If we

L

apply human rights in everywhere, five virtues even no longer be existed. This is
Myanmar.)

Q0 [23X} C o o ﬁ °00 Oo o Qo _C

- 3?006610)0? 3’3?0’)(?’)'(53%({[)0@ (=} pl{00] SCL) (T.m 61 OO II 3’3619 G"(Y)O)GT)GOOO C\?OOO’)’)
o C O [2] - H H
eooeogchm:sl[geaﬂn (This is a negative outcome of democracy for who misunderstand

democracy. It is what a shame for parents.)
- g%mqu(ﬁ% %G@)éS@I C\I?O:B’B%)(:‘,:B’BGQS(Y% 396@’)68@ 336({)”33)’30330(’[3 32600500081

B5BEeod0mi 20610803 63:0380503 eg:qzqodn (We insult ourselves to our race and

religion by giving reasons for democracy and human rights. Bengalis are crazy dogs.)
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0&(gE80005n (In a changing democracy, | think it is an annoying thing related to the

human rights.)
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@6mc@emwbll O%OSLDCG H2) 0%()5:77)0330) °(B 32@(\)°000°§ ((5 C;] s @é@(\ngéw"ll (We
09 1 b ¥ (Y?.I" L% §PE7 ° 29 ]I T

say so we worship Buddhism. We would become dogs if they would like to prioritize
human rights. This can't happen if we focus on our culture and religion.)
- m%lomeﬂlgoao eec\o)eﬂozoaé @%mﬁ @lsﬁ eoac::o? 005@586@')53 (I think some customs

should not be practiced in Myanmar.)
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e@éoa onan (Shit stupid mango seeds! They should live in other countries if they would

like to be accepted their different sexual orientation. It shouldn't be in a religious

country.)

There were also a few hate-speech related to human rights under ethnic conflict posts.
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- 2086(gr0) crzgcareg; 0dG0gBadeepecdo: (The military doesn't need to pay attention

iL iLo e i’

human rights that is claimed by the rebels.)

Some rare counterspeech also talk about human rights using karma rhetoric
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28:qe3005 vesqonswodcms (Remember that you don't have to live under a government

L1

that treats people as human beings unless you can't understand human rights yourself.)
Annex 16: Corpus of positive counter speech from the data sample
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