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Abstract
In recent years, hate speech has rightfully received worldwide attention from researchers in

numerous spheres, including those of sociology, psychology, jurisprudence, political science,
etc. Meanwhile, the very essence of the phenomenon as well as the component speech in the
term itself necessitate the studies of hate speech from the perspective of language science, and
namely — due to the character of the phenomenon — pragmalinguistics. In this light, my article
is aimed at identifying core communicative strategies and tactics used by the speaker in the
framework of intolerant discourse. The research is based on Belarusian online users’ comments
on news covering gender issues. Since hate speech is based on the fundamental friend-or-foe
opposition, I focus not only on the tactics of creating a negative image of the out-group but also
on the ways the speaker elevates the image of the in-group. The study reveals that the speaker's
hostile attitude towards the addressee is chiefly manifested in the use of the communicative
strategy of discrediting, the tactics of which can be conditionally divided into four groups: tac-
tics aimed at belittling a social group (insult, humiliation, mocking, and understatement or de-
nial); tactics aimed at defaming a social group (accusation, attributing hostile intentions, fore-
casting, and polarization); tactics aimed at justifying intolerance (forced intolerance, legitima-
tion of intolerance, precedent, and appeal to authority); and tactics aimed at encouraging intol-
erance (appeal, inducing intolerance, and threat). The creation of a favorable image of the in-
group is mostly achieved with the help of the communicative strategy of positive self-presen-
tation that is implemented in intolerant discourse through shielding (quasi-concession, quasi-
denial, quasi-apology, and shifting) and flaunting (exemplification and conforming) tactics.
Although the research is confined to the Belarusian gender-based case study only, the fact that
hate speech is always a reflection of the we-versus-they dichotomy innate to the participants of
intolerant discourse regardless of the language of communication allows me to nevertheless
presume that the findings may be extended to other discourse communities and applied to the
analysis of other types of intolerant discourse.

1 Introduction: key terms and methodology

Ever since (im)politeness studies became a separate field of pragmalinguistics, numerous at-
tempts have been made to develop a nomenclature of communicative strategies and tactics that
formalize polite and impolite speech behavior (cf. e. g., Haverkate 1984; Brown/Levinson
1987; Culpeper 2011). Considering that the study of hate speech as a component of intolerant
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discourse has only recently separated from the linguistic study of impoliteness and is becoming
more and more relevant as an independent direction (cf. e. g., Stollznow 2020; Knoblock 2022;
Brown/Sinclair 2023), I believe that there is a need to develop a specific classification of com-
municative strategies that verbalize hostility towards certain social groups.

My article focuses on the two main communicative strategies of intolerant discourse, i. €. dis-
crediting and positive self-presentation. Namely these two strategies serve as the pragma-com-
municative framework of intolerant discourse since they naturally represent the underlying cog-
nitive basis of intolerant discourse — we-versus-they opposition. The aim of the article is to
provide a brief overview of the most significant speech tactics actualizing these two strategies
within gender-biased online hate speech.

The research is based on Belarusian internet users’ comments on online news related to
LGBTQ+ people and women and published in the Belarusian segment of the web from 2015 to
2019. For ethical reasons, I do not provide any information on the comments or commentators.
Nevertheless, the list of the online news articles with comments that served as a source of fac-
tual material is stored in a separate database available for experts. For the selection of factual
material and its categorization, cf. Vasilenko 2022: 116—123. The conducted language analysis
is greatly influenced by pragmalinguistic works by Boris Norman (cf. e. g., Norman 2018).

I shall now briefly focus on the meaning of the key terms.

I understand intolerant discourse as a type of discourse of power that represents an intergroup
conflict of values (we-group, or in-group, versus they-group, or out-group) and is based on
hostility as a reflection of social stereotypes in the minds of its subjects (cf. Vasilenko 2022:
58-63).

Hate speech is viewed as the verbal component of intolerant discourse, being “aset of language
means expressing a negative, based on stereotypes or prejudices, attitude towards the addressee
as a carrier of values different from those of the addresser and, as a result, verbalizing one or
another type of discrimination or intolerance” (Vasilenko 2021: 561).

A communicative strategy, as proposed by Oksana Issers, is a set of speech actions that aims at
achieving a communicative goal and includes planning the process of speech communication
depending on the specific conditions of communication and the personalities of communicants,
as well as the implementation of this plan (cf. Issers 1999/2017: 54).

The implementation of a communicative strategy in speech is carried out with the help of speech
tactics understood as sets of practical moves in the real process of speech interaction (cf. Klyuev
2002: 18).

With that said, I shall proceed with a brief outline of the key strategies and tactics constituting
the pragma-communicative framework of gender-biased online discourse.
2 An outline of the basic speech tactics of intolerant discourse

As I have already mentioned, the we-versus-they dichotomy finds its reflection in the two cen-
tral communicative strategies of intolerant discourse, the strategy of discrediting and the strat-
egy of positive self-presentation. The strategy of discrediting manifests the speaker’s hostile
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attitude towards the out-group, while the strategy of positive self-presentation seeks to create a
positive image of the speaker or their social group.

The main tactics implementing the strategy of discrediting (downplay in Larson’s 1973/2013)
classification) have been described in a range of linguistic papers (cf. e. g., Issers 1999/2017;
Romanova et al. 2017). The analysis of the factual material allowed me to identify several tac-
tics not mentioned in the previously published papers and to conditionally divide all the tactics
implementing the communicative strategy of discrediting into four groups:

(1) tactics aimed at belittling an out-group, i. e. the tactics of insult (including labeling), humil-
iation, mocking, as well as understatement or denial;

(2) tactics aimed at defaming (creating a negative image of) an out-group, i. e. the tactics of
accusation, attributing hostile intentions, forecasting, and polarization;

(3) tactics aimed at justifying intolerance, i. e. the tactics of forced intolerance (or intolerance
against intolerance), legitimation of intolerance, precedent, and appeal to authority; and

(4) tactics aimed at encouraging intolerance, i. e. the tactics of appeal, inducing intolerance
(often entailing the use of force), and threat (both direct and indirect).

The strategy of positive self-presentation within intolerant discourse is understood as a positive
presentation or raising the image of the in-group. The strategy is implemented through two
groups of tactics (cf. here, e. g., van Dijk 1987; Lee et al. 1999):

(1) shielding tactics, i. e. tactics aimed at defending the speaker’s image, namely the tactics of
quasi-concession, quasi-denial, quasi-apology, and shifting; and

(2) flaunting tactics, 1. €. tactics aimed at demonstrating the speaker’s merits, namely the tactics
of exemplification and conforming.

The pragma-communicative framework of intolerant online discourse is presented in Figure 1.

Key strategies of intolerant discourse

Discrediting Positive self-presentation
1 ———
| 1 1 1
Belitlling Defaming el ICOSROnO Shielding Flaunting
= Insult = Accusation - intz‘ljer::r?ce - Appeal — mg;:;;;on Exemplification
Attributing Leqitimation :
— Humiliation — hostile — .gu I — ir:;::[f;ggge — Quasi-denial Conforming
intentions of intolerance
= Mocking = Forecasting = Precedent — Threat — Quasi-apology
Understate- ]
— ment — Polarization ~— aoree . — Shifting
or denial to authority

Figure 1: Key strategies and tactics of intolerant online discourse

In the following sections, I shall present the models actualizing speech tactics used by online
users within intolerant gender-based discourse and briefly consider some of the most common
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linguistic ways of their verbalization (for a more detailed description cf. Vasilenko 2022: 149—
191).

In all the models given below, X is always understood as a vulnerable social group, and Y — as
a dominant social group. The value of other variables is specified on a case-by-case basis. The
addressee stands for either direct or indirect, as well as either collective (a social group) or
individual (a representative of a social group) addressee.

I must underline that one tactic can be presented by two or even more models as in some cases
models stand for exact speech patterns used by the commentators. At the same time, some tac-
tics can be formulated in a more abstract way since sometimes the meaning of the speech act
can only be derived from the general context.

For the most part, the given examples preserve the speaker’s spelling and punctuation, while
the translation is slightly adapted for a clearer understanding. I do not provide word-for-word
translation as it seems to be irrelevant for the current research purposes; however, I try to keep
the translation stylistically close to the original text.

3 The strategy of discrediting

Since intolerant discourse is inherently evaluative, grounded in we-versus-they distinctions, and
shaped by entrenched social stereotypes, it is unsurprising that its primary communicative strat-
egy is one of discrediting. This verbal expression of a speaker’s hostile attitude toward an out-
group manifests itself through efforts to belittle and defame the out-group, as well as through
rhetoric that justifies or even actively encourages intolerance toward its members. Let me now
examine more closely the specific tactics that constitute the strategy of discrediting on the basis
of my factual material.

3.1 Tactics aimed at belittling an out-group

3.1.1 Insult

The tactic of insult consists in a humiliating assessment of the addressee. A most general legal
interpretation of an insult can be that of a deliberate infringement of another person’s honor
expressed in an indecent form. In accordance with the above definition, the criteria for classi-
fying an utterance as insulting are 1) infringement of an individual’s honor, 2) an intentional
character of the infringement, and 3) an indecent form of the utterance.

However, it is difficult to explain what exactly is meant by an indecent form of the utterance.
Even labels provided in dictionaries (such as rude or vulgar) cannot always serve as a basis for
recognizing the word insulting since they, as stated in Izotova/Kuznetsov/Plotnikova (2016:
22), firstly, are presented in dictionaries inconsistently and, secondly, cannot be viewed as an
unconditional marker of the offensive meaning while any evaluative meaning is always derived
from the context, and even “neutral” — from the speaker’s point of view — words include an
evaluative component disclosed in the context.

In this light, I adhere to a broad interpretation of insult as an intentional humiliating assessment
of the addressee that is generally (but not necessarily) verbalized with the help of rude, vulgar,
obscene, or suchlike words.
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The tactic of insult can be revealed through two main models.

Model 1: ‘Being X is bad’ is verbalized with the help of negatively connotated lexico-semantic
units denoting something unpleasant, for example:

(1 Ilapao ypoocmea u npomuoecmecmeeHHOCMU KOMOPblll 6bI3b18AEH ) HOPMATLHOZO
yenosexa mosbko 00HO yyecmao. Yyecmeo omepsenus u omepawerus. Dy... maxumu Obims.
[Parad urodstva i protivoestestvennosti kotoryy vyzyvaet u normal'nogo cheloveka tol'ko
odno chuvstvo. Chuvstvo omerzeniya i otvrashcheniya. Fu... takimi byt'.]
‘A parade of ugliness and unnaturalness that causes only one feeling in a normal person. A
feeling of loathing and disgust. Yuck... to be like that.’

Model 2: ‘X is bad’ is verbalized with the help of pejorative nominations, for example:

2) T'ei 2oma evipaoxi. Ilcixiuna xeopwisi.
[Gei geta vyradki. Psikhichna khvoryya.]
‘Gays are freaks. Mentally ill.”

Insulting metaphorical nominations can also serve as a marker of this tactic. In this case, insult
can be presented in the form of Model 3: ‘X is similar to A’, where A is a nomination related
to the source sphere of the metaphorical model. For example, the zoomorphic metaphor of a
rooster acts as a label to denote homosexual men in the Russian and Belarusian languages:

3) Ecnu nazeanu nemyxom — nado o6umo, u Oums CUibHO.
[Esli nazvali petukhom — nado bill, i bit'sil'no.]
‘If they call you a rooster — you should beat them, and beat them hard.’

3.1.2 Humiliation

The tactic of humiliation is similar to the tactic of insult as it also verbalizes a humiliating
assessment of the addressee and is represented by the models Model 1: ‘Being X is bad’ and
Model 2: ‘X is bad’. However, this tactic implies an indirect insult expressed with the help of
“softer” linguistic means and techniques, i. e. with the help of the so-called contextual hate
speech — as opposed to the textual hate speech that is expressed by signs with stable negative
meanings (cf. Sychev/Koval’/Zhadunova 2018: 809). This tactic is actualized by linguistic
means of expressing disdain, contempt, disgust, and other similar states which are difficult to
differentiate even given a full context.

Thus, instead of nouns and adjectives containing a negative assessment, other linguistic units
can be used as pejorative nominations of a person (Model 1: ‘Being X is bad’). For example,
referring to homosexual men, the author of comment (4) uses a negatively connotated phrase
He notimu kmo ‘a god-knows-who’, the semantics of which is revealed when being contrasted
to the noun napens ‘guy’:

4 Tpuxoouws k 00KmMopy HenouMu KeM, Nbeulb MUKCIYPKY U bIXOOULLb NAPHEM.
[Prikhodish' k doktoru nepoymi kem, p'esh' miksturku i vykhodish' parnem.)
“You come to the doctor being a god-knows-who, take medication and leave as a guy.’

Neutral and positive evaluative vocabulary can also be used as a pejorative nomination of a
person, as it acquires negative evaluative connotations in a certain communicative situation,
including that of sarcasm:
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®)] A mooice ne xouy scumo psioom ¢ JII'BT. He upassmes mue smu cyuecmaa.
[Ya tozhe ne khochu zhit' ryadom s LGBT. Ne nravyatsya mne eti sushchestva.]
‘I don’t want to live next to LGBT either. I don’t like these creatures.’

Even the correct name of a social group can serve as a marker of the speaker’s intolerant attitude
to the social group. As a rule, such statements are constructed according to Model 4: ‘(Because)
You/He/She/They is/are X’. For example, in comment (6), the speaker expresses a demonstra-
tively condescending attitude towards a representative of the out-group in a remark containing
the presupposition “All women slander”:

(6) ...U HU 0OHA U3 BALUUX KTlegem He 000CHOBAHA HUYEM, KPOMe MO20 YUMo @bl MAK Oymaeme. HO
6aM NPOCMUMENLHO, 6bl HCCHUUNA.
[...7 ni odna iz vashikh klevet ne obosnovana nichem, krome togo chto vy tak dumaete. no
vam prostitel'no, vy zhenshchina.)
‘...and none of your slander is justified by anything except the fact that you think so. but you
can be forgiven, you are a woman.’

Model 5: ‘X is X° possesses similar semantics; however, X is usually (but not necessarily)
expressed by the pejorative nomination of the out-group:

@) Heueeo cadomuro sawuwame. uzepawjeney, on u ecmb U38PAUEHeY, 2eHemUYeCcKUll Ul
MOALKO MOPANLHO.
[Nechego sadomiyu zashchishchat'. izvrashchenets, on i est' izvrashchenets, geneticheskiy ili
tol'ko moral'no.]
‘Don’t defend sadomy. a pervert is a pervert, whether genetic or just moral.’

In some cases, when language units acquire a negative connotation in the sarcastic context, the
tactic of humiliation converges with the tactic of mocking. These two tactics may differ in that
humiliation contains a direct nomination of a social group or its representatives, e. g. in the
form of deliberately incorrectly spelled names:

(®) Takux 1260 unu KaxK ux mam, HysCHO MOKOM Jeyums, 206opsam nomozaem! 3.b1. ¢y ¢y maxum
Ovimb.
[Takikh Igbd ili kak ikh tam, nuzhno tokom lechit', govoryat pomogaet! Z.Y. fu fu takim byt']
‘Such Igbd or whatever they are called need to be treated with electric current, they say it
helps! P.S. yuck. yuck to be like that.’

3.1.3 Mocking

The tactic of mocking is also a form of indirect insult and, as a rule, consists in making an
offensive joke or giving fictitious praise to someone in order to expose them to ridicule. This
tactic can be presented in the form of Model 6: ‘I am surprised that Z’, where Z contradicts the

surprise expressed in the first part of the statement, for example:

) O1l 60dice MOU, MHe OOJIHCHO CIAMb CMbLOHO, YMO 5 C HOPMATILHOU opueHmayue?
[Oy bozhe moy, mne dolzhno stat' stydno, chto ya s normal'noy orientatsiey?]
‘Oh my God, should I be ashamed that I have a normal orientation?’

The tactic of mocking is often verbalized by the method of extending to absurdity. For instance,
the author of comment (10) exaggerates the concept of LGBTQ+ tolerance, giving an example
of a social group whose struggle for their rights seems blatantly absurd to the reader:
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A 6 ee penopmadice He YBUOeNL 21ABHO20 — 3AWUMbl Npag Mmoppopaspadomuuxos. oHa
OCO3HAHHO YWINA OM 00CYHCOeHUs IMOTL JCUSOMPenewyujeli memol U Mo HePaA38UMOCHb
00UleCMBeHHON NO3UYUU ee U ee OKPYIHCeHUA? nouemy noou, evinydcoenHvle 30 nem
npo8ooUmMb 6 SPA3HbIX PYKABUYAX U OONOMHBIX CAN02ax JUULEHbI 803MONCHOCMU 8 CEOell
NPUBLIYHOT 00edcoe nocemums memamuyeckue ouenane?

[va v ee reportazhe ne uvidel glavnogo — zashchity prav torforazrabotchikov. ona oso-znanno
ushla ot obsuzhdeniya etoy zhivotrepeshchushchey temy ili eto nerazvitost' obshchestvennoy
porzitsii ee i ee okruzheniya? pochemu lyudi, vynuzhdennye 30 let provodit' v gryaznykh
rukavitsakh i bolotnykh sapogakh lisheny vozmozhnosti v svoey pri-vychnoy odezhde posetit’'
tematicheskie bienale?]

‘I did not see the main thing in her report — the protection of the rights of peat developers. did
she deliberately avoid the discussion of this burning topic, or is it the underdevelopment of
her and her circle’s public position? why are the people who are forced to spend 30 years in
dirty mittens and waders deprived of the opportunity to attend themed biennales in their usual
clothes?’

One more model actualizing the tactic of mocking is Model 7: ‘I agree that Z’ presented in
comment (11). Here, Z can be expanded as ‘A is bad because they allowed B’, where B is an
anti-discrimination statement on X, and A stands for those who agree with this statement:

(11)

coanacen — 0ebunbl — nycmuau 6a6 3a pyiv.
[soglasen — debily — pustili bab za rul'.]
‘I agree — they are morons — to have let women drive.’

3.1.4 Denial and understatement

The tactic of understatement or denial is frequently used when disclosing the sub-topic “Their
problems are unimportant/exaggerated” (on the cognitive and thematic organization of intoler-
ant discourse cf. Vasilenko 2020; Vasilenko 2022: 123—148). The speaker may deny an existing
problem (12) or established scientific facts (13) in order to defend their views. Such comments
are based on Model 8: ‘Z is a lie’, where Z is a positive characteristic of the out-group or a
statement about its discrimination, for example:

(12)

(13)

Ecnu 6v1 peanvro 3apniamel dceHwyun OblAU HUdMCe 3aPNIamMvl MYJHCUUH 3d OOUHAKOBYVIO
pabomy u ee 06beMm, Mo HUKMO Obl HUKO20A He OPan HA PabOMy MYMHCUUH. 3aHeM MYHCUUHAM
nAGMUMb 3a 1106y10 pabomy Oonbue, eciu HCeHWUHAM MONCHO 3an1amums menvute na 25%.
DKoHOMUSL 07151 NPEONPUAMUSL U YACMHUKA ObLIA Dbl KOLOCCANbHAS.

[Esli by real’no zarplaty zhenshchin byli nizhe zarplaty muzhchin za odinakovuyu rabotu i ee
ob'em, to nikto by nikogda ne bral na rabotu muzhchin. zachem muzhchinam platit' za lyu-
buyu rabotu bol'she, esli zhenshchinam mozhno zaplatit' men'she na 25%. Ekonomiya dlya
predpriyatiya i chastnika byla by kolossal'naya.]

‘If in reality women’s salaries for the same work and its volume were lower than men’s, then
no one would ever hire men. why pay men more for any job if women can be paid less by
25%?7? The savings for the enterprise and the private owner would be enormous.’

Jhicenayka. T'omocekcyarbHocmb HA0O UCKAMb 6 COYUANLHOU cpede U BOCNUMAHUU
yenosexa. Yaue ceco — 9mo npocmo pacnyueHHoCcms.

[Lzhenauka. Gomoseksual'nost' nado iskat'v sotsial'noy srede i vospitanii cheloveka. Chash-
che vsego — eto prosto raspushchennost'.]
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‘Pseudoscience. Homosexuality should be sought in the social environment and the person’s
upbringing. Most often it’s just promiscuity.’

3.2 Tactics aimed at defaming an out-group

3.2.1 Accusation

The tactic of accusation consists in attributing guilt to someone. Despite the fact that accusation,
unlike insult, requires justification and evidence (Romanova et al. 2017: 164), within intolerant
discourse, accusation may be unfounded and groundless. This tactic can be presented by Model
9: ‘X is to blame for problem A’, for example:

(14)  Ecau on moacmelii, u CoIHUWKA 8 ANy, Mo 8UHOBaMA KHceHa. Kopmum ux Henoae3Hot nuuyetl,
a cama, 6u0ams, Ha ouemax CUOUm.
[Esli on tolstyy, i synishka v papu, to vinovata zhena. Kormit ikh nepoleznoy pishchey, a sama,
vidat', na dietakh sidit.]
‘If he is fat, and the son takes after the dad, then the wife is to blame. She feeds them unhealthy
food, while she herself, apparently, is on a diet.’

Comment (15) below clearly demonstrates the connection between the tactic of accusation with
the next tactics — the tactic of attributing hostile intentions and the tactic of forecasting:

(15) B yenom cyumaro JII'BT ne mooicem obwvasiamocsa eocyoapcmeom, kak Hopma. Kmo 6yoem
peutams demozpaghuuecxyio npooaemy? Pano unu nosouno, smo noxonenue JIIBT unu
cnedyrouee, npusedym K 0CmaHosKe npupocma naceienus. M kmo 6yoem naamums neHcuu
cmapuxam? Kmo 6yoem pazeuseamo cmpany noo cneoyiowue noxkonenua? Kynemusuposanue
JII'BT — ecmb npodsudicerue cmepunusayus CMmpaHbl.

[V tselom schitayu LGBT ne mozhet ob"yavlyat'sya gosudarstvom, kak norma. Kto budet re-
shat' demograficheskuyu problemu? Rano ili pozdno, eto pokolenie LGBT ili sleduyushchee,
privedut k ostanovke prirosta naseleniya. I kto budet platit' pensii starikam? Kto budet
razvivat' stranu pod sleduyushchie pokoleniya? Kul'tivirovanie LGBT — est' prodvizhenie
sterilizatsiya strany.]

‘In general, I think LGBT people cannot be declared by the state as a norm. Who will solve
the demographic problem? Sooner or later, this LGBT generation or the next one will lead to
a halt in population growth. And who will pay pensions to the elderly? Who will develop the
country for the next generations? The cultivation of LGBT is the promotion of the sterilization
of the country.’

3.2.2 Attributing hostile intentions

To indicate an unfavorable scenario for the in-group in case of an extension of the out-group’s
rights, online users resort to two interrelated tactics — the tactic of attributing hostile intentions
and the tactic of forecasting — both of which represent an indirect accusation and reveal the
topic “They threaten our traditional way of life”.

The tactic of attributing hostile intentions is aimed at constructing a negative image of the out-
group by attributing them malicious intent and plans that are destructive to the established order
(Model 10: ‘X will do Z’, where Z is undesirable actions for the we-group), for example:

(16)  Mepsko uumamsv 06 dImux «cexceoUHywKaxy. PemMuHuCmKu-Qypuu cKopo 61e3ym Ha mpom u
6cex Myaicukog nomawam na kacmpayuio. Dy!
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[Merzko chitat' ob etikh «seksvoynushkakhy. Feministki-furii skoro vlezut na tron i vsekh mu-
zhikov potashchat na kastratsiyu. Fu!]

‘It’s disgusting to read about these “sex wars”. Feminist furies will soon climb onto the throne
and drag all the men to castration. Yuck!’

3.2.3 Forecasting

The tactic of forecasting also allows the speaker to project their negative attitude towards the
social group into the future, but unlike the tactic of attributing hostile intentions, it emphasizes
the negative consequences of changing the traditional way of life for the in-group without at-
tributing negative intent to the representatives of the out-group (Model 11: ‘“The promotion of
X’s rights will lead to Z’, where Z stands for undesirable consequences for the we-group), for
example:

(17)  Ymobwr mbl cmanu 8bimMupams Kaxk moiepaHmmuvie Hemyvl uiu @paunyyssvi? A kmo eam 6
cmapocmu 800vl nooacm?
[Chtoby my stali vymirat' kak tolerantnye nemtsy ili frantsuzy? A kto vam v starosti vody
podast?]
‘So that we become extinct like tolerant German or French people? And who will bring you
a glass of water when you are old?’

The tactic of forecasting can also verbalize the sub-topic “Their rights are unfairly placed above
ours” as clearly demonstrated by comment (18):

(18)  [Ilpoiioem ewje HemHO20 8peMeHU U CAMBIM YUeMAAEMbIM 8 Mupe Oyoem Oeblil MyH#CuuHa
2emepocexcyai.

[Proydet eshche nemnogo vremeni i samym ushchemlyaemym v mire budet belyy muzhchina
geteroseksual.]

‘It will take a little more time and a white male heterosexual will be the one most infringed
in the world.’

3.2.4 Polarization

Of all the tactics implemented within intolerant discourse, the tactic of polarization most clearly
embodies the we-versus-they opposition — the cognitive foundation of intolerant discourse, be-
ing expressed by Model 12: ‘They, X, are bad; we, Y, are good.” As a rule, this tactic is verbal-
ized by the pragmatic opposition — sometimes implicit — of the first- and third-person (in some
cases second-person) personal and possessive pronouns, for example:

(19)  3Omo moou ¢ npobaemamu! Mot ux u max mepnum. Tax onu menepv u NYOIUUHO PEULUTU
00KA3bIBAMb HENOHAMHO YMO?
[Eto lyudi s problemami! My ikh i tak terpim. Tak oni teper' i publichno reshili dokazyvat'
neponyatno chto?]
“These are people with problems! And we tolerate them. So now they have decided to publicly
prove God knows what?’

(20)  Hem yoic, paz vl 6ce maxue pagHOnPasHble 1 Xomume 0OUHAKOBbIX NPAs, c80H00 U NPoue2o
HApagHe ¢ MYyACUKAMU — MO020d nepecmanbme npu Kaxicoom yOoOHOM cryuae 0adums Ha mo,
umo 6wl “‘crabulii non’ ...
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[Net uzh, raz vy vse takie ravnopravnye i khotite odinakovykh prav, svobod i prochego na-
ravne s muzhikami — togda perestan'te pri kazhdom udobnom sluchae davit' na to, chto vy
“slabyy pol”...]

‘No, since you are all so equal and want the same rights, freedoms and other things on a par
with men — then stop putting pressure on the fact that you are the “weaker sex” at every
opportunity...”

33 Tactics aimed at justifying intolerance

3.3.1 Forced intolerance

The tactic of forced intolerance (or intolerance against intolerance) demonstrates the speaker’s
position, according to which hostility towards a social group is caused by the behavior of the
social group itself (cf. the tactic of accusation in 3.2.1 above). This tactic can be presented in
the form of Model 13: ‘X is to blame for the fact that we, Y, treat them badly’, for example:

(21)  Kenwun 6umo smo omepamumenvro! Ho s 6om cuumaio ymo HceHWUHbl CAMu SUHOBANbBL
YMo MAaKkux eblOUPalOm. gewepom NOIYUUL d YIMPOM KaK He 8 uem He Obleano. Pabcmeo eedb
OMMEHUNU UTU MHOSUE HCEHUWUHBL He CAbIUATU?

[Zhenshchin bit' eto otvratitel'no! No ya vot schitayu chto zhenshchiny sami vinovaty chto
takikh vybirayut. vecherom poluchil a utrom kak ne v chem ne byvalo. Rabstvo ved' otmenili
ili mnogie zhenshchiny ne slyshali?]

‘It’s disgusting to beat women! But I think that women themselves are to blame for choosing
such people. You got beaten in the evening and in the morning you behave as if nothing
happened. Slavery was abolished, huh, or many women haven’t heard of it?’

3.3.2 Legitimation of intolerance

The tactic of legitimation of intolerance manifests itself in justifying and supporting sexist,
homophobic, xenophobic, and suchlike views and conduct. It also involves a negative assess-
ment of the activity aimed at eliminating discrimination (Model 14: ‘Intolerance towards X is
normal/good’):

(22)  Bwi cosopume “cexcusm’” kax 6yOmo smo umo-mo nioxoe!

[Vy govorite “seksizm” kak budto eto chto-to plokhoe!]
“You say “sexism" as if it’s something bad!’

(23)  Omo ne zomogodbus! dmo — HopmanvHOEe 00WECMBO, C HOPMANLHLIM U eCMEeCMEeHHbIM
OMHOWEHUEM K HEHOPMANbHbIM OMHOUEHUAM MeAHCOY TH00bMu!
[Eto ne gomofobiya! Eto — normal'noe obshchestvo, s normal'nym i estestvennym
otnosheniem k nenormal'nym otnosheniyam mezhdu lyud'mi!]
“This is not homophobia! This is a normal society, with a normal and natural attitude to ab-
normal relationships between people!’

3.3.3 Precedent

When the justification of intolerance is based on a certain pattern, usually historical, 1. e. it
consists in appealing to the traditionally justified cases of discrimination and violence on this
ground, the tactic of precedent is actualized (Model 15: ‘There are historical examples of Z°,
where Z is a description of intolerant behavior towards X), for example:
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(24)  Hyorcno na 2ocyoapcmeennom yposHe, bes oenaoku na kaxou mo mam Eepocoros unu CIIIA,
3aKpenums Y20Jl06HYI0 omeemcmeeHHocms 3a nponazandy JII'BT osuoicenus! Tak, kax smo
ov110 6 CCCP.

[Nuzhno na gosudarstvennom urovne, bez oglyadki na kakoy to tam Evrosoyuz ili SShA,
zakrepit' ugolovnuyu otvetstvennost' za propagandu LGBT dvizheniya! Tak, kak eto bylo v
SSSR.]

‘It is necessary to consolidate criminal responsibility for the propaganda of the LGBT move-
ment at the state level, not paying attention to some European Union or USA! The way it was
in the USSR.’

As seen from the example, besides the presupposition “It used to be like this”, the tactic of
precedent also contains the presupposition “It used to be good”. In case when this judgment is
supplemented by the proposition “If it gets different, it will get bad”, the tactic of forecasting is
actualized (see 3.2.3 above).

3.3.4 Appeal to authority

To justify their position, the speaker can also appeal to authority (Model 16: ‘A says that Z’,
where A is an authoritative source — as a rule, the Bible, and Z is a description of intolerant
behavior towards X), for example:

(25)  ...Poe 6 Bubnuu HedgycMbICIEHHO, MHO20 PA3, NPAMO HA3BIBAETN 20MOCEKCYANUIM SPEXOM.
Tlokatimecv u odymaiimecs, noka He NO30HO.
[...Bog v Biblii nedvusmyslenno, mnogo raz, pryamo nazyvaet gomoseksualizm grekhom.
Pokaytes' i odumaytes', poka ne pozdno.]
‘...In the Bible, God explicitly and directly calls homosexuality a sin many times. Repent and
come to your senses before it’s too late.’

(26)  JKenmwuna pas u Ha 6ce20a nomepsaia NPABO 2010CA NOCILE MO20, KAK U3-3a eé 0elcmaull
N00ell U3 pas 8bICHANU.
[Zhenshchina raz i na vsegda poteryala pravo golosa posle togo, kak iz-za ee deystviy lyudey
iz raya vygnali.]
‘Woman once and for all lost the right to vote after people were kicked out of paradise because
of her actions.’

3.4  Tactics aimed at encouraging intolerance

3.4.1 Appeal

The tactic of appeal is addressed directly to the out-group and, like other tactics aimed at en-
couraging intolerance, reveals the topic “They must know their place”. This tactic can be pre-
sented by Model 17: ‘X, do Z’, where Z is the behavior approved by the in-group, for example:

(27)  IKenwumnvr Hukoz0a He 3abupaiime y MYHCUUH UHCMPYMEHM, Mbl Jice He 3adbupaem y 8ac
MpANKU, KAacmproJiu.
[Zhenshchiny nikogda ne zabirayte u muzhchin instrument, my zhe ne zabiraem u vas tryapki,
kastryuli.]
‘Women, never take tools from men, after all, we don’t take rags and pots from you.’

As a rule, this tactic is verbalized by the imperative mood of the verb or alternative ways of
expressing the speaker’s will (such as modal verbs, infinitive constructions, subjunctive mood,
etc.). The same language means are used to actualize the tactic of inducing intolerance.
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3.4.2 Inducing intolerance

The tactic of inducing intolerance converges in its meaning with the tactic of appeal. But state-
ments implementing the tactic of inducing intolerance are addressed to third parties and can be
presented in the form of Model 18: Y urges (A) to do Z’, where Z is an intolerant action against
X, and A (if specified) is the person/people addressed by Y, for example:

(28)  Ilponacanoa comocexcyanuzma. Omnpasums ux K nCUXUampy.
[Propaganda gomoseksualizma. Otpravit' ikh k psikhiatru.]
‘Propaganda of homosexualism. Send them to a psychiatrist.’

(29)  Ecau ywepbrocms dokazana ua ece 100%, xkax MuHumym cmepuiuzoeamv U HUKAK He
nIamums HOcoOus.
[Esli ushcherbnost' dokazana na vse 100%, kak minimum sterilizovat' i nikak ne platit'
posobiya.]
‘If the defectiveness is 100% proven, they at least need to be sterilized and not paid any
benefits.’

I should also emphasize that a negative judgment can be expressed in the form of a slogan,
which is one of the most powerful methods of implementing the tactic of inducing intolerance,
for example:

(30)  II#oopacue — boui!
[P#dorasne — boy!]
‘Fight f#ggotry!’

(31)  Hem uzepawenyam.
[net izvrashchentsam.]
‘no to perverts.’

3.4.3 Threat

The tactic of threat targets the out-group, but the speaker does not necessarily address its rep-
resentatives directly. To present the model of this tactic I adapt the interpretation of the speech
act of threat proposed by Anatoliy Baranov (2014: 140f.) to the discursive conditions under
analysis: Model 19: ‘Y threatens X that they will do Z because Y does not like X’, where Z is
an intolerant action against X.

In the given context, the tactic of threat, similar to the tactic of inducing intolerance, consists in
describing the measures that, in the speaker’s opinion, should be applied to representatives of
a particular social group in order to “correct”, isolate, or even annihilate them. The tactic of
threat contains no appeal to they- or we-groups in any form, and the alleged perpetrator of the
threat is the speaker themselves or the group to which they relegate themselves, for example:

(32) A 6v1 makux omnpasnsan 0opo2u cmpoums (MPUHYOUmMenbHo), — U OyPb 8 20108bl JIe3Mb He
b6yOdem, u n1aKamvcsa nepecmanym, ymo 6es pabomoi.
[Ya by takikh otpravlyal dorogi stroit' (prinuditel'no), — i dur' v golovy lezt' ne budet, i pla-
kat'sya perestanut, chto bez raboty.]
‘I would send such people to build roads (forcibly) — then nonsense will not get into their
heads, and they will stop crying that they are out of work.’

ISSN 1615-3014



Ekaterina Vasilenko: Pragma-communicative organization of intolerant discourse 187

(33)  ecmpemun 6w nocie uepwvi, Oa NO NOYKAM HACMYYAL. PAGHONPASsUe, MaK pasHonpasue :D
[vstretil by posle igry, da po pochkam nastuchal. ravnopravie, tak ravnopravie :D]
‘I would meet her after the game and punch her in the kidneys. Equality means equality :D.’

4 The strategy of positive self-presentation

As mentioned above, besides discrediting the out-group, online users resort to a number of
shielding and flaunting speech tactics (cf. van Dijk 1987; Lee et al. 1999) aimed at creating a
positive image of themselves as members of the in-group. These tactics are meant to disguise a
hostile attitude towards they-groups. However, they clearly demonstrate that the speaker attrib-
utes themselves the right to impose their views from the position of power. Let me now examine
more closely the tactics that make up the strategy of positive self-presentation in online com-
ments.

4.1 Shielding tactics

4.1.1 Quasi-concession

The tactic of quasi-concession is used by the speaker as a means of avoiding explicit generali-
zations in order to look more objective. The tactic is expressed in the form of Model 20: ‘Of
course, not all X are bad but ...”, for example:

(34) IKenwunwr 6onee smoyuoHaLHBL U OONCe 3a6UCUMBL (He 8Ce, KOHEUHO .)), Yem MYNCUUHBL.
Omcioda u bonee OnumenvHbili CPOK peadburumayuil.
[Zhenshchiny bolee emotsional'ny i bolee zavisimy (ne vse, konechno :)), chem muzhchiny.
Otsyuda i bolee dlitel'nyy srok reabilitatsii. |
‘Women are more emotional and more dependent (not all, of course :)) than men. Hence the
longer recovery period.’

Such attempts to disguise intolerance are meant to elevate the speaker’s image in the eyes of
the addressee, to present the speaker as an unbiased person accepting different viewpoints. This
position allows the commentator to take an unassailable winning position in case of a dispute:
“I told you that not all X are bad”. Meanwhile, the meaning of the utterance remains intolerant.

4.1.2 Quasi-denial

The tactic of quasi-denial is also intended to create a more tolerant image of the speaker in the
eyes of the listener due to the assertion of their impartiality. This tactic can be expressed by
Model 21: ‘I am not racist/sexist/homophobic etc. but...", for example:

(35) s koneuno e 20MOG0OO, NOCKOILKY MHE 20MOCEKCYAIUIM YHC MOYHO He 2PO3UM, HO KAK-MO
ecnu YecmHo He No cebe. ...0y0ym OHU CHACMAUBO COBOKYWISIMbCS Opye U C OpyeoM
20MOCEKCYANbHO 8 UMO02e, d MHE 8 IMOM HCUMD.

[va konechno ne gomofob, poskol'ku mne gomoseksualizm uzh tochno ne grozit, no kak-to
esli chestno ne po sebe. ...budut oni schastlivo sovokuplyat'sya drug i s drugom go-
moseksual'no v itoge, a mne v etom zhit'".]

‘I’m certainly not a homophobe because I definitely don’t risk becoming a homosexualist but
somehow, to be honest, I’'m not at ease. ...in the end, they will be happily copulating with
each other homosexually, and I will have to live amongst this.’
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4.1.3 Quasi-apology

Another tactic aimed at mitigating the degree of hostility of the statement is the tactic of quasi-
apology expressed by Model 22: ‘Excuse me, but ...", for example:

(36)  6bl MeHa uzguUHUME, HO MAUM-MEHEONCMEHM JCCHWUH 3AKAHYUBAEMCs mam dice, 20e U
HAYUHAEMCA, HA YPOGHE UHMENIEeKMA.
[vy menya izvinite, no taym-menedzhment zhenshchin zakanchivaetsya tam zhe, gde i na-
chinaetsya: na urovne intellekta.]
‘well, excuse me, but women’s time management ends where it begins — at the level of intel-
ligence.’

In such comments, it is impossible to identify the direct addressee of the apologys, it is “imper-
sonal”. These apologies are ostensible: the speaker does not feel guilty or awkward; they are
only trying to create a more favorable impression of themselves.

4.1.4 Shifting

The tactic of shifting allows a commentator to shift responsibility for an intolerant attitude to-
wards a social group to other people. The speaker does not necessarily admit that they share
these views: Model 23: ‘I am not the only one who is against X’:

(37)  ..JII'BT y Hac mHO20 KMO He MH0OUm, 8 MoM Yucie u si.
[...LGBT u nas mnogo kto ne lyubit, v tom chisle i ya.]
‘...There are a lot of people here who don’t like LGBT, including me.’

4.2  Flaunting tactics

4.2.1 Exemplification

A more obvious imposition of an in-group member’s views on the representatives of the out-
group is actualized with the help of the tactic of exemplification: Model 24: ‘Even I, Y, do what
X should do’ (or: ‘Though I am Y, I do not behave the way X dare’):

(38) A ouce ne xooicy 6 matixe ¢ HAONUCAMU KAK 51 OO0 U K020 100110 umems? [lomomy umo smo
unmum. A cembsi 2MO MYHCUUHA U dceHwuHa u ux demu. Ilycmob c6136 Opye ¢ Opyeom no
opyeomy mnasviearom u He Hepsupylom. Xomam coémecmHoe XO3AUCMEo?  ecmb
008EPEHHOCIU U 3A6EUWAHUSL.

[Ya zhe ne khozhu v mayke s nadpisyami kak ya lyublyu i kogo lyublyu imet'? Potomu chto
eto intim. A sem'va eto muzhchina i zhenshchina i ikh deti. Pust' svyaz' drug s drugom po
drugomu nazyvayut i ne nerviruyut. Khotyat sovmestnoe khozyaystvo? est' doverennosti i
zaveshchaniya.]

‘Well, I don’t wear a T-shirt with the inscriptions of how I love and whom I love to bang,
huh? Because it’s intimate. And the family is a man and a woman and their children. Let them
find a different name for their affairs and not make us nervous. They want a joint household?
Powers of attorney and wills do exist.’

The tactic of exemplification can expand its agentive range. Thus, when talking about women,
male commentators can refer not to their own experience, but to that of some particular women.
This technique allows online users to make their position closer to the out-group:
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(39)  Hu mos mamo, Hu dcena, Hu 0046 ¢ Maxol NPooIeMol He CMAAKUBAIUCS...
[Ni moya mat', ni zhena, ni doch's takoy problemoy ne stalkivalis'...]
‘Neither my mother, nor my wife, nor my daughter has faced such a problem...’

4.2.2 Conforming

The tactic of conforming, i. e. of relegating oneself to a positively perceived group, is similar
to the previous tactic. Although while also setting themselves as an example, the speaker here
is not a representative of the in-group, but a member of the out-group, who demonstrates their
support for the in-group’s views in the form of Model 25: ‘Being X, I behave the way Y ap-
proves of’. For example, comment (40) is left by a user with a female nickname:

(40)  Jopoeue owcenwyunvt! Celivac max MHO20 MAK HA3bIBAEMbIX ‘“‘Myoicuun”’ (JiCEHWUH 6
MYJHCCKOM mefie), NOCKONbKY O4YeHb MHO20 MYJICUKO8 6 diceHckom mene. Myosicuuna — amo
maxkoe cozdanue bBoea, xomopoe anpuopu xouem 4y8cmeosams ceOs 21aA6HbIM, HYHCHbIM U
camvim ymHuIM. Tlodamomy nozeonsatime MyxdcuuHam max OyMAamv, He COPEGHYUMeCy, He
CHOpbmMe ¢ HUMU 8 IMUX BONPOCAX U 6CE CIMAHEN HA C80U Mecmd.

[Dorogie zhenshchiny! Seychas tak mnogo tak nazyvaemykh “muzhchin’ (zhenshchin v mu-
zhskom tele), poskol'ku ochen' mnogo muzhikov v zhenskom tele. Muzhchina — eto takoe soz-
danie Boga, kotoroe apriori khochet chuvstvovat' sebya glavnym, nuzhnym i samym umnym.
Poetomu pozvolyayte muzhchinam tak dumat', ne sorevnuytes', ne spor'te s nimi v etikh vo-
prosakh i vse stanet na svoi mesta.|

‘Dear women! Nowadays there are so many so-called “men” (women in a man’s body) be-
cause there are so many men in a woman’s body. A man is such a God creature who a priori
wants to feel the most powerful, the most necessary and the most intelligent. Therefore, let
men think so, do not compete, do not argue with them in these matters, and everything will
fall into place.’

Despite the author’s desire to get closer to their social group — women, the call for discrimina-
tory behavior discloses the online user’s desire to be approved by representatives of the domi-
nant group. I should also note here that, due to the anonymity of online communication, it is
impossible to establish whether the author of this comment is really a woman.

5 Conclusion

This is a very brief (and rather conditional) overview of the key speech tactics implementing
the two core strategies of intolerant discourse, namely the strategy of discrediting and the strat-
egy of positive self-presentation. The opposition of these two strategies directly reflects the
cognitive semiotic we-versus-they dichotomy — the foundation of this type of discourse.

For obvious reasons, within intolerant discourse, the strategy of discrediting is presented by a
much wider range of speech tactics all of which can be conditionally divided into four groups:
(1) belittling an out-group (insult, humiliation, mocking, and understatement or denial); (2) de-
faming an out-group (accusation, attributing hostile intentions, forecasting, and polarization);
(3) justifying intolerance (forced intolerance, legitimation of intolerance, precedent, and appeal
to authority); and (4) encouraging intolerance (appeal, inducing intolerance, and threat).

A second most important communicative strategy within the framework of intolerant discourse,
the communicative strategy of positive self-presentation, is presented by (1) shielding tactics
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(quasi-concession, quasi-denial, quasi-apology, and shifting) and (2) flaunting tactics (exem-
plification and conforming).

With that said, I should mention here that other communicative strategies, such as manipulation,
persuasion, speech provocation, etc., can also be (and frequently are) used by the speaker within
intolerant discourse in order to influence the addressee’s discourse picture of the world.

In conclusion, I should note that although the research is confined to the Belarusian gender-
based case study, I presume that the proposed approach — with some appropriate alterations —
may be applied to the analysis of other types of intolerant discourse as well as extended to other
discourse communities (cf. e. g., Tarasova 2022; Palagina 2024) since hate speech is always a
reflection of the universal semiotic we-versus-they opposition that is innate to the participants
of intolerant discourse regardless of the language of communication.
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