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• no consistent definition of hate speech in literature (Sirsch, 
2013)

• problem of definition:

 defining hate speech by legal texts?

 defining hate speech by language features? 

• issue with the term hate speech in itself (Waldron, 2014)

 hate falsely implies legislation tries to alter people’s 
mindsets and control their thoughts 

 researchers only interested in speech?

 or also in written & printed language?

Hate speech
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• no focus on intention of the speaker/writer and no focus of impact 
of the message on the perceiver (Waldron, 2014; Sirsch, 2013)

 every message could then be perceived as offending

 therefore, differentiation between offensive speech and hate 
speech

• in general, hate speech = “singles out an individual or a group of 
individuals on the basis of certain characteristics” (Parekh, 2006, p. 
214)

• more specific, Unger’s (2013) categorization into:
1. medium (spoken/written), 

2. addressee(s), 

3. conventionality (obvious vs. implied linguistic means) and 

4. context (where, when & how) 

5. (+ Meibauer’s (2013) hate crime)

Hate speech
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• focus on US presidential elections 2016 & 2020
• Trump’s tweets from 2009 to 2021 (up until January 8 when account 

was suspended) ≈ 53,000 tweets

• rally speeches by Trump from 2015/16

• + addition rally speeches from 2019/20

• transcripts of 3 TV debates from 2016 (Trump vs. Clinton) & 2 TV 
debates from 2020 (Trump vs. Biden)

1. quantitative: classification according to Unger (2013)

2. qualitative: analysis according to the discourse historical 
approach (Wodak & Reisigl, 2016)
• nomination, predication, argumentation, perspectivization & 

intensification or mitigation

Data & methodology



www.tu-chemnitz.de6Chemnitz February 2, 2021 ∙ CASE

• majority of hate speech is indirect and implied (cf. Unger’s 
(2013) conventionality)

• tweets and rally speeches contain most hate speech, 
whereas TV debates contain fewest
• may be due to audience, i.e. rally speeches for 

supporters (cp. Blommaert’s (2018) vox populism = 
manufactured representations of the voice of the 
people)

• may be due to addressee(s) and genre (TV debates = 
immediate contact to addressee; tweets = no immediate 
contact to addressee(s))

Expected results
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