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1. Introduction & National Context

In contemporary Greece, young people constitute one of the most digitally connected
segments of the population, with internet access and online communication forming an
integral part of everyday life. Adolescents and young adults routinely use digital technologies
for education, entertainment, social interaction, and civic expression, spending a substantial
portion of their daily time online. Internet access among youth is widespread across the
country, with particularly high levels of connectivity in urban and semi-urban areas, while
young people in rural or remote regions increasingly rely on mobile internet as their primary
means of access. As a result, digital spaces function as central social environments for Greek
youth, rather than as supplementary or optional arenas.

Patterns of internet and social media use among young people in Greece reflect broader
European trends, while also showing context-specific characteristics. Youth participants in the
UNITY focus group reported daily and multi-platform engagement, most commonly on social
media platforms such as Instagram, TikTok, YouTube, and messaging or gaming environments.
Younger adolescents tend to prioritise visually oriented and short-form content platforms,
while older youth more frequently combine social networking with news consumption, video
platforms, and online discussion spaces. Differences were also observed between urban and
rural contexts, where urban youth generally reported greater platform diversity and higher
visibility, while rural youth described more limited but equally intensive online engagement,
often within smaller or closed digital communities.

Within this digitally saturated environment, online spaces play a decisive role in shaping
identity, belonging, and social norms. For many young people in Greece, the internet is a
primary space for exploring political views, cultural expression, gender and sexual identity,
and peer relationships. However, this visibility also increases exposure to hostility, judgement,
and exclusion. Youth participants consistently described the online environment as
ambivalent, offering both opportunities for connection and creativity and risks related to
harassment, hate speech, and emotional harm. The perception of the internet as a space with
“few rules” or limited protection reflects a broader sense of vulnerability experienced by
young users.

The issue of online hate speech and hate crime has become increasingly visible within
national debates in Greece, particularly in relation to youth safety, freedom of expression,
and democratic values. Public discussions often emerge in response to high-profile incidents,
viral content, or politically charged events, rather than as part of sustained, preventive
dialogue. These debates frequently reveal tensions between the protection of free speech and
the need to address harm, discrimination, and incitement to violence. Young people
themselves are often positioned as passive recipients of online risks, rather than as active
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stakeholders whose experiences and perspectives should inform policy and educational
responses.

At the same time, Greece’s recent social and political history has shaped the context in which
online hate speech develops and circulates. Economic instability, migration and refugee
movements, and political polarisation have influenced public discourse, sometimes
reinforcing stereotypes and “us versus them” narratives. Professionals participating in the
UNITY focus group highlighted that online hate speech targeting migrants, refugees, LGBTQ
individuals, women, and ethnic or religious minorities is not an isolated phenomenon, but
rather reflects broader societal tensions that are amplified in digital spaces. The anonymity
and speed of online communication allow these narratives to spread rapidly and to reach
young audiences at formative stages of identity development.

The role of media in shaping narratives around hate speech and hate crime is particularly
significant in the Greek context. Traditional media outlets increasingly report on cases of
online harassment or hate-motivated violence, contributing to greater visibility of the issue.
However, professionals noted that media coverage often remains episodic, sensational, or
event-driven, focusing on extreme cases while overlooking everyday experiences of online
hostility faced by young people. This approach can inadvertently normalise lower-level but
persistent forms of hate speech, presenting them as inevitable features of online life rather
than as preventable social harms.

Social media platforms further complicate this landscape by prioritising engagement-driven
content, which can unintentionally amplify polarising or provocative material. Both youth and
professionals expressed limited trust in platform governance, reporting slow responses,
unclear moderation standards, and a lack of transparency in content removal processes. As a
result, many young people in Greece rely on self-protective strategies such as blocking,
muting, or disengaging, rather than seeking formal support or reporting mechanisms. This
contributes to underreporting and reinforces a perception that institutions are either unable
or unwilling to intervene effectively.

Vulnerability to online hate speech among Greek youth is unevenly distributed. Survey data
and qualitative findings indicate that young people from migrant and refugee backgrounds,
LGBTQ youth, ethnic and religious minorities, and gender-diverse individuals experience
disproportionate exposure to hateful content. These experiences are often intersectional,
with multiple identity factors increasing risk. Professionals observed gendered patterns,
noting that girls and gender-diverse youth are more frequently targeted and more likely to
internalise harm, while boys are more often involved as perpetrators or passive bystanders,
influenced by peer norms and online group dynamics.

Despite these challenges, young people in Greece do not perceive themselves solely as
victims. Focus group discussions revealed a strong awareness of collective responsibility and
peer influence in shaping online environments. Many young participants emphasised the
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importance of solidarity, peer support, and youth-led initiatives in countering hate speech,
while also expressing frustration that adult-led interventions often fail to reflect the realities
of their digital lives. They called for education that addresses real online experiences,
emotional impact, and practical skills, rather than abstract rules or punitive messages.

Overall, the national context in Greece illustrates a complex interaction between high levels
of youth digital engagement, evolving social tensions, and insufficiently developed
institutional responses to online hate speech and hate crime. Digital environments magnify
existing inequalities and social divisions, while also offering opportunities for education,
empowerment, and positive change. Understanding this context is essential for developing
effective prevention strategies, strengthening support mechanisms for young people, and
ensuring that responses to online hate speech are grounded in the lived realities of Greek
youth.

This introduction provides the contextual foundation for the analysis that follows, situating
digital hate speech and hate crime among young people in Greece within broader
demographic, social, and media landscapes, and highlighting the urgency of coordinated,
youth-centred, and evidence-based responses.

1. Prevalence of Digital Hate Speech and Hate Crimes among
Youth

2.1 Statistical Data & Trends

Available quantitative data on digital hate speech and hate crime among young people in
Greece remains limited and fragmented, particularly with regard to age-disaggregated online
incidents. Official statistics tend to focus on recorded hate crimes in general, while online hate
speech is significantly underreported, both to public authorities and to platform-based
reporting systems. As a result, the true scale of the phenomenon among youth is widely
acknowledged to be substantially higher than what formal records suggest.

Findings from the UNITY project survey and focus groups strongly indicate that exposure to
online hate speech among young people is widespread, even if it does not consistently
translate into formal complaints or legal cases. A large proportion of young respondents
reported having witnessed or experienced hateful or offensive content online, confirming
that digital hate speech is a routine element of the online environment rather than an
exceptional occurrence. Professionals working in education, youth work, and civil society
similarly reported frequent encounters with cases involving online hate, either through
direct disclosures from young people or through their own monitoring and support activities.
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Both youth and professionals expressed a shared perception that incidents of online hate
speech have increased over the past two to three years. This perceived rise was attributed
to several interconnected factors, including increased time spent online, greater visibility of
polarised social and political debates, and the normalisation of extreme or hostile language in
digital communication. Importantly, professionals emphasised that the increase is not only
guantitative but also qualitative, with hate speech becoming more subtle, more normalised,
and more difficult to challenge, particularly when framed as humour, irony, or provocation.

An additional dimension emerging from both survey responses and professional observations
concerns the temporal evolution of online hate speech, not only in volume but in form and
rhythm. Participants described how online hostility often intensifies during specific periods,
such as moments of political tension, migration-related events, public debates on gender or
sexuality, or highly mediatised incidents. During these periods, hate speech was reported to
become more visible, more aggressive, and more widely shared, even among users who would
otherwise avoid such content.

Young people also noted that online hate speech tends to follow cyclical patterns, flaring up
around events and then receding, rather than remaining constant. However, even when visible
peaks subside, underlying narratives persist and resurface in new forms. Professionals
highlighted that this cyclical nature complicates monitoring and response, as interventions
often occur after escalation rather than addressing the conditions that allow hostility to re-
emerge.

Importantly, participants described becoming increasingly aware of these patterns over time,
which shaped their online behaviour. Anticipation of hostile reactions led some young people
to avoid engagement during periods of heightened tension, reinforcing self-censorship and
withdrawal. These findings suggest that time-sensitive and anticipatory approaches may be
necessary components of effective prevention strategies.

Underreporting emerged as a central structural issue. Young people frequently described
reporting mechanisms as ineffective, slow, or emotionally exhausting, leading many to
conclude that reporting “does not make a difference.” Fear of retaliation, uncertainty about
procedures, and lack of trust in institutions further discourage reporting. Professionals
confirmed that many cases they encounter never reach official channels, reinforcing the gap
between recorded incidents and lived reality.

Regarding the types of hate most commonly encountered, both quantitative survey
responses and qualitative discussions converged on several dominant forms. Racist and
xenophobic hate speech, particularly targeting migrants and refugees, was repeatedly
identified as prevalent. Homophobic and transphobic content was also frequently reported,
especially by LGBTQ youth and professionals working with gender-diverse young people.
Sexist and misogynistic hate speech, often directed at girls and young women, was described
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as widespread and deeply normalised. These forms of hate often intersect, creating
compounded harm for young people with multiple marginalised identities.

Overall, while official statistics provide only a partial picture, the combined evidence from
youth and professionals clearly indicates that digital hate speech among young people in
Greece is widespread, increasing, and systematically underreported, requiring
interpretation beyond formal case numbers.

2.2 Platforms Used by Youth

Young people in Greece engage with a diverse digital ecosystem, using multiple platforms
daily for communication, entertainment, self-expression, and social participation. According
to the UNITY focus group findings, social media platforms play a dominant role in young
people’s online lives, with Instagram, TikTok, YouTube, and gaming environments most
frequently mentioned. Messaging applications and private or semi-private online spaces also
form an important part of youth digital interaction, particularly among peer groups.

An additional consideration is the distinction between public, semi-public, and private digital
spaces, as this strongly shapes both the visibility of hate speech and the feasibility of response.
Public-facing spaces such as open comment sections and widely shared posts tend to
normalise hate through volume and repetition, but they also provide clearer entry points for
platform moderation and third-party reporting. Semi-public environments, such as closed
groups, interest communities, or follower-based spaces, often intensify group dynamics.
Professionals noted that these spaces can create a sense of belonging for young people but
may also facilitate the reinforcement of exclusionary norms when moderation is weak or
ideologically aligned with hateful discourse.

Private spaces, including group chats, direct messages, and gaming voice channels, present
the greatest challenge for prevention and protection. Harm in these contexts is less visible,
often socially embedded, and more difficult for institutions to detect. Young people described
private harassment as particularly distressing because it feels targeted and persistent, and
because disengaging may carry social costs such as exclusion from peer groups. These
observations underscore that platform-based reporting tools alone cannot address the full
spectrum of harm; prevention must also engage with peer norms, group governance, and
digital relationship dynamics.

Exposure to hate speech was most commonly reported on high-visibility social media
platforms, where content spreads rapidly and interactions often involve unknown users or
anonymous accounts. Youth participants highlighted comment sections, public posts, live
streams, and gaming chats as environments where hateful language is particularly common.
Gaming spaces were described as environments where toxic behaviour and verbal
harassment are often normalised, especially toward girls, LGBTQyouth, and players perceived
as “outsiders.”



Co-funded by UN TY
the European Union

Differences in platform use and exposure were observed across age, gender, and background.
Younger adolescents reported greater exposure to visual and short-form content platforms,
where hate speech may appear indirectly through memes, videos, or influencer content. Older
youth described encountering hate speech more frequently in political discussions, comment
threads, or debates related to social issues. Gender differences were also evident, with girls
and gender-diverse youth reporting more frequent targeting and harassment, while boys were
more often exposed as bystanders or participants in hostile group dynamics.

Professionals noted a growing shift toward less visible or harder-to-monitor online spaces,
including private groups, encrypted messaging apps, and closed online communities. These
spaces pose additional challenges for detection and intervention, as harmful content
circulates beyond the reach of educators, parents, or institutional actors. This trend increases
the risk of normalisation and reinforcement of hateful attitudes, particularly among young
people seeking belonging or validation.

Across platforms, both youth and professionals consistently highlighted slow or inconsistent
moderation as a factor contributing to the persistence of hate speech. Limited transparency
regarding platform rules and enforcement further undermines trust and discourages
reporting, reinforcing a sense of impunity for perpetrators.

An important finding across focus groups is that young people’s exposure to hate speech
varies not only by platform, but also by mode of engagement. Passive consumption of
content, such as scrolling through videos or comments, was frequently identified as a source
of distress, even in the absence of direct interaction. This suggests that harm occurs not only
through interpersonal conflict, but also through algorithmically mediated exposure to hostile
narratives.

Professionals highlighted that platform-specific cultures play a significant role in shaping
behaviour. In gaming environments, for example, aggressive language is often framed as
competitive banter, making it difficult for young people to identify when boundaries are
crossed. In social media spaces, anonymity and virality amplify hostility, while private
messaging platforms present challenges for detection and intervention.

These dynamics underscore the importance of platform-sensitive prevention strategies,
rather than one-size-fits-all approaches to online safety. Young people repeatedly expressed
that advice which ignores the realities of specific platforms lacks credibility and effectiveness.

Cross-cutting Patterns and Interpretive Observations

Beyond platform-specific and demographic differences, the findings reveal several cross-
cutting patterns that shape how online hate speech is experienced by young people in Greece.
One such pattern is the blurring of boundaries between public and private digital spaces.
Content originating in public platforms often circulates rapidly into private group chats,
classrooms, and peer networks, extending its impact beyond the original context.
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Another key pattern concerns visibility and vulnerability. Young people who are more visible
online—whether due to activism, identity expression, or social engagement—reported higher
exposure to hostility. This creates a paradox in which participation and self-expression
increase risk, particularly for marginalised youth.

The data also suggest that frequency of exposure matters as much as severity. Repeated low-
level encounters with hate speech accumulate over time, shaping perceptions of safety and
belonging even when no single incident appears extreme. This cumulative harm is poorly
captured by traditional monitoring mechanisms.

Finally, the findings point to the importance of social context. Peer reactions—such as
silence, endorsement, or resistance—significantly influence how hate speech is perceived and
whether it escalates. These dynamics highlight the role of bystanders as both risk and
protective factors.

2.3 Risk Factors and Drivers of Perpetration

The perpetration of digital hate speech among young people in Greece is shaped by a complex
interaction of individual, social, and structural factors, rather than by isolated motivations.
Both youth and professionals emphasised that most young people do not initially engage in
hate speech with the intention to cause harm, but rather become involved through peer
dynamics, online norms, and social pressure.

Peer influence and group dynamics were identified as a primary driver. Young people may
participate in hateful comments to gain acceptance, visibility, or status within online groups,
or to avoid exclusion. Professionals noted that in group settings, responsibility is often
diffused, making it easier for individuals to engage in behaviour they might otherwise avoid.
This dynamic is particularly strong in gaming environments and comment-driven social media
spaces.

Another significant factor is limited digital literacy and critical thinking skills. Professionals
observed that many young people lack the tools to critically assess online content, recognise
hate speech, or understand its consequences. Hate speech is often framed as humour,
sarcasm, or “just an opinion,” leading young users to downplay its seriousness. Without
adequate education on digital ethics and impact, harmful behaviour can be easily reproduced.

Exposure to polarised or extremist narratives also contributes to perpetration, particularly
when young people repeatedly encounter simplified or hostile representations of social
groups online. While not all perpetrators are ideologically motivated, repeated exposure can
normalise discriminatory language and reinforce “us versus them” thinking. Professionals
highlighted that algorithm-driven content can intensify this exposure by reinforcing existing
views.

10
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Experiences of offline discrimination, marginalisation, or social exclusion were identified as
additional risk factors. Some young people who feel powerless or excluded in offline contexts
may use online spaces to express frustration, assert dominance, or redirect anger toward
others. Socio-economic uncertainty, lack of opportunities, and feelings of insecurity can
further amplify these dynamics.

Gender norms and expectations also play a role. Professionals noted that boys are more often
involved as perpetrators or active bystanders, influenced by peer norms, competitive online
cultures, and expectations around masculinity. At the same time, girls and gender-diverse
youth are more frequently positioned as targets, reinforcing unequal power relations within
digital spaces.

Overall, the findings suggest that digital hate speech among youth in Greece is not driven by
a single cause, but by interconnected social and structural factors. Effective prevention
therefore requires education, youth participation, community engagement, and systemic
responses, rather than punitive approaches alone.

Geographical and Socio-economic Contexts

The prevalence and experience of online hate speech among young people in Greece are also
shaped by geographical and socio-economic contexts, which influence access to support,
exposure patterns, and coping strategies. Professionals highlighted significant differences
between urban centres, smaller towns, and rural or island regions.

Young people in large urban areas reported higher exposure to diverse online content and
more frequent encounters with polarised discourse. At the same time, they often had greater
access to civil society organisations, youth services, and informal peer networks offering
support. In contrast, young people in rural or remote areas described fewer support options
and greater social visibility, increasing the perceived risks associated with reporting or
speaking out.

Socio-economic disadvantage further compounds vulnerability. Limited access to digital
literacy education, private devices, or safe online environments can restrict young people’s
ability to manage exposure to harmful content. Professionals noted that economic insecurity
also affects parental capacity to support young people in navigating online risks.

These disparities suggest that national-level strategies must be complemented by place-
sensitive approaches that account for differences in infrastructure, service availability, and
social dynamics. Without such differentiation, prevention and support measures risk
reinforcing existing inequalities.

Digital Inequalities and Differential Vulnerability

1
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An additional factor shaping young people’s exposure to and experience of online hate speech
in Greece concerns digital inequalities, which influence not only access to online spaces but
also vulnerability to harm within them. While internet penetration among young people is
generally high, access to digital resources is uneven in terms of quality, privacy, and support
structures. These disparities affect how young people navigate online environments and
respond to hostile content.

Young people from socio-economically disadvantaged backgrounds reported more limited
access to private devices or secure personal spaces for online activity. Shared devices, public
internet access, or lack of parental digital literacy can reduce autonomy and increase exposure
to unwanted content. Professionals noted that these conditions limit young people’s ability to
control online interactions, disengage safely, or seek timely support.

Digital inequalities also affect skills and confidence. Young people with limited opportunities
for media literacy education may struggle to identify hate speech, understand reporting
mechanisms, or interpret platform norms. This can increase the likelihood of internalising
harmful messages or perceiving hostility as unavoidable. In contrast, young people with
stronger digital competencies reported greater confidence in managing exposure and seeking
help.

Importantly, digital inequalities intersect with other forms of vulnerability. Refugee and
migrant youth, Roma communities, and young people in remote areas often face
compounded barriers related to language, connectivity, and institutional access. These
overlapping factors increase exposure to online hate speech while simultaneously limiting
available coping and support options.

These findings suggest that addressing online hate speech requires attention not only to
content and behaviour, but also to the conditions under which young people access and
engage with digital spaces. Without targeted efforts to reduce digital inequalities, prevention
and support strategies risk benefiting primarily those who are already better positioned to
protect themselves online.

2. Impact on Victims (Qualitative Findings)

3.1 Testimonies and Lived Experiences

Qualitative evidence collected through the UNITY youth survey and focus groups provides a
detailed picture of how young people and professionals in Greece experience online hate
speech not as isolated incidents, but as ongoing and cumulative exposure. For many
participants, hate speech was described as something that is “everywhere online,” appearing
unexpectedly while scrolling, watching videos, or interacting with peers. This constant

12
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presence creates a background of hostility that shapes how young people perceive and
navigate digital spaces.

Young people who had been directly targeted described experiences ranging from insults and
degrading comments to repeated harassment and identity-based attacks. These incidents
were particularly impactful when they targeted core aspects of identity, such as nationality,
ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, or appearance. Participants explained that such attacks
often feel deeply personal, even when delivered by strangers, because they reinforce broader
social messages of exclusion and rejection.

A recurring theme in youth testimonies was the public nature of online attacks. Hate speech
occurring in comment sections, group chats, or gaming environments was described as more
distressing than private messages, as it exposes victims to judgement by a wider audience.
Several participants described feelings of embarrassment and vulnerability linked to the
visibility of attacks, especially when peers were present but remained silent. This silence was
often interpreted as tacit acceptance, intensifying feelings of isolation.

Youth participants also highlighted the ambiguous and indirect forms of hate speech they
encounter. Rather than overt threats, many described memes, jokes, sarcastic comments, or
“ironic” language that targets specific groups. These forms were perceived as particularly
difficult to challenge, as they are often dismissed as harmless or humorous. Victims reported
feeling unsure whether they were “allowed” to feel hurt, leading to self-doubt and
internalised blame.

Professionals working with young people confirmed that victims rarely frame their
experiences as single events. Instead, they speak of patterns of exposure that gradually wear
down confidence and emotional resilience. Educators and youth workers noted that young
people often disclose online hate speech indirectly, through changes in behaviour or
emotional state, rather than through explicit complaints. This reinforces the idea that the lived
experience of online hate is often invisible, even to those in support roles.

Young people’s testimonies also reveal that experiences of online hate speech are not
uniform, but follow recurring patterns that shape how harm is perceived and processed. Some
young people described direct targeting through comments or messages explicitly aimed at
their identity, while others experienced collective attacks in the form of mass commenting,
mockery, or coordinated harassment. These situations were described as particularly
overwhelming due to the speed and scale with which hostility escalates online.

Another commonly reported experience involved indirect exposure, such as encountering
hateful memes, jokes, or comments directed at groups to which young people belong.
Although these incidents were not always personalised, participants emphasised that they
nonetheless felt deeply affected, as such content reinforced feelings of exclusion and
vulnerability. In gaming environments, hate speech was often described as part of the “normal

13
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atmosphere,” making it harder for young people to identify when behaviour crossed into
abuse.

Importantly, youth testimonies demonstrate that even those who are not directly targeted are
affected. Witnessing hate speech directed at others was described as unsettling and
normalising hostility, creating a climate of fear and insecurity. Some young people reported
avoiding online discussions altogether, not because they feared being targeted personally, but
because the environment felt aggressive and unsafe.

Several participants highlighted that ambiguous or coded hate speech, often framed as
humour, irony, or provocation, was among the most difficult to confront. This ambiguity left
young people uncertain about whether their reactions were justified and discouraged them
from seeking support. Professionals confirmed that these indirect and subtle forms of hate
speech are increasingly common and often more damaging over time, as they contribute to
normalisation and self-censorship.

An additional dimension shaping young people’s experiences of online hate speech concerns
the use of ambiguity, humour, and irony as vehicles for harmful discourse. Both survey
respondents and focus group participants described encountering content that targets
specific groups through jokes, memes, or indirect references, making it difficult to classify such
content as hate speech in a clear-cut way. This ambiguity was repeatedly identified as a source
of confusion and emotional strain.

Young people explained that humour-based hate speech places them in a double bind. When
they feel offended or harmed, they may hesitate to react or seek support for fear of being
perceived as humourless, overly sensitive, or unable to “take a joke.” This dynamic was
described as particularly prevalent in peer environments, gaming spaces, and comment
sections where aggressive humour is normalised. As a result, harmful messages can circulate
widely without being challenged, even when their impact is deeply felt.

Professionals noted that ambiguity also complicates adult and institutional responses.
Educators and youth workers may struggle to intervene when harmful content is framed as
satire or opinion, while legal and platform moderation systems often rely on explicit
thresholds that ambiguous content does not meet. This creates a grey zone in which harm is
experienced but accountability is diffuse or absent.

Over time, repeated exposure to ambiguous hate speech contributes to the normalisation of
exclusionary narratives. Young people described becoming desensitised to language that
would otherwise be considered unacceptable, gradually lowering expectations of respectful
communication. While this desensitisation can function as a coping mechanism, it also risks
embedding harmful norms and reinforcing silence.

These findings highlight the importance of addressing not only explicit expressions of hate,
but also the discursive strategies through which hostility is made socially acceptable.

14
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Prevention efforts that fail to engage with humour, irony, and coded language risk overlooking
a significant portion of the online harm experienced by young people.

3.2 Emotional, Social, and Educational Consequences

The emotional consequences of online hate speech for young people in Greece are both
immediate and cumulative, shaping wellbeing over time. In the short term, victims frequently
described stress, anxiety, anger, sadness, and emotional exhaustion. Several participants
noted that encounters with hate speech could “ruin their mood” for hours or days, even when
they attempted to dismiss or ignore the content. The unpredictability of online exposure
contributes to a persistent sense of alertness, with young people anticipating potential attacks
whenever they go online.

Over the longer term, repeated exposure leads to deep erosion of trust. Many young people
reported losing confidence in online spaces as places for open expression and dialogue. This
was particularly evident among LGBTQ youth and young people from minority backgrounds,
who described becoming more cautious about revealing personal information, expressing
opinions, or engaging publicly. For some, this resulted in identity concealment, limiting self-
expression as a form of self-protection.

Social consequences were equally pronounced. Victims often described withdrawing from
online communities, unfollowing accounts, leaving group chats, or abandoning platforms
altogether. While these actions provided temporary relief, they also reduced opportunities for
connection and participation. In some cases, withdrawal extended into offline life, with young
people avoiding social interactions, activities, or discussions linked to online experiences.

Feelings of isolation and stigma were common, especially when young people felt that others
did not understand or take their experiences seriously. Several participants expressed
frustration that adults, including teachers and parents, often minimised online hate speech or
framed it as something that should be ignored. This lack of validation discouraged further

disclosure and reinforced a sense of being alone with the problem.

Educational impacts, though often indirect, were consistently reported by professionals.
Online hate speech was linked to difficulty concentrating, reduced motivation, and
emotional disengagement from learning. When incidents involved classmates or school-
related online spaces, the impact was more severe, sometimes leading to absenteeism or
avoidance of school activities. Professionals emphasised that these outcomes are rarely
attributed solely to online hate speech, making them difficult to identify and address within
educational systems.

Beyond immediate emotional distress, young people described a gradual spillover of online
harm into other areas of life. Several participants reported difficulty sleeping, persistent
rumination, and reduced concentration following exposure to hateful content. These effects

15
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often translated into decreased academic engagement, as emotional strain limited their ability
to focus on schoolwork or participate actively in class.

Social withdrawal emerged as another important consequence. Some young people
described distancing themselves from peers, both online and offline, to avoid potential
conflict or further exposure. For those belonging to marginalised groups, this withdrawal was
sometimes accompanied by a heightened sense of isolation and invisibility. Professionals
noted that such patterns can be misinterpreted as disengagement or lack of motivation, rather
than as responses to digital harm.

Online hate speech was also linked to reduced civic and social participation. Young people
described avoiding discussions on social or political issues, refraining from sharing opinions,
or limiting their presence in public online spaces. This self-censorship was driven by fear of
harassment and contributed to a broader erosion of trust in digital dialogue. Over time,
professionals warned, these dynamics risk undermining young people’s confidence in
expressing themselves and participating in democratic processes.

The spillover between online and offline life challenges the assumption that digital harm is
separate from “real life.” For young people, emotional distress caused by online hate speech
affects daily functioning, relationships, and educational trajectories, reinforcing the need for
holistic responses.

Intersectional Dimensions of Impact

Young people’s experiences of online hate speech are strongly shaped by intersecting aspects
of identity, including migration background, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, socio-
economic status, and age. Findings from the UNITY project indicate that for many young
people, online hate speech does not target a single characteristic, but rather reflects
overlapping forms of discrimination that amplify harm.

Refugee and migrant youth described online hate speech as inseparable from broader
experiences of exclusion and insecurity. Digital hostility often referenced nationality, religion,
or legal status, reinforcing feelings of precarity and conditional belonging. For these young
people, online hate speech contributed to heightened anxiety about visibility and self-
expression, particularly in public online spaces.

LGBTQ youth highlighted the deeply personal nature of identity-based hate speech, noting
that online attacks frequently targeted core aspects of selfhood rather than specific
behaviours or opinions. Exposure to such content was described as emotionally exhausting
and, in some cases, retraumatising, especially for young people in the process of identity
exploration or disclosure.

Roma youth and other ethnic minority participants reported that online hate speech often
reproduced long-standing stereotypes and narratives present in mainstream discourse. The
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persistence of these narratives online reinforced a sense of stigmatisation and invisibility,
particularly when hate speech was left unchallenged by other users.

Professionals emphasised that intersectionality increases vulnerability while simultaneously
limiting access to support. Young people experiencing multiple forms of marginalisation often
face compounded barriers to reporting, help-seeking, and institutional trust. These findings
underscore the need for responses that recognise the layered and cumulative nature of
harm, rather than treating online hate speech as a uniform experience.

3.3 Coping Strategies and Support Mechanisms

In response to online hate speech, young people in Greece primarily rely on self-managed
and informal coping strategies, reflecting limited trust in institutional responses. The most
common reactions reported were ignoring hateful content, scrolling past it, muting
conversations, or blocking users. These strategies were described as necessary for emotional
survival, rather than as effective solutions. Many young people acknowledged that while these
actions reduce immediate exposure, they do not address the underlying problem or prevent

recurrence.

Peer support emerged as the most trusted and accessible form of help. Talking to friends was
frequently mentioned as a way to process emotions, seek reassurance, and feel less alone.
Peer conversations were perceived as safer than engaging with adults, particularly when
young people feared judgement or misunderstanding. In some cases, collective peer
responses—such as friends defending a victim or reporting content together —were described
as empowering and more effective than individual action.

The role of families and caregivers emerged as an important but underdeveloped dimension
of young people’s coping strategies. While some participants described turning to parents or
caregivers for support, many expressed reluctance to do so, citing concerns that adults lack
understanding of online environments or may respond with restrictive measures rather than
support. This perceived intergenerational digital gap limits the effectiveness of family-based
support, even when relationships are otherwise positive.

Young people reported that discussing online hate speech with caregivers often led to advice
focused on avoidance, such as reducing screen time or leaving platforms altogether. While
well-intentioned, such responses were described as insufficient for addressing the emotional
impact of identity-based hostility or the social consequences of disengagement. Professionals
noted that this dynamic can leave young people feeling unsupported or misunderstood.

Caregivers themselves were described as needing guidance and resources to respond
constructively. Professionals highlighted the absence of accessible information aimed at
parents on how to recognise signs of online harm, initiate supportive conversations, and
collaborate with schools or support services. Strengthening caregiver awareness and
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competence could therefore play a complementary role in reducing isolation and improving
early intervention.

Formal reporting mechanisms were widely perceived as ineffective and discouraging.
Although many young people were aware that reporting tools exist on social media platforms,
few expressed confidence in using them. Participants cited unclear procedures, lack of
feedback, slow responses, and fear of retaliation as major barriers. Emotional exhaustion also
played a role; repeated exposure to hate speech made the effort required to report feel
overwhelming.

Trust in institutions to protect victims of online hate speech was generally low. Social media
companies were viewed as prioritising engagement over safety, while public authorities were
seen as distant or ill-equipped to respond to digital harm. Professionals echoed these
concerns, noting that support services are fragmented and insufficiently visible, and that
young people often do not know where to turn for help.

Young people’s choices about how to respond to online hate speech can be understood as a
practical decision calculus rather than as a simple preference for silence. Participants
described weighing several factors simultaneously: the perceived seriousness of the content,
the likelihood of escalation, the effort required to report, and the expectation that any report
will lead to meaningful action. When the expected outcome is low, young people are more
likely to choose coping strategies that minimise emotional cost, such as blocking, muting, or
withdrawing from the conversation.

This calculus is shaped by identity and context. Young people belonging to targeted groups
often described additional risks, including fear of becoming more visible to perpetrators, being
subjected to further harassment, or being blamed for “provoking” reactions. Some also
expressed concern that reporting could lead to unwanted involvement of adults or
institutions, reducing their control over the situation. Professionals highlighted that these
dynamics are especially relevant for minors, who may worry about parental discovery, school
consequences, or loss of autonomy.

These findings suggest that improving reporting rates requires more than technical tools; it
requires predictable pathways, clear feedback, and supportive human response, so that
reporting is experienced as a protective option rather than as an exhausting and uncertain
process.

Young people’s coping strategies often reflected a careful assessment of risk, effort, and
expected outcome. Ignoring or blocking hateful content was described as the least
emotionally demanding option, even when it failed to address underlying harm. Some
participants acknowledged that these strategies led to avoidance and silence, which, while
protective in the short term, contributed to feelings of powerlessness over time.
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Professionals distinguished between adaptive and maladaptive coping. Seeking peer support,
sharing experiences, and collectively responding to harmful content were identified as more
empowering strategies, yet these depended heavily on the availability of trusted relationships.
In contrast, internalising harm or disengaging entirely from online spaces was associated with
longer-term emotional strain.

Arecurring theme was the desire for support that does not escalate situations unnecessarily.
Young people expressed concerns that involving institutions could lead to loss of control,
unwanted attention, or punitive responses. This highlights the importance of confidential,
youth-sensitive support mechanisms that prioritise agency, consent, and emotional safety.

Access to specialised support, such as psychological counselling or legal advice, was described
as limited. Even when services exist, awareness among young people is low, and pathways to
access are unclear. Professionals stressed the importance of trusted intermediaries, such as
teachers or youth workers, but acknowledged that many lack training or time to address
online hate speech effectively.

Despite these limitations, both youth and professionals highlighted the potential of collective,
educational, and youth-led approaches. Examples of solidarity, calm counter-speech, and
peer-led initiatives were viewed positively, particularly when they avoided confrontation and
focused on empathy. These experiences suggest that empowerment and participation are
critical components of effective coping and prevention.

Overall, the qualitative findings demonstrate that online hate speech has a profound and
lasting impact on young people’s emotional wellbeing, social participation, and educational
engagement. Coping strategies remain largely defensive and individualised, reflecting gaps in
institutional trust and support. Addressing these impacts requires accessible, youth-centred
support mechanisms, improved digital literacy, and stronger collaboration between
education, civil society, and digital platforms.

Digital Ecosystem Dynamics

Beyond individual behaviour, online hate speech is shaped by the broader digital ecosystem,
including platform design, content moderation practices, and algorithmic amplification. Young
people repeatedly described encountering hateful content not because they actively sought
it out, but because it appeared in recommended feeds, comment sections, or trending topics.

Algorithms prioritising engagement were perceived as amplifying polarising and emotionally
charged content, including hate speech. Professionals noted that this dynamic increases the
visibility and perceived normality of hostile discourse, particularly for young users who lack
contextual awareness or media literacy.

The speed and scale of content circulation further intensify harm. Hateful posts can spread
rapidly across platforms, moving from public spaces into private chats and offline interactions.
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This blurring of boundaries makes it difficult for young people to disengage and limits the
effectiveness of individual coping strategies.

Participants expressed frustration with inconsistent moderation and unclear enforcement of
platform rules. These experiences contributed to distrust toward reporting mechanisms and
reinforced the belief that responsibility for protection rests primarily with users themselves.

Understanding online hate speech therefore requires moving beyond individual actions to
consider structural and technological factors that shape exposure and response.

3. Legal and Policy Framework

4.1 National Legislation

Greece has established a criminal-law framework addressing hate speech and hate crime,
which applies to both offline and online conduct. The national legal approach combines
specific criminal offences related to incitement with the recognition of bias motivation as an
aggravating circumstance in sentencing. This framework reflects Greece’s obligations under
European Union law and the standards of the Council of Europe.

The primary legislative instrument addressing hate speech is Law 927/1979, commonly
referred to as the anti-racism law, as substantially amended by Law 4285/2014. This legislation
criminalises the intentional public incitement to violence, hatred, or discrimination against
individuals or groups based on protected characteristics, including race, colour, religion,
national or ethnic origin, sexual orientation, gender identity, and disability (Hellenic Republic,
2014). Importantly, the law explicitly applies to conduct carried out via the internet and other
digital media, making it directly relevant to cases of online hate speech affecting young
people.

Law 4285/2014 also introduced provisions criminalising the public condoning, denial, or gross
trivialisation of genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and the Holocaust, when
such conduct is likely to incite hatred or violence (Hellenic Republic, 2014). These provisions
were adopted to align Greek law with European and international standards concerning the
prevention of hate-based violence and extremist narratives, including in online environments.

Hate crime in Greece is addressed primarily through bias motivation as an aggravating
circumstance under the Greek Criminal Code. Article 81A provides that when a criminal
offence is committed out of hatred based on protected characteristics, the court must impose
a more severe penalty (Republic of Greece, n.d.). This approach does not establish hate crime
as a separate offence but integrates it into sentencing practice, consistent with legal models
used in several EU Member States.
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At the European Union level, the Greek legal framework is linked to Council Framework
Decision 2008/913/JHA, which obliges Member States to criminalise certain forms of racist
and xenophobic conduct, including public incitement to violence or hatred (Council of the
European Union, 2008). Greece’s 2014 legislative amendments were widely understood as a
response to this framework and as part of the country’s alignment with EU criminal-law
standards.

At the Council of Europe level, Greece operates within the normative guidance provided by
the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI), which regularly assesses
national legal frameworks and practices related to hate speech, hate crime, and victim
protection (ECRI, 2023). While ECRI recommendations are not legally binding, they provide
authoritative guidance and identify gaps in implementation.

In institutional terms, online hate-related offences fall within the mandate of the Cyber Crime
Division of the Hellenic Police, which is responsible for the prevention, investigation, and
prosecution of crimes committed through electronic means (Hellenic Police, n.d.). National e-
government services also allow for the online submission of complaints related to cybercrime,
including offences affecting minors.

In terms of definitions, “hate speech” in Greek law is addressed through criminal provisions
on incitement, rather than through a single comprehensive statutory definition used
consistently across policy domains. “Hate crime” is defined operationally through bias
motivation linked to an underlying offence, rather than as an autonomous offence category.
While this structure is legally coherent, it can pose challenges for public understanding and
reporting, particularly among young people.

In practice, this legal structure creates challenges not only for the general public, but also for
professionals working with young people. Focus group discussions revealed uncertainty
among educators and youth workers regarding how to interpret legal thresholds and when to
escalate incidents. This ambiguity can result in inconsistent responses and missed
opportunities for early intervention.

For young people, the lack of clear, accessible explanations of legal protections reinforces
confusion and discourages reporting. Participants expressed difficulty distinguishing between
offensive speech, hate speech, and hate crime, leading many to conclude that their
experiences fall outside the scope of institutional concern. This gap highlights the need for
operational clarity, practical guidance, and accessible communication that bridges legal
concepts and everyday digital experiences.
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4.2 Policy Measures and National Action Plans

In addition to criminal legislation, Greece has adopted policy measures aimed at preventing
racism, intolerance, and discrimination, which indirectly address online hate speech and hate
crime, including those affecting young people.

A central policy instrument is the National Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance
(NAPRI) 2020-2023, coordinated by the Ministry of Justice. The action plan frames racism and
intolerance as threats to democracy and social cohesion and includes measures related to
awareness-raising, education, institutional coordination, and protection of fundamental rights
(Ministry of Justice, 2020). Although the plan does not focus exclusively on digital
environments or youth, its objectives are relevant to addressing online hate speech and

discriminatory narratives.

Public policy developments indicate that Greece has been preparing a follow-up National
Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance for the period 2024-2027, signalling continued
national commitment to combating racism and intolerance (European Commission, 2024).
However, detailed youth-specificimplementation measures and monitoring indicators remain
limited in publicly available documentation.

Complementary national strategies address specific forms of discrimination. The National
Action Plan for Gender Equality 2021-2025 includes measures aimed at preventing gender-
based violence and sexist discrimination, including in digital contexts (General Secretariat for
Family Policy and Gender Equality, 2021). In addition, Greece has adopted an LGBTI Equality
Strategy 2021-2025, which is relevant to addressing online hate speech and harassment
targeting LGBTQ youth, particularly through education, awareness-raising, and institutional
reform (Council of Europe, 2022).

With regard to youth-specific prevention, policy measures in Greece tend to rely on general
education and equality frameworks, rather than on a dedicated national strategy addressing
online hate speech among young people. Findings from the UNITY professional focus group
indicate that cooperation between schools, civil society organisations, law enforcement
authorities, and digital platforms exists but remains uneven and largely informal, with
limited institutionalisation and continuity at the national level.

4.3 Enforcement Effectiveness and Challenges

Despite the existence of a formal legal and policy framework, the effective enforcement of
laws addressing online hate speech and hate crime in Greece faces persistent challenges,
particularly in relation to youth.

A key issue is systematic underreporting. Qualitative findings from the UNITY youth survey
and focus groups indicate that many young people do not report online hate speech due to
lack of trust in institutions, fear of retaliation, uncertainty about legal thresholds, and
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negative perceptions of platform reporting mechanisms. As a result, official statistics are
widely understood to capture only a fraction of actual incidents.

A second challenge relates to evidence and attribution in digital environments. Online hate
speech often involves anonymous or pseudonymous users, deleted content, or cross-border
platforms, complicating investigation and prosecution. Establishing intent, identifying
perpetrators, and determining whether speech meets criminal thresholds require specialised
expertise and resources.

Professionals described enforcement as a multi-step process in which breakdowns can occur
at several stages. These include the preservation of evidence, identification of perpetrators,
cooperation from digital platforms, and timely investigation. Young people often lack guidance
on how to document incidents effectively, such as preserving screenshots or contextual
information, which can weaken cases from the outset.

Even when evidence exists, delays and lack of communication regarding outcomes undermine
trust. Participants reported that the absence of feedback following reports contributes to the
perception that enforcement mechanisms are ineffective. This lack of visibility not only
discourages future reporting but also reinforces reliance on informal coping strategies.

Legal thresholds also pose difficulties. While Greek law criminalises incitement to hatred or
violence, much of the harm experienced by young people online consists of hostile,
degrading, or discriminatory speech that may not meet criminal-law criteria. This gap
contributes to uncertainty among victims and frontline professionals and discourages
reporting.

Regarding institutional capacity, Greece benefits from a specialised Cyber Crime Division
within the Hellenic Police. However, findings from the UNITY professional focus group point
to uneven training and awareness among non-specialist actors, including educators and local
professionals, as well as limited feedback to complainants once reports are filed. These factors
reduce the visibility of enforcement outcomes and undermine confidence in institutional
responses.

Beyond formal legal and regulatory frameworks, online hate speech is also shaped by informal
norms and platform-specific cultures that lie largely outside the reach of enforcement
mechanisms. Young people described environments in which hostile language, exclusionary
humour, or aggressive debate styles are perceived as normal or expected, particularly in
gaming communities, comment sections, or politically oriented spaces.

Professionals emphasised that regulation alone cannot alter these norms, especially when
harmful behaviour is socially rewarded through visibility or peer approval. In such contexts,
enforcement actions may address individual cases without influencing the broader culture
that sustains them. This gap contributes to frustration among young people, who perceive a
mismatch between formal rules and everyday online behaviour.
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These observations underline the limits of relying solely on legal or technical solutions.
Addressing online hate speech also requires cultural and normative change, including peer
influence, positive role modelling, and the promotion of alternative norms of interaction.
Without attention to these informal dimensions, regulatory measures risk remaining reactive
and disconnected from lived digital practices.

Overall, while Greece’s legal and policy framework is formally aligned with European
standards, qualitative evidence suggests that implementation gaps, underreporting, and
limited preventive capacity reduce its effectiveness in protecting young people from online
hate speech and hate crime. Strengthening enforcement therefore requires not only legal
provisions, but also training, coordination, victim support, and trust-building measures.

4. Institutional and Civil Society Responses

5.1 Governmental Actors

In Greece, responsibility for preventing and responding to online hate speech and hate crime
affecting young people is distributed across multiple governmental actors, reflecting the
complex and cross-sectoral nature of the phenomenon. These responsibilities extend across
the domains of justice, public order, education, youth policy, equality, and digital
governance, resulting in a framework that is formally comprehensive but often fragmented
in implementation.

The Ministry of Justice plays a central role in shaping the legal and policy environment related
to hate speech and hate crime. It is responsible for legislative initiatives, alignment with EU
and Council of Europe standards, and the coordination of national policy instruments such as
the National Action Plan against Racism and Intolerance. From an institutional perspective,
the Ministry approaches hate speech primarily as a fundamental rights and rule-of-law issue,
focusing on legal safeguards, equality before the law, and compliance with international
obligations. However, its role in direct prevention or youth-facing intervention is limited,
relying instead on cooperation with other ministries and actors.

The Ministry of Citizen Protection, through the Hellenic Police, holds responsibility for
enforcement. Within this structure, the Cyber Crime Division serves as the primary specialised
unit for addressing offences committed online, including hate-related conduct. This unit
provides reporting mechanisms and investigative capacity for digital crimes. Nevertheless,
findings from the UNITY professional focus group indicate that young people often perceive
law enforcement as remote, reactive, or relevant only in extreme cases, particularly when
online hate speech does not clearly meet criminal thresholds. This perception limits the
preventive impact of law enforcement and contributes to underreporting.
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The Ministry of Education, Religious Affairs and Sports occupies a crucial position in
prevention, as schools are often the first settings where the consequences of online hate
speech become visible. Teachers and school administrators are frequently confronted with
conflicts, bullying, or emotional distress rooted in online interactions. While broader themes
such as bullying prevention, respect for diversity, and digital citizenship are included in
educational frameworks, professionals consistently reported that online hate speech as a
distinct phenomenon is insufficiently addressed. Teacher training remains uneven, and
schools often lack clear guidance on how to respond to incidents that originate online but
affect school life.

Youth policy responsibilities in Greece are diffuse and shared across institutions, with no
single authority tasked exclusively with youth online safety or hate speech prevention. As a
result, coordination mechanisms between ministries, local authorities, schools, and social
services are often informal and person-dependent. Professionals described cooperation as
reactive, activated mainly after incidents occur, rather than embedded in systematic
prevention frameworks.

Overall, while Greece has relevant governmental actors and formal mandates in place, the
UNITY findings highlight a gap between institutional responsibilities and young people’s lived
experiences. The lack of structured coordination, youth-friendly communication, and
preventive orientation reduces the visibility and effectiveness of governmental responses
from the perspective of young people.

5.2 Civil Society Organisations and NGOs

Civil society organisations constitute a key pillar of Greece’s response to hate speech,
discrimination, and hate-motivated harm, particularly in areas where institutional
mechanisms are limited in reach or perceived as inaccessible by young people. NGOs often
operate closer to affected communities than public authorities and are therefore able to
respond more flexibly to emerging needs, including those related to online hate speech and
its emotional, social, and educational consequences. Their work spans victim support,
prevention, education, advocacy, and community empowerment, and is especially
significant for groups disproportionately targeted by online hostility, such as migrants and
refugees, Roma communities, and LGBTQ youth.

In the Greek context, civil society responses to online hate speech are rarely isolated
interventions. Instead, they are embedded within broader efforts to address structural
discrimination, social exclusion, and inequality. As a result, while many organisations do not
focus exclusively on online hate speech, they regularly encounter its effects as part of young
people’s lived experiences. The following sections outline the roles played by key civil society
actors working with different communities, highlighting their contributions as well as the
challenges they face in sustaining and scaling their work.
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Civil society organisations working with migrants and refugees

Civil society organisations play a critical role in responding to hate speech, discrimination, and
hate-motivated harm in Greece, particularly where institutional responses are limited or
perceived as inaccessible by young people. NGOs frequently act as first points of contact,
offering support, advocacy, and community-based responses that address both theimmediate
and long-term consequences of online hate speech.

In the area of migrant and refugee support, the Greek Council for Refugees is a long-standing
organisation providing legal aid, psychosocial support, and rights education to refugees and
asylum seekers. Through its work, it regularly encounters cases in which online hate speech
and hostile digital narratives contribute to fear, exclusion, and mistrust among young refugees
and asylum-seeking youth.

Similarly, ARSIS — Association for the Social Support of Youth focuses on vulnerable young
people, including unaccompanied minors and young migrants. Its interventions address social
exclusion, identity challenges, and the cumulative effects of discrimination, which
professionals note are often reinforced through online hostility and stigmatising discourse.

Community-led organisations such as the Greek Forum of Refugees and the Greek Forum of
Migrants work on advocacy, participation, and representation of migrant and refugee
communities. Their activities contribute to countering stigmatising narratives and promoting
alternative voices in public and digital discourse. Other organisations, including METAdrasi,
Praksis, SolidarityNow, and the Melissa Network, provide social, legal, and psychosocial
services that address the broader impacts of discrimination and exclusion, including those
intensified by online hate speech.

Civil society organisations working with Roma communities

Roma communities in Greece face persistent structural discrimination, which increasingly
extends into digital environments. Online hate speech often reproduces long-standing
stereotypes and exclusionary narratives, contributing to social marginalisation and affecting
young Roma’s sense of belonging and participation.

The Greek Helsinki Monitor has documented racist narratives and hate-motivated incidents
affecting Roma communities, contributing to visibility, public awareness, and accountability.
Through monitoring and advocacy, the organisation highlights gaps between legal protections

and lived experiences of discrimination, including in online contexts.

Roma-focused organisations such as Action Synergy and Roma Support Group Greece work
on community empowerment, education, and participation. Their activities address the social
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and structural conditions that enable online hate speech and stigmatisation of Roma youth,
recognising that digital hostility reinforces existing inequalities and exclusion.

Civil society organisations working with LGBTQ communities

LGBTQ youth are among the groups most frequently targeted by online hate speech and
harassment in Greece, particularly in social media environments where anonymity and
visibility increase exposure to hostility. Several civil society organisations provide specialised
support and advocacy in response to these challenges.

The Colour Youth plays a central role in supporting LGBTQI+ young people through peer
support, safe spaces, awareness campaigns, and advocacy. Its work explicitly addresses online
harassment, cyberbullying, and hate speech based on sexual orientation and gender identity,
while also promoting resilience and empowerment.

Pride organisations such as Athens Pride and Thessaloniki Pride contribute to public visibility
and counter-narratives that challenge stigma and discriminatory discourse, including in digital
spaces. In addition, Orlando LGBT+ provides psychosocial support and counselling services,
addressing the emotional and mental health impact of sustained exposure to online and
offline hate.

Cross-cutting challenges and cooperation needs

Across all thematic areas, civil society organisations provide essential support, prevention, and
advocacy functions related to hate speech and discrimination. However, findings from the
UNITY professional focus group indicate that awareness of NGO services among young people
remains uneven, and access is often shaped by geographic location, language barriers, and
social networks. Many organisations rely on short-term project funding, which limits
sustainability and reach.

Professionals consistently emphasised the need for stronger institutional recognition of civil
society expertise, clearer referral pathways between public authorities and NGOs, and long-
term cooperation mechanisms. Strengthening these links is seen as essential to ensuring that
young people affected by online hate speech can access timely, trusted, and appropriate
support.

5.3 Education and Awareness Campaigns

Education and awareness-raising are widely recognised as key preventive responses to online
hate speech affecting young people in Greece. Schools, youth organisations, and NGOs play
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complementary roles in this area, although efforts remain uneven and insufficiently
institutionalised.

Within formal education, themes related to digital citizenship, bullying prevention, and
respect for diversity are addressed through cross-curricular activities, thematic initiatives, and
extracurricular programmes. However, professionals participating in the UNITY focus group
consistently reported that online hate speech is rarely addressed explicitly or practically.
Teachers often lack training on digital platform dynamics, reporting mechanisms, and the
emotional impact of online harm, resulting in uncertainty about how to intervene effectively
when incidents arise.

Professionals emphasised that effective prevention in schools requires a whole-school
approach, as online hate speech often manifests through peer dynamics, classroom climate,
and informal student interactions rather than through a single identifiable “incident.” In this
sense, prevention is not limited to delivering information about online safety; it includes
building consistent norms around respect, inclusion, and accountability across the school
environment.

A key weakness identified is limited educator preparedness for the specific characteristics of
online hate speech, including coded language, meme culture, and the rapid escalation of
group attacks. Teachers may be familiar with bullying as a concept but less equipped to
interpret or respond to hate speech that is indirect, ambiguous, or framed as humour.
Participants noted that practical training is needed, including how to document incidents, how
to support targeted students without escalating risk, and how to engage with parents when
online harm crosses into school life.

This supports the case for structured guidance and training packages that are adapted to real
platform practices and that include scenario-based learning, rather than relying on one-off
awareness sessions.

Civil society organisations frequently implement media literacy and online safety
programmes, often in cooperation with schools. These initiatives tend to focus on critical
thinking, recognition of harmful content, empathy, and responsible online behaviour.
Professionals highlighted that approaches which are participatory, youth-led, and grounded
in real online experiences are perceived as more effective than abstract or rule-based
interventions.

At the national level, sustained awareness campaigns specifically targeting online hate speech
remain limited. Existing initiatives are often project-based and time-bound, frequently linked
to NGO or EU-funded activities rather than long-term national strategies. Cooperation with
technology companies is generally indirect, focusing on the use of existing platform tools or
educational materials rather than structured partnerships.
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Local partnerships between schools, NGOs, youth workers, and community actors were
identified as promising practices, as they allow for context-sensitive responses and foster trust
among young people. However, these initiatives often depend on individual commitment and
external funding, raising concerns about continuity and scalability. Overall, the findings point
to a need for systematic integration of online hate speech prevention into education policy,
expanded teacher training, and stronger, sustained partnerships between public institutions,
civil society, and digital platforms.

A further challenge identified across institutional and civil society responses relates to
governance and coordination. Responsibilities for addressing online hate speech affecting
youth are distributed across multiple ministries, agencies, and sectors, often without clearly
defined coordination mechanisms. While this reflects the cross-cutting nature of the issue, it
also leads to fragmentation, duplication of efforts, and gaps in coverage.

Local-level actors, including municipalities and community services, were identified as
underutilised despite their proximity to young people. Professionals noted that local
authorities often lack both the mandate and the resources to engage systematically in
prevention and support, resulting in reliance on informal networks or externally funded
projects.

Sustainability remains a key concern. Many effective initiatives operate on short-term
funding cycles, limiting continuity and institutional learning. The absence of stable funding
structures constrains long-term planning and undermines trust among beneficiaries.

Strengthening governance would therefore require clearer role definition, long-term
investment, and structured cooperation between national authorities, local actors, civil
society, and educational institutions.

5. Good Practices & Lessons Learned

This section identifies and documents effective and promising practices in Greece that
contribute to the prevention of, or response to, digital hate speech and hate crimes affecting
young people. The practices presented here do not necessarily operate exclusively in online
environments; rather, they address online hate speech as part of broader strategies tackling
discrimination, exclusion, and youth vulnerability, in line with findings from the UNITY
project.

The examples focus on initiatives targeting the three priority groups of the project: refugees
and migrants, LGBTQ youth, and ethnic minorities, particularly Roma communities.
Emphasis is placed on practices that demonstrate effectiveness through youth participation,
community engagement, sustainability, adaptability, and alignment with lived experiences,
rather than solely through quantitative indicators.

29



Co-funded by UN TY
the European Union

Across all thematic areas, UNITY focus group findings highlight that practices are most
effective when young people are involved as active participants, when initiatives are
embedded in trusted community structures, and when they combine prevention, support,
and empowerment rather than relying on punitive or awareness-only approaches.

6.1 Good Practices Addressing Refugees and Migrants

Community-based support and empowerment initiatives

One of the most significant strengths of good practices addressing online hate speech against
refugees and migrants in Greece is their community-based and holistic orientation.
Organisations such as the Greek Council for Refugees have implemented long-term
programmes providing legal assistance, psychosocial support, and rights education to refugee
and migrant youth. While these initiatives are not exclusively focused on online hate speech,
they effectively address its consequences by strengthening young people’s resilience,
awareness of rights, and trust in support mechanisms.

Professionals noted that young refugees often experience online hate speech as an extension
of offline discrimination and social exclusion. Programmes that combine counselling, group
sessions, and rights education help young people contextualise online hostility, reduce self-
blame, and develop coping strategies. The effectiveness of these practices lies in their
continuity, cultural sensitivity, and trust-based relationships, which are essential for youth
who may be reluctant to engage with formal institutions.

Youth-centred programmes for unaccompanied minors and young migrants

Another example of effective practice is the work of ARSIS — Association for the Social
Support of Youth, which supports vulnerable youth, including unaccompanied minors and
young migrants. ARSIS implements educational, psychosocial, and social inclusion
programmes that indirectly address online hate speech by tackling its root causes, such as
isolation, marginalisation, and lack of digital literacy.

UNITY professionals highlighted that ARSIS programmes are effective because they adopt a
youth-centred and participatory approach, allowing young people to articulate their
experiences of online hostility and discrimination within a safe environment. By strength ening
social bonds, critical thinking, and self-confidence, these initiatives reduce the likelihood that
young migrants will internalise hateful narratives or disengage from digital and social life.

Counter-narratives and advocacy led by migrant communities

Community-led advocacy initiatives represent another important good practice.
Organisations such as the Greek Forum of Refugees and the Greek Forum of Migrants
promote participation, representation, and public dialogue led by migrants and refugees
themselves. Through campaigns, public statements, and engagement with media, these
organisations challenge xenophobic narratives and promote alternative voices.

30



Co-funded by UN TY
the European Union

Although not always framed explicitly as “online hate speech prevention,” these initiatives
contribute to changing the narrative environment in which online hate circulates. Their
effectiveness stems from authentic representation and community ownership, which
increases credibility and counters stereotypes more effectively than top-down messaging.

A defining strength of these initiatives is their integration of online hate speech within
broader inclusion and protection frameworks, rather than treating it as a stand-alone issue.
Professionals noted that refugee and migrant youth rarely experience online hate speech in
isolation; instead, digital hostility is closely linked to offline exclusion, racism, and precarious
living conditions. By addressing legal status, psychosocial wellbeing, education, and
community participation simultaneously, these initiatives reduce vulnerability to online harm
indirectly but effectively.

Another factor contributing to effectiveness is the active involvement of migrant and refugee
communities in programme design and delivery. Initiatives that incorporate cultural
mediators, peer mentors, or community representatives were described as more credible and
accessible to young people. This participatory approach helps counter mistrust toward
institutions and creates spaces where young people feel safe to share experiences of online
hostility.

At the same time, professionals acknowledged limitations related to sustainability and reach.
Many initiatives depend on short-term funding and operate primarily in urban centres,
leaving gaps in rural or remote areas. These constraints highlight the need for stronger
institutional support and long-term investment to ensure continuity and scalability.

Lessons learned from these practices include the importance of long-term engagement, trust-
building, and empowering young migrants as agents rather than beneficiaries. Initiatives that
address online hate indirectly—by strengthening identity, rights awareness, and social
inclusion—are often more impactful than isolated awareness campaigns.

From an operational perspective, effective practices addressing online hate speech against
refugee and migrant youth rely on multi-layered implementation models rather than single-
activity interventions. Professionals described a progression from low-threshold engagement,
such as informal group discussions or creative workshops, toward more structured support
mechanisms including counselling, legal information, and referral pathways. This staged
approach allows young people to engage at their own pace and reduces barriers to
participation.

Implementation is also shaped by risk management considerations. Practitioners
emphasised the need to assess potential digital exposure before initiating activities involving
online expression or public engagement. Decisions regarding anonymity, moderation, and
data protection are treated as integral to programme design rather than technical
afterthoughts. In several cases, activities were deliberately kept offline or semi-private to
avoid exposing participants to additional harm.

Another operational element concerns staff competencies. Effective initiatives invest in
continuous staff training that combines knowledge of digital environments with intercultural
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competence and trauma awareness. Professionals noted that technical understanding of
platforms alone is insufficient; staff must also be equipped to respond to emotional distress,
mistrust, and fear associated with online hostility. This combination of skills is resource-
intensive but critical for programme credibility.

Finally, coordination within organisations emerged as a key factor. Initiatives that integrate
digital hate speech prevention into broader youth support structures are better able to
respond flexibly when issues escalate. Fragmented project teams, by contrast, face difficulties
maintaining continuity when staff change or funding ends.

6.2 Good Practices Addressing LGBTQ Youth

Safe spaces and peer support models

One of the most widely recognised good practices in Greece addressing online hate against
LGBTQ youth is the creation of safe spaces combined with peer support, as implemented by
Colour Youth. Colour Youth offers peer-led groups, community spaces, and educational
activities that explicitly address online harassment, cyberbullying, and hate speech based on
sexual orientation and gender identity.

UNITY youth focus group participants highlighted that LGBTQ youth often experience online
hate speech as persistent and identity-targeted, making safe spaces essential for processing
experiences and building resilience. The effectiveness of this practice lies in its participatory
design, where young people co-create activities, campaigns, and messages, ensuring
relevance and trust.

Awareness campaigns and visibility initiatives

Pride organisations such as Athens Pride and Thessaloniki Pride provide another form of
good practice by promoting visibility, positive representation, and counter-narratives. Their
public campaigns and educational activities contribute to challenging stigma and
discriminatory discourse, including in digital spaces.

Professionals noted that visibility-based initiatives are particularly effective when combined
with educational outreach and community dialogue. While visibility alone does not prevent
online hate speech, it creates social conditions in which hateful narratives are more likely
to be challenged, both online and offline.

Psychosocial support and counselling services
A complementary practice is provided by Orlando LGBT+, which offers psychosocial support
and counselling services to LGBTQ individuals affected by discrimination and hate. These

services address the emotional and mental health impact of sustained exposure to online
and offline hate speech, which UNITY findings identified as significant among LGBTQ youth.
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The effectiveness of this approach lies in its trauma-informed and individualised support,
which acknowledges that online hate speech can have long-term psychological
consequences. Integrating psychosocial support into broader advocacy and education efforts
enhances overall impact.

Good practices addressing online hate against LGBTQ youth are particularly effective when
they prioritise emotional safety, visibility, and peer solidarity. Professionals emphasised that
online hate speech targeting sexual orientation or gender identity often takes a highly
personal and identity-based form, which requires responses that go beyond awareness-
raising and address emotional resilience and self-acceptance.

Initiatives that combine peer-led support with professional counselling were highlighted as
especially impactful. LGBTQ youth reported valuing spaces where they could share
experiences of online harassment without fear of judgement or forced disclosure. The
presence of trained facilitators alongside peers was seen as crucial in balancing emotional
support with guidance on coping strategies and reporting options.

Visibility-focused initiatives, such as public campaigns and Pride-related activities, were also
identified as contributing to longer-term change by challenging stigma and normalising
LGBTQ identities in public and digital discourse. However, professionals cautioned that
visibility must be accompanied by protective measures, as increased exposure can also lead
to heightened online backlash. This underscores the importance of combining advocacy with
support structures that help young people navigate increased visibility safely.

Lessons learned from LGBTQ-focused practices include the importance of youth leadership,
safe environments, and combining prevention with care. Initiatives are most effective when
LGBTQ youth are actively involved in shaping responses and when emotional wellbeing is
treated as central rather than secondary.

Practices addressing online hate speech against LGBTQ youth also differ significantly in their
use of digital and organisational tools. Professionals described the careful selection of
platforms for outreach, communication, and support, prioritising environments perceived as
safer, moderated, or community-controlled. In several initiatives, mainstream social media
platforms were used primarily for visibility and signposting, while sensitive discussions were
moved to closed or encrypted spaces.

Moderation strategies were identified as central to effectiveness. Rather than relying solely
on platform reporting tools, organisations developed internal moderation protocols,
including community guidelines, escalation procedures, and peer moderators. These tools
helped maintain safe spaces while avoiding overly punitive responses that could discourage
participation.

Organisational practices also included crisis response planning. Professionals noted that
online hate incidents can escalate rapidly, particularly following public campaigns or media
exposure. Preparedness plans, including staff roles, communication strategies, and support
referrals, were seen as essential to preventing burnout and secondary harm to participants.
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In addition, several initiatives incorporated digital self-care and boundary-setting into their
activities. Rather than focusing exclusively on confronting hate speech, programmes
supported young people in managing online presence, controlling exposure, and disengaging
strategically. This pragmatic approach was described as empowering, particularly for young
people who feel pressured to remain constantly visible or responsive online.

6.3 Good Practices Addressing Ethnic Minorities

Documentation and accountability mechanisms

A key good practice addressing hate targeting ethnic minorities in Greece is the systematic
documentation of racist incidents by the Greek Helsinki Monitor. Through monitoring,
reporting, and advocacy, the organisation contributes to increased visibility of hate-
motivated incidents affecting ethnic minorities, including Roma communities.

While documentation does not directly prevent online hate speech, it plays a crucial role in
countering denial, informing policy, and raising public awareness. Professionals emphasised
that reliable documentation strengthens accountability and supports advocacy for improved
institutional responses.

Community empowerment and Roma-led initiatives

Roma-focused organisations such as Action Synergy and Roma Support Group Greece
implement community-based initiatives aimed at empowerment, education, and
participation. These practices address the structural discrimination that fuels online hate
speech against Roma youth, including negative stereotypes and social exclusion.

UNITY findings suggest that Roma youth often encounter online hate that mirrors long-
standing offline discrimination. Practices that strengthen community leadership, promote
positive representation, and engage young Roma in dialogue are effective in building
resilience and encouraging participation in digital and public life.

Education and intercultural dialogue initiatives

Educational initiatives promoting intercultural dialogue and anti-racism, often implemented
in cooperation with schools and local communities, represent another promising practice.
Although such initiatives are frequently small-scale and project-based, professionals
highlighted their potential to challenge prejudices early and reduce the normalisation of
hate speech.

Good practices addressing online hate speech targeting ethnic minorities are most effective
when they adopt a long-term, community-empowerment perspective. Professionals working
with Roma communities emphasised that online hate speech frequently mirrors entrenched
offline discrimination, making short-term awareness campaigns insufficient on their own.
Initiatives that invest in education, leadership development, and community participation
were seen as better positioned to address the root causes of hostility.
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An important element of effectiveness is the involvement of community members as active
agents, rather than passive recipients of support. Projects that engage Roma youth in
dialogue, storytelling, and advocacy help counter dominant narratives and promote
alternative representations. These approaches contribute to resilience by strengthening
identity and collective confidence, which professionals identified as protective factors against
online harm.

At the same time, significant challenges remain. Limited resources, negative public attitudes,
and geographic isolation restrict the reach of many initiatives. Professionals stressed that
without stronger institutional backing and integration into broader anti-discrimination
strategies, even well-designed projects risk remaining isolated examples rather than systemic
responses.

Lessons learned from practices addressing ethnic minorities underline the importance of
community ownership, long-term engagement, and intersectional approaches. Initiatives
that recognise the compounded effects of ethnicity, poverty, and social exclusion are better
positioned to address online hate speech in a meaningful and sustainable way.

A further dimension distinguishing more robust practices is their approach to evaluation and
learning. Professionals acknowledged that measuring the impact of online hate speech
interventions presents methodological challenges, particularly when outcomes relate to
emotional wellbeing, trust, or empowerment. As a result, effective initiatives tend to
prioritise qualitative feedback, reflective sessions, and participatory evaluation methods over
narrow quantitative indicators.

Sustainability emerged as a structural concern across practices. Many initiatives operate
within limited funding cycles, which restricts long-term planning and staff retention.
Professionals noted that sustainability is not solely a financial issue, but also an organisational
one: initiatives embedded within broader institutional missions are more likely to persist
beyond individual projects.

Linkages with policy frameworks remain uneven. While civil society organisations often
generate valuable insights, these are not systematically integrated into national policy
development. Practices that engage in structured dialogue with public authorities, contribute
to consultations, or align with national action plans were described as having greater
potential for systemic impact.

Finally, professionals stressed that sustainability requires recognition of limits. Not all
practices are designed to scale, and attempting to do so without adequate support risks
undermining quality. In this sense, sustainability involves maintaining integrity and
effectiveness, even when reach remains limited.

How to evidence effectiveness without overclaiming
A recurring challenge in identifying “good practices” is that many initiatives addressing

discrimination and hate speech do not produce easily quantifiable outcomes, especially when
the desired change concerns confidence, trust, resilience, or willingness to seek help.

35



Co-funded by UN TY
the European Union

Professionals therefore stressed the importance of using realistic and ethically appropriate
indicators of effectiveness. These may include evidence that young people feel safer
discussing experiences, that they demonstrate increased awareness of reporting options, or
that they show reduced withdrawal from online spaces.

In the Greek context, practitioners highlighted that evidence of effectiveness often emerges
through qualitative signals, such as repeated engagement by young participants, increased
willingness to disclose experiences, or improved collaboration between schools and
community actors. While these indicators may not be captured in formal statistics, they
provide credible evidence of value when documented systematically through reflective logs,
participant feedback, and structured debriefing.

This approach is particularly relevant for initiatives involving ethnic minorities, where
historical mistrust and stigma may initially limit participation. In such cases, building sustained
engagement and safe participation can be understood as meaningful progress in itself, and as
a prerequisite for longer-term outcomes. Strengthening evaluation capacity—without
imposing unrealistic measurement requirements—therefore represents an important step in
consolidating and scaling promising practices.

6. Identified Gaps and Needs

This section provides an in-depth analysis of the structural, institutional, and experiential
gaps identified in Greece with regard to preventing and responding to online hate speech and
hate crime affecting young people. Drawing on findings from the UNITY youth survey, youth
and professional focus groups, and the analysis of legal, policy, and civil society responses, the
section highlights areas where current frameworks fall short of addressing young people’s
lived realities.

The gaps identified are interrelated and mutually reinforcing. Deficiencies in data collection
affect policy design; weaknesses in enforcement undermine trust; limited prevention and
education leave young people unprepared; and gaps in victim support deepen harm and
silence. These challenges are particularly pronounced for refugees and migrants, LGBTQ
youth, and ethnic minorities, whose experiences of online hate are often layered onto
broader patterns of social exclusion.

Gaps in Data, Evidence, and Knowledge

One of the most fundamental gaps identified is the absence of comprehensive, systematic,
and youth-specific data on online hate speech and hate crime in Greece. Existing official data
sources primarily capture reported criminal offences and are heavily shaped by legal
definitions and reporting practices. As a result, they fail to reflect the everyday, low-level, and
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cumulative forms of online hate speech that young people encounter regularly and that may
not meet criminal thresholds.

Age-disaggregated data is particularly scarce. There is limited information on how online hate
speech affects different age groups within youth populations, how experiences differ by
gender, sexual orientation, migration background, ethnicity, or disability, and how intersecting
identities shape exposure and vulnerability. This lack of granularity makes it difficult to design
targeted and proportionate responses.

While qualitative research initiatives such as the UNITY project provide valuable insights into
young people’s experiences, professionals emphasised that these remain episodic rather than
systemic. Greece lacks a coordinated mechanism for regularly collecting and analysing
qualitative data on youth experiences of online hate speech, including indirect victimisation
and bystander exposure. This results in an over-reliance on incident-based data, which
obscures broader social dynamics.

Another critical knowledge gap concerns long-term impacts. There is very limited longitudinal
research examining how sustained exposure to online hate speech affects young people’s
mental health, self-esteem, identity formation, educational attainment, and civic
participation. For marginalised youth, these impacts may accumulate over time, reinforcing
disengagement and mistrust, yet they remain largely invisible in policy debates.

Finally, professionals highlighted the lack of systematic evaluation of interventions.
Prevention programmes, awareness campaigns, and support initiatives are rarely assessed
beyond basic output indicators. Without robust evaluation, it is difficult to identify best
practices, understand unintended effects, or scale effective models. This weak evidence base
limits strategic learning and long-term planning.

Weaknesses in Legislation and Enforcement

Greece’s legal framework provides formal protection against hate speech and hate crime, yet
a significant gap exists between legal standards and young people’s lived experiences of
harm. Much of the online hate speech encountered by young people takes the form of
degrading language, harassment, exclusionary jokes, or hostile commentary that falls below
criminal thresholds but nonetheless causes substantial emotional and social damage.

This gap creates uncertainty for victims, who often struggle to determine whether their
experiences are legally relevant. Many young people reported internalising harm or
guestioning their own reactions, particularly when online hate is framed as humour or
opinion. Professionals noted that this ambiguity discourages reporting and reinforces the
perception that the law is disconnected from everyday digital realities.

Enforcement challenges further compound these issues. Underreporting is widespread and
rooted in multiple factors, including low institutional trust, fear of retaliation, lack of
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anonymity, and previous experiences where reporting yielded no visible outcome. Platform-
based reporting mechanisms were often described as opaque and inconsistent, while formal
reporting channels were perceived as slow, complex, or intimidating.

Even when cases are reported, practical barriers such as anonymous perpetrators, deleted
content, and jurisdictional complexity make investigation and prosecution difficult.
Professionals highlighted that young people rarely receive feedback on the progress or
outcome of their cases, reinforcing the belief that reporting is ineffective.

Capacity gaps were also identified within the enforcement ecosystem. While specialised
cybercrime units exist, training and awareness among non-specialist frontline actors—
including educators, youth workers, and local authorities—remain uneven. Coordination
between law enforcement, educational institutions, and support services is often informal and
reactive, limiting opportunities for early intervention and prevention.

Gaps in Prevention, Education, and Digital Literacy

Prevention emerged as one of the areas with the most pronounced unmet needs. Although
elements of digital citizenship and bullying prevention are present within educational
frameworks, online hate speech is rarely addressed as a distinct and complex phenomenon.
Where it is addressed, approaches are often fragmented, inconsistent, and dependent on
individual educators or external projects.

Teachers and school leaders frequently reported feeling underprepared to deal with online
hate speech, particularly when incidents occur outside school hours or on private platforms.
Initial teacher education and continuing professional development rarely include structured
training on online hate speech, platform governance, or the psychological impacts of digital
harm. As a result, school responses vary widely, creating unequal protection for students.

Young people expressed frustration with abstract or moralising educational approaches that
fail to reflect real online experiences. They emphasised the need for practical skills, including
recognising subtle forms of hate speech, understanding algorithmic amplification, responding
safely as victims or bystanders, and navigating reporting mechanisms. Many participants
stressed that prevention efforts should acknowledge the complexity of online spaces rather
than presenting simplified narratives.

Media literacy initiatives implemented by NGOs are valued but remain unevenly distributed,
particularly outside urban centres. Short-term project funding limits continuity, and
coordination with national education policy is weak. Cooperation with digital platforms is
minimal and rarely extends beyond the use of generic educational materials, missing
opportunities for context-specific or innovative interventions.
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Gaps in Victim Support and Access to Services

Access to comprehensive, youth-friendly victim support represents another major gap. While
civil society organisations provide essential services, awareness among young people is
inconsistent, and access is shaped by geography, language, digital literacy, and social
networks. Young people in rural or marginalised settings face particularly high barriers.

UNITY findings indicate that many young people rely almost exclusively on informal coping
strategies, such as ignoring content or seeking peer support. While these strategies may offer
temporary relief, they do not address longer-term emotional harm or prevent recurrence. Fear
of not being believed, being blamed, or facing further discrimination discourages many from
seeking formal help.

Professionals highlighted the absence of clear, visible, and coordinated referral pathways
linking schools, youth services, NGOs, and mental health providers. In many cases,
responsibility for follow-up is unclear, resulting in fragmented or incomplete support. This gap
is especially problematic for cases that do not meet criminal thresholds but nonetheless
require psychosocial intervention.

For refugees, migrants, LGBTQ youth, and Roma communities, additional barriers include fear
of stigma, mistrust of institutions, and previous negative experiences with authorities. These
factors further limit access to support and reinforce silence.

What Young People Say They Need

Young people participating in the UNITY project articulated a range of clear, concrete, and
experience-based needs. Central among these is the need for safe, trusted spaces—both
online and offline—where they can speak openly about experiences of hate without fear of
judgement, minimisation, or escalation. Trust, confidentiality, and empathy were repeatedly
emphasised as prerequisites for engagement.

Young people also highlighted the importance of digitally literate adults. They want teachers,
youth workers, and counsellors who understand contemporary online platforms, gaming
environments, and digital communication norms. Being believed and taken seriously was
described as more important than immediate solutions.

Participants expressed a strong need for clear and accessible information about hate speech,
rights, and reporting mechanisms. They want reporting processes that are simple,
transparent, and responsive, with feedback that acknowledges their experience and explains
outcomes in understandable terms.

Crucially, young people stressed that they do not want to be positioned solely as passive
victims. They expressed interest in active participation, including co-creating campaigns,
peer-to-peer support initiatives, and educational content grounded in real online experiences.
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Empowerment, agency, and recognition of their expertise were consistently identified as key
needs.

Emerging Risks and Future Challenges

Looking ahead, professionals identified several emerging risks likely to shape the future of
online hate speech affecting young people in Greece. One key concern is the increasing use of
artificial intelligence tools to generate and disseminate harmful content, including deepfakes,
manipulated images, and automated harassment. These technologies may intensify harm
while complicating detection and accountability.

Political polarisation and global crises were also highlighted as factors likely to exacerbate
online hostility. Periods of heightened social tension were described as catalysts for increased
hate speech, particularly targeting migrants, minorities, and activists. Young people may be
especially vulnerable during such periods due to high online engagement and limited
institutional protection.

Another emerging challenge concerns the migration of harmful discourse to less regulated
platforms and private spaces. As moderation increases on mainstream platforms, hate speech
may become more fragmented and harder to monitor, increasing reliance on informal
reporting and peer intervention.

These trends underscore the need for forward-looking strategies that anticipate change
rather than reacting to harm after it occurs. Continuous monitoring, adaptable policy
frameworks, and sustained investment in digital literacy will be essential to address evolving
risks.

7. Conclusions & Recommendations

This national report has examined the prevalence, forms, impacts, and responses to online
hate speech and hate crimes affecting young people in Greece, with a particular focus on
refugees and migrants, LGBTQ youth, and ethnic minorities, including Roma communities.
Drawing on survey data, focus group discussions with young people and professionals, and
analysis of the legal, policy, institutional, and civil society landscape, the findings point to a
phenomenon that is widespread, normalised, and deeply embedded in young people’s
digital lives. While much of the harmful content encountered by young people does not reach
criminal thresholds, its cumulative emotional, social, and educational impact is substantial
and cannot be treated as marginal or incidental.

The analysis demonstrates that Greece has established formal legal and policy frameworks
aligned with European standards, alongside specialised institutional actors and a strong civil
society ecosystem. However, these structures do not yet translate into consistent, trusted,
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and accessible protection for young people. Underreporting remains pervasive, prevention
efforts are fragmented, digital literacy education is uneven, and access to victim support
depends heavily on informal networks and civil society capacity. As a result, a significant gap
persists between institutional responses and young people’s lived experiences of online hate
speech.

In this context, policymakers are called upon to move beyond a predominantly legalistic or
reactive approach and to adopt a coherent, youth-centred strategy addressing online hate
speech as a form of harm with long-term consequences. This includes strengthening national
data collection systems with age-disaggregated and qualitative components, investing in long-
term prevention and education rather than short-term projects, and ensuring stable funding
for civil society organisations that work directly with affected youth. Policymakers should also
establish clearer coordination mechanisms between ministries, schools, law enforcement,
and social services, and embed meaningful youth participation in the design, implementation,
and evaluation of policies. Without sustained political commitment and cross-sectoral
coordination, existing frameworks will continue to fall short of their protective potential.

For educators and education authorities, the findings highlight an urgent need to treat online
hate speech as a core educational issue rather than a peripheral one. Schools require
systematic integration of online hate speech, discrimination, and digital citizenship into
curricula across age groups, supported by practical guidance rather than abstract principles.
Teacher training—both initial and in-service—should equip educators with the skills to
recognise online hate speech, respond to disclosures, support affected students, and engage
constructively with parents and external services. Educational environments must foster trust
and openness, enabling young people to speak about online harm without fear of
minimisation or punishment. Empowering students through peer-led initiatives and
participatory projects can further strengthen prevention and resilience.

Civil society organisations emerge as indispensable actors in prevention, support, and
advocacy, particularly for groups disproportionately targeted by online hate speech. Their
proximity to communities, trust-based relationships, and experiential knowledge position
them uniquely to address harm that does not reach criminal thresholds but nonetheless
causes significant damage. To maximise their impact, civil society actors should be supported
in developing youth-led and participatory approaches, strengthening cooperation with
schools and public institutions, and contributing systematically to monitoring and policy
dialogue. At the same time, public authorities must recognise that civil society cannot
substitute for institutional responsibility; sustainable funding, formal referral pathways, and
long-term partnerships are essential to ensure continuity and reach.

Finally, social media companies and digital platforms bear a substantial share of responsibility
for the environments in which online hate speech proliferates. Young people’s experiences
point to the need for reporting mechanisms that are simple, transparent, and responsive, with
clear feedback that acknowledges harm and explains outcomes. Platforms should invest in
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youth-friendly safety tools, improve moderation consistency, and take proactive measures to
prevent algorithmic amplification of hateful or polarising content. Collaboration with
educators, civil society organisations, and young users themselves is critical to developing
responses that reflect real digital practices rather than abstract compliance standards.
Supporting media literacy and prevention initiatives should be viewed not as optional
corporate responsibility measures, but as integral to platform governance.

Across all stakeholder groups, one overarching message is clear: effective responses to online
hate speech must place young people at the centre. Young people do not ask only for
protection; they ask for recognition, understanding, and meaningful involvement. They want
adults who understand digital realities, institutions they can trust, and opportunities to
contribute actively to prevention and change. Addressing online hate speech in Greece
therefore requires a shift toward preventive, participatory, and trust-based approaches,
grounded in lived experience and sustained by long-term commitment.

By bridging the gap between policy and practice, investing in education and support,
strengthening cooperation across sectors, and empowering young people as partners rather
than passive recipients of protection, Greece can move toward a digital environment where
diversity is respected, harm is addressed effectively, and young people are able to participate
fully, safely, and confidently in online and offline life.
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Annexes

Annex I: Questionnaires

The questionnaire administered within the UNITY project provides a quantitative and
perception-based overview of young people’s experiences with online hate speech and hate
crime in Greece. While the survey does not aim to produce nationally representative statistics,
it offers valuable insight into prevalence, perceptions, behaviours, and unmet needs,
complementing the qualitative findings from focus groups.

Exposure to Online Hate Speech

Survey responses indicate that exposure to hateful or offensive content online is widespread
among young people. A large majority of respondents reported having encountered hate
speech in online environments within the past year, with many indicating that such exposure
occurs frequently rather than occasionally. For several respondents, encountering hateful
comments, posts, or messages was described as a regular part of online activity, contributing
to a sense that online hostility has become normalised.

Respondents reported encountering hate speech across multiple platforms, particularly on
social media and content-sharing platforms, as well as in comment sections and group
discussions. Exposure was not limited to direct targeting; many respondents highlighted
witnessing hate speech directed at others, which they nonetheless experienced as distressing
and unsettling.

Perceptions of Trends and Severity

Asignificant proportion of respondents expressed the perception that online hate speech and
hate crimes are increasing in Greece. Even among those who were uncertain about national
trends, there was a clear sense that hostile and polarised discourse has become more visible
and more socially accepted online in recent years. This perception aligns with qualitative
findings indicating that young people experience online hate speech as more frequent and
more embedded in everyday digital interactions.

Respondents also demonstrated varying levels of familiarity with the concepts of hate speech
and hate crime. While many indicated a general understanding of these terms, fewer
expressed confidence in distinguishing between legally defined hate speech, offensive
expression, and hate crime. This uncertainty contributes to hesitation around reporting and
reinforces reliance on informal coping strategies.

Forms and Targets of Hate Speech

Survey responses suggest that racist and xenophobic hate speech is among the most
frequently encountered forms, particularly targeting migrants and refugees. Homophobic and
transphobic content was also commonly reported, especially by respondents who identified
as LGBTQ or who reported close connections to LGBTQ communities. Sexist and misogynistic
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hate speech, often directed at girls and young women, was described as widespread and
frequently normalised.

Several respondents noted that hate speech often targets multiple aspects of identity
simultaneously, reflecting intersectional vulnerabilities. This reinforces the finding that young
people belonging to marginalised groups are disproportionately affected, both as direct
targets and as witnesses of hostility directed at their communities.

Responses and Coping Strategies

When asked how they respond to encountering hate speech online, most respondents
reported relying on individual and informal strategies. Common responses included ignoring
the content, scrolling past it, blocking or muting users, or leaving online discussions altogether.
These strategies were often described as necessary for self-protection, rather than as effective
solutions.

Formal reporting—either to platform administrators or to authorities—was comparatively
rare. Many respondents indicated that they do not trust reporting mechanisms to lead to
meaningful outcomes. Reasons cited included lack of feedback after reporting, perceptions
that platforms do not act consistently, fear of escalation or retaliation, and uncertainty about
whether content qualifies as reportable hate speech.

Seeking support from friends emerged as a more common response than approaching adults
or institutions. This reflects a broader pattern of peer reliance and institutional distance,
particularly among respondents who felt that adults often minimise online harm or lack
understanding of digital environments.

Trust in Institutions and Perceived Protection

Responses revealed low to moderate levels of trust in institutional protection against online
hate speech and hate crime. Many respondents expressed uncertainty about whether existing
laws or policies are sufficient to protect victims, and fewer reported feeling fully safe reporting
incidents within their communities.

This lack of trust does not necessarily reflect a rejection of institutions, but rather limited
visibility of effective responses. Respondents frequently indicated that they are unaware of
what happens after a report is made or where to seek support beyond platform tools and
informal networks.

Expressed Needs and Expectations

Across the questionnaire, respondents expressed clear expectations for improvement. These
included the need for better education on hate speech and online safety, clearer information
about rights and reporting processes, and more visible consequences for harmful online
behaviour. Respondents also emphasised the importance of supportive environments, where
victims are believed and taken seriously.
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Importantly, many respondents expressed interest in being involved in prevention efforts,
such as awareness campaigns, peer education, or youth-led initiatives. This reinforces the
broader finding that young people do not view themselves only as victims of online hate
speech, but as potential contributors to positive change.

Overall Synthesis

Overall, the questionnaire findings confirm that online hate speech is a common and
impactful experience for young people in Greece, characterised by frequent exposure,
limited reporting, and reliance on informal coping strategies. The data highlight significant
gaps in trust, knowledge, and support, while also revealing young people’s willingness to
engage constructively in prevention and response efforts. These findings strongly support the
report’s emphasis on prevention, education, youth participation, and trust-building as
central pillars of effective action.

Annex II: Focus Groups

1. Summary of Youth Focus Group

A youth focus group was conducted with 6 young people aged 15-30 from diverse
backgrounds, including different genders, socio-economic situations, and personal
experiences with online hate speech. All participants were active users of digital and social
media platforms. The objective of the focus group was to capture young people’s experiences
of online hate speech, their coping strategies, and their ideas for prevention and solutions.

Introduction and Icebreaker

During the introduction round, participants briefly shared their age and initial thoughts about
online safety. Most described mixed feelings about their online experiences, combining
opportunities for connection with concerns about hostility and lack of protection.

In the icebreaker activity, participants compared the internet to places such as a “busy street,”
a “jungle,” or a “playground with few rules,” reflecting a shared perception of online spaces
as unpredictable and sometimes unsafe.

A. Context and Exposure

All participants reported that they had either witnessed or personally experienced hate
speech online. For those directly affected, experiences included negative emotional impact,
feelings of anger, sadness, or withdrawal from online discussions. Even those who had not
been direct targets stated that witnessing hate speech created discomfort and insecurity.

Participants most frequently encountered hate speech on social media platforms such as
Instagram, TikTok, YouTube, and in gaming environments. There was a strong consensus that
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online hate speech has increased in recent years, which participants linked to social
polarisation, anonymity online, and the rapid spread of content.

Factors that made participants feel unsafe online included anonymous accounts, lack of
consequences for hateful behaviour, and slow or unclear responses from platforms. Feeling
safe was associated with supportive online communities, blocking tools, and peer support.

B. Reactions and Coping Strategies

When encountering hate speech, most participants reported that they usually ignored it or
scrolled past it. Others preferred to talk with friends or family rather than report incidents
formally. Reporting was generally perceived as ineffective.

The main barriers to reporting included lack of trust in reporting systems, fear of becoming
further targeted, uncertainty about how to report, and the belief that nothing would change.
Participants noted that emotional exhaustion also discourages action.

Some participants shared examples of young people standing up against hate speech,
particularly when responses were collective rather than individual. These actions were seen
as effective when they involved solidarity, humour, or calm explanations rather than
confrontation.

Exposure to hate speech reduced participants’ trust in digital platforms and, for some, in
society more broadly, contributing to cynicism and disengagement.

C. Perceptions of Adults and Institutions

Participants generally felt that adults, including teachers and parents, do not fully understand
the realities of online hate speech experienced by young people. School responses were often
described as generic and disconnected from real online situations.

Participants believed that education could play a stronger role by addressing real-life
examples, digital behaviour, and emotional impact rather than focusing only on abstract rules.
Views on social media companies were largely negative, with participants feeling that
platforms prioritise engagement over safety and do not act quickly enough to remove harmful
content.

D. Roles and Responsibilities

Young people saw themselves as having an important role in creating safer online spaces,
particularly through peer support, reporting harmful content when possible, and promoting
respectful behaviour. Influencers and role models were viewed as especially powerful, as their
actions and messages can normalise positive behaviour and counter hate speech effectively.

Youth-led movements and initiatives were seen as more credible and relatable than adult-led

campaigns.
E. Solutions, Support, and Future Vision
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When asked to design a campaign or tool to make the internet safer, participants suggested
youth-created initiatives using short videos, real stories, creative content, and social media
formats familiar to young people. Campaigns should avoid moralising tones and instead focus
on empathy, real consequences, and solidarity.

The most helpful forms of support for victims were identified as peer support, access to
someone trustworthy to talk to, psychological support, and clearer information about rights
and reporting options. Participants expressed a desire for simpler and more transparent rules
online, including faster action against hate speech.

Key messages to decision-makers included the need to listen to young people, involve them
in designing solutions, invest in education and digital literacy, and hold social media
companies accountable.

Wrap-up and Overall Conclusions

In the wrap-up discussion, participants emphasised that online hate speech is a common and
growing problem that significantly affects young people’s wellbeing and participation online.
There was strong agreement on the importance of youth involvement in prevention efforts,
improved education, and more effective responses from platforms and institutions.

The focus group highlighted the need for youth-centred, realistic, and participatory
approaches to counter online hate speech, aligning closely with the objectives of the UNITY
project.

2. Summary of Professionals’ Focus Group

A focus group was conducted with 6 professionals working in youth-related fields, including
educators, youth and social workers, civil society representatives, and policy-oriented
professionals. Participants had direct experience working with young people and with issues
related to online safety, inclusion, and hate speech. The objective of the discussion was to
explore professional perspectives on trends, causes, institutional responses, and future needs
related to online hate speech and hate crimes affecting youth.

Introduction Round

Participants briefly introduced themselves, outlining their professional roles and experience
with young people and online safety. Most participants reported frequent exposure to online
hate speech cases through their work, either directly with young people or indirectly through
institutional monitoring, reporting mechanisms, or support services.

A. Understanding the Context and Prevalence

Participants agreed that online hate speech affecting young people is widespread and
increasingly visible across professional contexts. Educators and youth workers noted regular
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incidents reported by students, while NGO representatives and policymakers observed
patterns through helplines, monitoring activities, and casework.

The most common forms of online hate identified were racist, xenophobic, homophobic,
sexist, and misogynistic content, often intersecting with political or social debates.
Participants consistently reported that the situation has worsened over the past 2-3 years,
citing increased online engagement, polarisation, and the normalisation of extreme language.

Professionals assessed the impact of hate speech on youth through behavioural changes,
reduced participation, emotional distress, school disengagement, and increased requests for
psychosocial support. Several participants emphasised that the impact is often indirect and
cumulative, making it difficult to measure through formal indicators alone.

B. Causes and Contributing Factors

Participants identified multiple factors contributing to youth involvement in online hate
speech. These included peer influence, desire for social acceptance, lack of digital literacy,
exposure to polarised content, and limited understanding of consequences. Several
professionals highlighted that some young people view hateful content as humour or
provocation rather than harm.

Group pressure and online dynamics were seen as significant drivers, with participants noting
that young people may join in hateful comments to avoid exclusion or to gain visibility. While
professionals agreed that most young people do not consider hate speech acceptable, they
noted a tendency to downplay its seriousness, particularly in online environments.

Gender and intersectional differences were also discussed. Participants observed that girls
and gender-diverse youth are more frequently targeted and tend to internalise the impact,
while boys are more often involved as perpetrators or bystanders, influenced by peer norms
and online subcultures.

C. Impact on Youth and Society

Professionals reported that exposure to online hate speech negatively affects young people’s
wellbeing, confidence, and sense of belonging. It can lead to withdrawal from online and
offline participation, increased anxiety, and reduced trust in institutions and democratic
processes.

Barriers to reporting were widely discussed and included fear of retaliation, lack of trust in
authorities, uncertainty about reporting procedures, and previous negative experiences with
platform responses. Participants who had reported content themselves expressed mixed
satisfaction, often describing platform responses as slow or ineffective.

D. Institutional and Policy Responses
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Participants generally viewed existing legal frameworks as partially adequate but
inconsistently enforced. While laws exist, professionals highlighted gaps in implementation,
awareness, and coordination.

Education was seen as a crucial prevention tool, but participants identified significant gaps,
including lack of teacher training, insufficient integration of digital literacy, and limited time
within curricula. Institutions were perceived as better prepared to address offline hate
incidents than online ones, particularly when incidents cross institutional or national
boundaries.

Collaboration between schools, NGOs, law enforcement, and policymakers was described as
uneven and largely informal. Participants noted a lack of structured cooperation across local,
national, and European levels. Cooperation with technology companies was limited and often
reactive, with professionals calling for clearer communication channels and shared
responsibility.

Participants stressed the need for additional resources, including specialised training, clear
protocols, dedicated staff, and sustainable funding to strengthen institutional responses.

E. Good Practices, Prevention, and Future Directions

Professionals shared examples of effective initiatives, including peer-led workshops, media
literacy programmes, and campaigns promoting respectful online behaviour. Successful
initiatives were described as participatory, long-term, and context-specific rather than one-off
actions.

Participants emphasised the importance of engaging youth as active partners, not just
beneficiaries, in prevention efforts. Suggested tools included youth ambassador programmes,
co-created campaigns, and safe spaces for dialogue.

Looking ahead, professionals anticipated an increase in more subtle and normalised forms of
hate speech, greater use of private and encrypted platforms, and challenges related to
emerging technologies such as Al-generated content. They stressed the urgency of proactive
prevention and stronger cross-sector cooperation.

Wrap-up and Overall Conclusions

In the wrap-up discussion, participants agreed that online hate speech among young people
is a growing and complex issue requiring coordinated, multi-level responses. While
professionals recognise their role in prevention and support, they highlighted the need for
clearer policies, stronger collaboration, improved education, and greater accountability for
digital platforms.

The focus group underscored the importance of sustained investment in capacity-building and
youth participation, reinforcing the relevance of the UNITY project’s approach to addressing
online hate speech through education, cooperation, and evidence-based action.
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