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ENG Abstract. This work presents a study of scientific publications on hate speech with the objective to map the
trends in the field. This study follows a scoping review using the PRISMA-ScR methodology. The search was
conducted in four databases (Web of Science, Scopus, Social Science Data Base, and Social Science Research
Network) using the terms ‘hate speech’ and ‘communication’. The research analysed a sample of 102 open-access
scientific journal articles from the period 2016-2021. The analysis focused on production aspects, topics and
relevance of the papers for hate speech studies. The study shows a significant increase in production since 2020.
However, a low level of depth and specificity is detected when addressing hate speech. Many articles are loosely or
barely related to the topic or do not provide specific definitions. There is a prevalence of studies linked to online
cases, though not strictly hate speech but rather general topics of cyberbullying or online harassment and an
increase in computer-based methodological approaches. Despite a growing scientific production on the subject, the
overall quality of most articles does not offer a significant contribution to the understanding, debate, or prevention of
hate speech.

Keywords. Hate speech, scoping review, journal articles, scientific databases, open access, definitions,
methodological approaches

ESProduccion cientifica de articulos en acceso abierto
sobre discursos de odio: una revisidon sistematica exploratoria

ES Resumen. Este trabajo presenta un estudio de publicaciones cientificas sobre discurso de odio con el objetivo
de mapear las tendencias en el campo. A partir de la aplicacion de la metodologia PRISMA-ScR, se realizo la
busqueda en cuatro bases de datos (Web of Science, Scopus, Social Science Data Base y Social Science Research
Network) con los términos en inglés "hate speech" y "communication”. La investigacion analiza una muestra de 102
articulos de revistas cientificas de acceso abierto del periodo 2016-2021. El analisis se centra en aspectos de
produccion, tematicas y relevancia de los articulos para los estudios del discurso de odio. El estudio muestra un
aumento significativo de la produccién desde 2020. Sin embargo, se detecta un bajo nivel de profundidad y
especificidad a la hora de abordar el discurso de odio. Muchos articulos estan vagamente o apenas relacionados
con el tema o no proporcionan definiciones especificas. Por otra parte, predominan los estudios vinculados a casos
en linea, aunque no estrictamente discursos de odio sino mas bien temas generales de ciberbullying o acoso en
linea y un aumento de enfoques metodolégicos basados en computadoras. En conclusion, existe una creciente
produccion cientifica sobre el tema, pero la calidad general de la mayoria de los articulos no ofrece una contribucion
significativa a la comprension, el debate o la prevencion del discurso de odio.
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1.Introduction’

Academic interest in the analysis and conceptualization of hate speech has grown in the last decade, as evidenced
by the analysis of scientific publications on this research topic (Tontodimamma, et al., 2021; Ramirez Garcia, et al.,
2022). This has led to the consolidation of an interdisciplinary scientific field concerned with the analysis of issues
related to hate speech, its definitions, and possible solutions.

From this starting point, the central objective of this study is to examine open access scientific publications on
hate speech from the period 2016-2021 in four databases: Web of Science, Scopus, Social Science Data Base and
Social Science Research Network. The focus on open access publications is relevant because accessible articles
have a greater impact on the scientific community, and focusing on these allows for a more specific understanding
of the literature that is consulted and cited (UNESCO, 2021). The period chosen encompasses a timeframe in which
several significant international events have occurred, which may have had an impact on the scientific production
regarding hate speech, such as migratory processes, a backlash against feminism, the rise of political or scientific
denialism (e.g., in response to events like the Syrian war refugees, the #metoo movement and the anti-feminist
reaction, the election of Donald Trump, Brexit and the COVID-19 pandemic, among others). It is during this period
that there has been an increase in the quantity of scientific publications on hate speech, which justifies the focus on
the dates selected (Izquierdo Montero; Laforgue Bullido; Abril Hervas, 2022; Adiprasetio; Rahmawan; Wibowo,
2021).

Therefore, this research aims to analyse open access scientific production regarding hate speech based on the
following questions:

RQ1. What is the overall distribution of articles by year, author countries, journal countries, scientific fields, and
databases?

RQ2. What are the trends in definitions, topics, and analytical approaches regarding hate speech?

RQ3. Is there a significant change following the pandemic with articles related to COVID-19?

RQ4. What is the prevalence of articles that make a significant contribution to the field of hate speech studies?
RQ5. What is the prevalence of relevant publications on hate speech towards migrants or related to gender
issues?

2. Literature review

Concern about hate speech was consolidated after the horrors generated by the Second World War (Paz;
Montero Diaz; Moreno Delgado, 2020) through two interconnected trends. On one hand, the legal and
institutional trend focuses on the implementation of various legal norms with the aim of demarcating which types
of speech can be penalised in relation to hate crimes, and on the ongoing debate about the limits of freedom of
expression (Howard, 2019). On the other hand, the academic perspective has provided a broader view that
goes beyond purely legal or juridical aspects, focusing on the characterization of hate speech, the comparison
of different regulations, and cultural-discursive analyses.

From academia, prior to the popularisation of the Internet and social media, warnings were issued about the
rapid expansion of hate speech targeting individuals and groups based on their characteristics. Matsuda (1989)
states, “The hate speech flaring up in our midst includes insulting nouns for racial groups, degrading caricatures,
threats of violence, and literature portraying Jews and people of color as animal-like and requiring extermination”
(2333). Brown (2017) points out that while the legal concept of hate speech refers to speech that is illegal or
unlawful under the law, there is also an ordinary or general concept of hate speech influenced by both the law
and public discourse in the social context, making it a broad and expansive concept. Hate speech is not simply
any discourse that offends someone or attacks or derogates someone, nor is it something that some people
hate. In this regard, Ibarra's (2017) conception can be useful for its simplicity and accuracy in characterising
hate speech as messages that promote actions against the dignity and equal rights of individuals, minority or
majority groups, and vulnerable populations through different channels and formats. Diaz Soto (2015)
emphasises that hate speech presents a moral dilemma to society, which tends to be resolved according to the
cultural and judicial particularities of each territory, often prioritising pragmatism over reflection.

Brown and Sinclair (2020: 16) state that hate speech is characterised by the following: 1) the use of language
that is dehumanising, threatening, abusive, or derogatory, including images; 2) targeting individuals or groups
based on their ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender identity, citizenship, disability, or other protected
characteristics; 3) having the intention to humiliate, intimidate, or promote discrimination or violence against
these individuals or groups; and 4) resulting in psychological or dignitary harm, undermining social cohesion, or
exacerbating inequality. Therefore, hate speech refers to derogatory speech directed at vulnerable people based
on their characteristics, with the aim of causing harm and inciting hatred.

In fact, hate speech can be directed towards various marginalised groups or minorities, such as women
(Nadim; Fladmoe, 2021), Muslims (Obermaier; Schmuck; Saleem 2021), migrants (Lilleker; Pérez Escolar,
2023), or the LGBTQ+ community (de Casas Moreno; Parejo Cuéllar; Vizcaino Verdu, 2023), among others.
However, hate speech can be understood from an intersectional perspective. This means that it is not only
focused on dehumanising or degrading based on a specific or isolated aspect, but rather as a combination of
different elements of oppression, such as misogyny and racism (Saresma; Karkulehto; Varis, 2020: 238).

In the legislative-institutional field, the most significant contributions at the international level to advancing
the fight against hate speech come from the Council of Europe (1997) and the European Commission against
Racism and Intolerance (2016). It is precisely in their definitions that it is emphasised that hate speech takes the
form of racist, xenophobic, or stereotypical and stigmatising narratives, insults, or threats:

' This research was conducted supported by public funding of the Universitat Jaume | (projects UJI-B2019-13 and UJI-B2022-10) and
Ministerio de Ciencia e innovacién (P1D2021-1254200B-100), Spain.
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Hate speech for the purpose of the Recommendation entails the use of one or more particular forms of
expression — namely, the advocacy, promotion or incitement of the denigration, hatred or vilification of a
person or group of persons, as well any harassment, insult, negative stereotyping, stigmatization or threat
of such person or persons and any justification of all these forms of expression — that is based on a non-
exhaustive list of personal characteristics or status that includes “race”, colour, language, religion or belief,
nationality or national or ethnic origin, as well as descent, age, disability, sex, gender, gender identity and
sexual orientation (European Commission against Racism and Intolerance, 2016: 16).

Therefore, from this institutional perspective, there has been an ongoing emphasis in recent years on
governments implementing a legislative framework to combat this type of speech (Council of Europe, 2010).

From a global perspective, the United Nations (UN) warns that there is no internationally agreed-upon legal
definition, as it is an ongoing discussion subject to change and controversy. The consideration of hate speech
as a crime and its levels of appreciation differ among countries, so an excessively precise definition may not
encompass all possible legal violations (UN, 2019). The UN emphasises that hate speech can manifest in
various forms, including images, memes, symbols, or gestures, both online and offline. These types of narratives
are discriminatory and derogatory towards different cultural and social factors, with group and individual effects.

Currently, hate speech is a complex issue that extends across multiple domains, encompassing individual,
group and societal dimensions. It is not only a legal problem but also a technological, political and international
one (Brown; Sinclair, 2020: 19-28). In fact, both academia and institutions express concerns about the expansion
of this type of speech in the digital environment. Several studies highlight that the advent of the Internet and
social media platforms has exacerbated the problem due to their amplification capabilities (Arcila Calderén, et
al., 2022). There has been an “exponential increase in scientific interest in the relationship between hate speech
and social media” (Ramirez Garcia, et al., 2022: 137) as well as the development of automated detection tools
for hate speech, cyberbullying, and misogynistic hate speech on platforms such as Twitter and YouTube
(Tontodimamma, et al., 2021).

With this regard, information and media literacy plays an essential role for its potential in strengthening
educational strategies to prevent the dissemination of disinformation and hatred online (Essalhi Rakrak; Pinedo
Gonzalez, 2023). This field even includes the development of counter-narratives to counteract hate speech in
social media, promoting discursive frames based on values of human rights and intersectional perspectives
instead of limiting to denouncing the perils of hate speech (Poole; Giraud; de Quincey, 2021). Similarly, there is
an emerging area focused on developing models of automatic generation of counter-narratives, given the social
situation of alt-right movements reaching institutional power with discursive strategies infused with hatred
(Vallecillo Rodriguez; Montejo Raez; Martin-Valdivia, 2023).

3. Methods

To address the study of scientific publications on hate speech, the scoping review strategy or exploratory
systematic review approach has been followed. This method differs from other systematic literature reviews
based on the research question and objectives, which leads to distinct procedures in the selection, evaluation,
analysis and synthesis of documents, focusing on the characteristics of a specific knowledge domain (Castells
Fos, et al., 2023).

As a validation protocol, the checklist proposed in the 2018 PRISMA-ScR (Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses literature search extension) statement has been used as a reference
(Tricco, et al., 2018). PRISMA-ScR is an extension of the general PRISMA framework designed to help authors
improve the reporting of systematic reviews (Moher, et al., 2009). Although this tool was initially designed
primarily for systematic reviews of studies that evaluate the effects of health interventions, regardless of the
design of the included studies, the checklist items are applicable to publications of systematic reviews that
evaluate other areas not related to health, such as social or educational issues (Page, et al., 2021), as in the
case of the present study. The PRISMA-ScR checklist consists of twenty-two items (two of which are optional)
and was developed by a group of twenty-six experts following the guidelines of the EQUATOR Network
(Enhancing the QUAIity and Transparency of Health Research), which includes specialists in methodology,
communication, and publication. The PRISMA guidelines for publishing specific to scoping reviews state that
this methodological framework follows a systematic approach to map the evidence on the topic at hand and
identify key concepts, theories, and sources of scientific knowledge (Tricco, et al., 2018).

In this study, we refer to the twenty essential elements of the PRISMA-ScR checklist, based on the
contributions by Tricco et al. (2018). These elements range from the first one, which is the inclusion of the term
in the title, to the last one, which pertains to research funding. The two optional items that were excluded (Critical
appraisal of individual sources of evidence, and Critical appraisal within sources of evidence) are more
applicable to systematic reviews focused on interventions or treatments in the field of health, where this research
method has gained significant recognition in recent years (Codina; Lopezosa; Freixa Font, 2022).

For the development of the scoping review, the following stages were conducted based on the PRISMA-ScR
protocol:

1. identification of the research question and objective, with the establishment of inclusion and exclusion
criteria for the evidence,

2. formulation of the evidence search plan in the selected databases,

3. extraction and evaluation of the evidence according to the established criteria,

4. interpretation and presentation of results.

For article selection, the following four databases were considered: Web of Science (Clarivate Analytics),
Scopus (Elsevier), Social Science Data Base (ProQuest), and Social Science Research Network (SSRN), an
open-access preprint repository for academic research by Elsevier.
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The search was conducted on June 11, 2022, and the final parameters used for all databases were to include
the following formula in the title, abstract, and/or keywords: communication AND ‘hate speech’. When searching
only for ‘hate speech’, the results obtained were close to 10,000 documents and included aspects that were not
related to the research objective. Therefore, the decision was made to analyse the discursive aspect of the
phenomenon by adding the term ‘communication’. Additionally, the following inclusion criteria were determined:

« scientific articles published in the selected databases between January 1, 2016, and December 31,
2021,

« full text available in Open Access,

« of the 307 papers identified in the search strategy, a total of 102 were fully analysed and included in
the study. As shown in the figure below, the different phases of the scoping review proposed by the
PRISMA-ScR guidelines were carried out.

Records identified from*:

Databases (n = 307) Records removed before

screening:
Web of Science (n = 167) Duplicate records removed
Social Science Data Base (n = 63) —» (n =35)
Scopus (n = 56) Records removed for other
SSRN (n=21) reasons (n =102)
A 4
Summaries of articles analyzed [ Articles excluded for
(n=170) non-compliance
with research elements.

l (n =26)

N

Full-Text articles assessed for
eligibility (n = 144)

Full-Text articles excludes, with reasons (n =42)

] [Ellglbllity ] [ Screening ] [ Identification ]

Reason 1 (n =17) Not Open Access
Reason 2 (n = 9) Not scientific articles
Reason 3 (n = 6) The expression “hate speech” does

B not feature more than twice
'E Reason 4 (n = 4) Articles in other languages (Korean,
S o ) ) Turkish)
= Studies included in review Reason 5 (n = 6) Articles with no Abstract.
(n=102)
—

(figure.1) Flowchart of the PRISMA study. Source: own elaboration.

It is worth noting that in the Screening phase, approximately one-third of the documents were excluded,
mainly due to not meeting the criterion of full-text access in Open Access. Numerous errors were observed in
the results returned by the four databases and in how they categorise the works.

To enhance the consistency of the work, guidelines for data extraction were established before starting the
article review, and any doubts or disagreements were resolved through consensus and discussion, although the
protocol was not registered. Data entry was done using a form where each of the four reviewers recorded the
data independently. The dataset generated and analysed in this research is available at this link:
https://osf.io/7gnkf.

All data used for this research were publicly available aggregated data. This article does not involve any
studies with human participants; therefore, ethical approval is not applicable.

4. Results

4.1. Temporality, locations and other production details
Based on the analysis conducted on the 102 articles, several results can be extracted regarding the general
characteristics of scientific production on hate speech, addressing RQ1. Firstly, there is a clear temporal
evolution in the published articles (Figure 2). The first two years of the analysed period (2016-2017) accounted
for 10 articles (9.8% of the total), while the last two years (2020-2021) show a significant increase in academic
interest in this field, with 68 articles (66.7% of the total).

Regarding the languages of scientific production, English is the predominant language (78.4%), followed
by Spanish (7.8%), Polish (5.9%), while other languages account for 7.8% of the total. The production in other
languages includes Portuguese, French, Russian, and Serbian, with varying proportions.
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(figure.2) Year of publication of the articles. Source: own elaboration

Regarding production by countries, both the country of the journal and author affiliations have been
analysed. The journals with the most published articles are from the United Kingdom (18) and the United States
(15), which together account for one-third of the total production (32.4%), followed by Spain (8), Poland (7),
Switzerland (6), Brazil (5), South Africa and Germany (4 each), Romania, Malaysia and France (3 each), others
with 2 each (Hungary, Indonesia, Netherlands, Russia, Slovakia, Sweden) and one each (Bulgaria, Canada,
Chile, China, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, New Zealand, Portugal, Singapore, Serbia, Slovenia, Thailand,
Turkey). This geographical distribution of journals differs from the countries of the authors of the articles. Figure
3 shows the countries of affiliation, with Spain, Germany, and Indonesia being the top three. Additionally, there
are a whole series of countries that contribute to global scientific production, despite not having many national
journals that publish these publications, reflecting the effort of science internationalisation carried out by many
countries, especially non-Anglo-Saxon ones.

With regard to journal variety, the sample of 102 articles are published in 87 journals. Sixty-eight per cent
of the journals are included in Sherpa Romeo (Rights Metadata for Open Archiving), an online tool that
aggregates and analyses publisher open access policies. In this resource, experts analyse copyright and open
access archiving policies of each journal and, within the journals of the sample that are included in Sherpa
Romeo, in the field OA Fee it can be observed that in more than a third (34%) authors have paid an additional
cost to publish their article open access and archive the published version in a repository.
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South Korea
nda
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(figure.3) Countries of affiliation of the authors. Source: own elaboration
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In terms of the field of the journal where the articles are published (Figure 4), social sciences publications
predominate, specifically Communication, Sociology, Political Science, Social Science
(general/miscellaneous) and Education, together accounting for almost half of the articles (48%). Additionally,
there is also some heterogeneity due to the presence of other different fields, particularly Law (16.7%),
Computer Science (12.7%) and Humanities, including Linguistics and Language, Philosophy and Humanities
(11.8%).

Subject category (journal)

Communication

h
o

Computer Science

Linguistics and Language

Sociology and Political Science

Socia Science (general / miscellaneus)
Mukidisciplinary

Philosophy

Educaion

Psychology

Humanities

Others

[=]
s
o
n
[}

P

n

(figure.4) Thematic areas of the journals. Source: own elaboration

Regarding the journals, it is worth mentioning that there is a great variety, and very few journals publish
more than one article, only a total of 13. In this regard, the journal IEEE Access, from the United States and in
the field of Computer Science, stands out, as it features 4 articles on hate speech. There are 12 journals with
2 articles, and the rest have only one.

Finally, it is interesting to analyse the distribution of articles across different databases where they are
available: only present in Web of Science (33), only in Scopus (18), only in SSDB (13), only in SSRN (6), and
articles that are present in two or more databases (32), with the most common combination being Web of
Science and Scopus together (22). Therefore, Web of Science and Scopus stand out both in terms of the
number of articles and the heterogeneity of the journal fields, while SSDB and SSRN have a much smaller
production.

4.2. Approaches and Themes
To address RQ2, regarding the content of the articles, the analysis has focused on the themes of hate speech
addressed, the definitions and the type of analysis primarily used.

In terms of the themes, Figure 5 presents the overall distribution, which shows a low level of specificity. It
is worth noting that 20 articles (19.6%) do not even address the issue of hate speech, despite having this term
in the title, abstract, or keywords. Of those that do address hate speech, 23 take a general approach (theoretical
or legal). For articles that address specific types of hate speech, the motives have been grouped based on the
categories provided by the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (2016) and the Attorney
General of Spain (2019), who issued a clarification circular in this regard. The most frequently addressed
themes, in order, are: political and ideology, origin and provenance, religion and faith, racism, gender issues
(including sexual orientation and identity) as well as sexism and misogyny. Other themes include cyberbullying
and online harassment, among others.

In the case of articles that address political and ideology, it is noteworthy that they focus on cases of political
tension and polarisation, particularly online, rather than hate speech itself. Meanwhile, those related to religion
and faith are linked to various issues such as minorities, Islamophobia, or anti-Semitism.
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(figure.5) Primary type of hate speech addressed. Source: own elaboration

Regarding the definitions of hate speech addressed in the articles (Figure 6), the results once again show
a low level of specificity, as 50% of the articles either lack a clear definition or do not specify what they
understand as hate speech. Of the other half, where definitions were found, both the main definition and a
possible second or third definition, if available, were taken into account. Overall, if there are definitions, the
majority come from the legal and institutional sphere (43 in total), followed by the academic sphere. Notable
definitions from the legal sphere come from the rules and regulations of various European institutions,
particularly the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance’s definition (2016). In the academic
sphere, there are a variety of definitions and authors, without a clear common or predominant perspective.
Some of the cited authors are George (2015), Fortuna and Nunez (2018) and Erjavec and Kovaci¢ (2012), who
define hate speech as follows:

There is no standard definition of hate speech, but the term is normally used to cover forms of
expression aimed at persecuting people by vilifying their racial, ethnic, or other identities. While the
immediate target may be a single person or small group, the harm caused by hate speech can extend to
entire communities by promoting discrimination and intolerance (George, 2015: 1).

Hate speech is language that attacks or diminishes, that incites violence or hate against groups, based
on specific characteristics such as physical appearance, religion, descent, national or ethnic origin, sexual
orientation, gender identity or other, and it can occur with different linguistic styles, even in subtle forms
or when humor is used (Fortuna; Nunez, 2018: 5).

Expression that is abusive, insulting, intimidating, harassing, and/or incites to violence, hatred, or
discrimination. It is directed against people on the basis of their race, ethnic origin, religion, gender, age,
physical condition, disability, sexual orientation, political conviction, and so forth (Erjavec; Kovaci¢, 2012:
900).

Among the articles that use other definitions, a reference was found to The Guardian newspaper or
Facebook.
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(figure.6) Definitions of hate speech Source: own elaboration
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Regarding the type of analysis and methodological approaches (Figure 7), the results reveal a high level of
heterogeneity. Quantitative research predominates, with more traditional techniques such as bibliometric
analysis or content analysis, as well as more recent computer-based analysis, accounting for 34.3% of the
total. Theoretical approaches (reviews or general discussions), mixed methods and, to a lesser extent,
qualitative analysis follow. Articles with legal analysis (9.8%) focus on studying laws or court rulings.

Type of analysis
Theoretical approaches

Quantitative (bibliometric, content analysis

Computer-based (algorithm, big data

Qualitative (interviews, focusgroups, discourse)

(figure.7) Type of analysis. Source: own elaboration

In addition to the type of analysis and methodology employed, it is worth noting that over half the articles
focus on studying cases of online communication (53.9%), with some articles specifically addressing hate
speech, such as in cases involving migrants. However, there are also many of these cases that do not actually
address hate speech but rather delve into broader issues of online polarisation, cyberbullying, and so on. These
results on the themes also align with the analysis of keywords, where, after ‘hate speech’ (44), the ten most
common terms are: ‘social media’ (18), ‘Twitter’ (9), ‘political communication’ (8), ‘freedom of expression’ (7),
‘internet’ (7), ‘fake news’ (6), ‘machine learning’ (6), ‘communication’ (6), ‘democracy (5) and ‘journalism’ (5).

4.3. Themes relating to Covid-19

To address RQ3, the articles and their possible relation to COVID-19 have been analysed. It was found that
only 7 articles (6.9%) mention any issues related to COVID-19, indicating that there is no significant increase
in the potential connection between hate speech and a pandemic context. Furthermore, it should be noted that
these few articles are not highly relevant to the topic of hate speech, as they are minimally or barely focused
on this subject.

4.4. Depth and relevance
To address RQ4 and RQ5, the overall level of depth regarding hate speech in the articles and their relevance
to gender or migration issues has been analysed. Four groups of publications have been identified:

 Barely related (23%): these are articles that are minimally or barely related to hate speech. These are
articles in which, in many cases, the term ‘hate speech’ is only found in the abstract or among the
keywords but is not developed in the text. In other instances, the word appears one or two times in the
text as a mere generic reference but is not addressed in the article.

* Low relevance (61%): these are articles that are not focused on hate speech and do not offer a significant
contribution to this field of study. For example, the term ‘hate speech’ may appear more frequently in the
text, but it is not the central topic of the publications. Instead, they address related subjects such as
cyberbullying, discussions on freedom of expression, or provide very vague approaches.

* Medium 1 (8%): these are articles that make a focused contribution to hate speech, where the topic is
defined or there is a contribution to the field. Among these articles, meta-analyses of publications,
theoretical reviews, or articles that include specific sections to develop the topic of hate speech can be
found. They provide academic or legal definitions to address the subject.

* Medium 2 (6%): these are articles that address hate speech in relation to gender or migration issues. All
of these articles primarily focus on hate speech related to origin and provenance. In some cases, elements
of racism or sexual orientation are also included, but none of them primarily address hate based on gender
issues.

* High relevance (2%): these are articles that meet the criteria of both Medium 1 and Medium 2, making
them publications with a highly significant contribution in the field of hate speech related to gender or
migration. Only 2 articles have been registered as making a significant contribution to the field of hate
speech, with a certain intersectional perspective. One focuses on hate speech related to sexual
orientation and identity, as well as origin and provenance (Vehovar; Jontes, 2021), while the other links
racial hatred with origin and provenance (Rollnert Liern, 2020).
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5. Discussion

The results show a clear temporal evolution in scientific activity regarding hate speech. The increase in articles
published during the period 2020-2021 (66.7 % of the total) compared to the first two years of the analysed period
demonstrates a growing academic interest in this field. This finding aligns with the trends reflected in previous
literature on the scientific evolution of this topic (Tontodimamma, et al., 2021; Ramirez-Garcia, et al., 2022).

However, the production demonstrates a low level of specificity. It is surprising to observe that 19.6% of the
articles do not even address the issue of hate speech, despite having this term in the title, abstract, or keywords;
84% of the publications are minimally or barely related to hate speech. It is also notable that half of the articles
either lack definitions or are unclear about hate speech. This issue was already highlighted in Adiprasetio,
Rahmawan and Wibowo (2021), where an epistemological problem was emphasised in the field of study due to
the absence of clear definitions in academic discussions. Among the articles that do address hate speech, 23
provide a general approach. Regarding articles that address some form of hate speech, it is worth emphasising
that migration issues are addressed more than gender issues. Articles related to migration focus on the
proliferation of hateful digital content, ranging from studies on anti-immigration or xenophobic discourse
(Krobova; Zapotocky, 2021; Alberdi Urquizu, 2019; Carlson; Kennedy, 2021; da Silva, 2020) to strategies to
identify and monitor these types of discourse in Southern Europe (Vrysis, et al., 2021).

As for articles on gender issues, surprisingly there is none that directly addresses hatred towards women,
despite the growing scientific production on hate speech in general and the increasing concern at international
level for misogyny, as reflected by the United Nations in the Plan of Action for Women in Communities to Counter
Hate Speech and Prevent Incitement to Violence that Could Lead to Genocide and related Atrocity Crimes (The
Napoli Women in Communities Plan of Action) launched in 2023.

Only twenty-four per cent of the articles analysed present a theoretical treatment primarily focused on legal
and communication aspects, mainly addressing the consideration of certain behaviour as crimes in different
countries (according to specific and national regulations) and international regulation analyses. The limits of
freedom of expression in relation to hate speech are also discussed from a constitutional and criminal code
perspective. Itis important to note that all of these articles primarily focus on Western cases, especially European
and North American contexts.

In terms of the methodological approach, a significant imbalance is observed. Quantitative research (34.3%)
with bibliometric analysis and computational analysis techniques prevails over theoretical and qualitative
treatments. Furthermore, more than half of the articles tackle cases of online communication (53.9%), confirming
a trend found in other studies (Ramirez Garcia, et al., 2022). For instance, there are case studies related to
political communication (Losada Diaz, 2021; Bajari, 2021; Oparaugo, 2021; Nick, 2018), LGTB topics (Silva and
Silva, 2021) or issues regarding social media (Gallardo; Selva, 2021; Lev-On, 2018; Park, 2021), among others.
These results on the academic interest in the online environment align with the social and institutional concern
regarding the presence of hate speech in the digital sphere. For instance, in 2016, the European Commission
reached an agreement with various social media platforms to establish an action plan for the regulation of hate
speech, and several digital platforms are starting to include different recommendations or rules regarding this
type of narrative in their protocols (YouTube, n.d.). However, these measures have not always been
implemented or proven effective, leading other organisations to promote a preventive approach from the very
conception of digital platforms, known as safety by design (Center for Countering Digital Hate, 2023).

In line with the preventive perspective, it is surprising to observe that only two articles directly address the
topic of education (Saputra; Al Siddiq, 2020; Jaaskelainen, 2020). Although there are four additional articles that
touch upon educational issues, they do so focusing on aspects related to the field of Communication. In fact,
the two articles that tackle the concept of ‘information disorder’ do not delve into hate speech (Hansson, et al.
2021; Aznar, 2019).

6. Conclusions

The scientific production of open access articles on hate speech has been studied for the period 2016-2021
using the PRISMA-ScR methodology. Almost one-third of the originally detected documents were discarded,
primarily due to not meeting the Open Access requirements. Additionally, numerous errors have been observed
in the results returned by the databases examined and how they categorise the works, ultimately reducing the
sample to 102 articles.

In the analysed publications, a quantitative evolution has been detected in the number of published articles,
which demonstrates significant progress in academic interest in this field. This evolution indicates the increasing
interest of researchers in the study of hate speech and the recognition of its importance by the scientific
community, aligning with the social concern regarding the prevalence of hate crimes worldwide.

Publications in English-language journals in the fields of communication and legal sciences from the United
Kingdom and the United States prevail, accounting for one-third of the total analysed production. These results
highlight the lack of linguistic diversity and the need to promote plurality in scientific publications.

Regarding the content, quantitative research prevails over theoretical approaches. More than half of the
articles study cases of online communication, although many of these cases do not specifically address hate
speech but rather more general aspects of online polarisation or cyberbullying.

The topics covered in the articles highlight a low level of specificity. The majority of publications are loosely
or barely related to hate speech, or they take a general approach, with a focus on online cases and computer-
based methodologies. The most addressed topics in articles that tackle hate speech are related to politics or
ideology, followed by those addressing origin and racism, and to a lesser extent, gender-related issues. Other
topics that appear prominently include cyberbullying and online harassment. In the case of articles addressing
ideological themes, cases of tension and political polarisation, especially online, stand out more than explicit
hate speech.
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It is revealing to observe that migration issues are addressed more than gender issues. There is not a single
article that specifically tackles hatred towards women. The limited treatment of a group that has traditionally
been a target of hate speech highlights the need to increase studies focused on gender issues. Similarly, it is
surprising to unveil the limited articles related to education, despite the importance of education and information
and media literacy in the context of hate speech. Prevention, especially at a young age, plays a crucial role in
promoting values such as respect, tolerance, and acceptance of diversity. Hate speech can undermine these
values and foster discriminatory, xenophobic, or racist attitudes among youth.

The set of results obtained demonstrates the relevance and significance of the topic and indicates that we
are facing a serious situation that demands both preventive and proactive measures, as well as significant
attention from the political and scientific spheres.

Possible avenues for further research could involve extending the study period until 2023, including non-
open access articles and incorporating the analysis of other sources outside the traditional realm of scientific
journals, allowing for a better understanding of the social impact of hate speech.
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