
 
 
Conference report – #UnitedAgainstHate conference in Slovakia, November 17-22 2019. 
 
On November 17th to 22nd, UNITED for Intercultural Action held its biannual conference in 
Slovakia, and it was a big success! 
 
With over 40 young activists in attendance, our UNITED network both expanded and 
strengthened links already present. Participants came from as close by as Hungary and as far 
away as Turkey, Italy, even from close to the Arctic Circle (Tromso, Norway)! We kicked off with a 
welcome note from the UN Special Rapporteur on Minority Issues, Dr. Fernand de Varennes, 
with an impassioned plea on the danger of hate speech and how it affects minorities in 
particular; followed by Ivan Hromada, European Steering Committee for Youth, on the necessity 
for creating a relevant narrative and counter-narrative to combat rising xenophobia across 
Europe; Natalia Chardymova, from the Council of Europe with her definitive statement “You 
cannot stop a movement”, and Martin Poliačik, Slovak MP, on the need for empathy with the 
other side as an effective mechanism.  
 
These powerful words kicked off an exciting week of grouping, planning, and strategizing. 
Working groups on counter-narratives, viral videos, street action and artivism were formed, and 
the conference room was abuzz with ideas on contemporary incidents of hate, and strategies on 
how to them. At the end, participants put came together with longer-term ideas. Many exciting 
projects came from this: from a short film on a Roma LGBTQ activist organizing the first ever 
Pride event in Pécs, Hungary, to the reinvigoration of the Esperanto movement across Europe, to 
an Erasmus+ grant bringing together youth activists for a project hosted by the No Hate Speech 
Movement at the Council of Europe. 
 
The aim of this UNITED Conference was to involve and empower different civil society 
organisations, schools, sport organisations and local, regional and national authorities. Through 
their involvement, different types of activities can be organised, reaching many young people in 
the European community. 
 
For this reason, UNITED decided to invite activists from all over Europe, in order to build the basis 
of a renewed and common strategy to fight hate speech and to share the vision of a society where 
freedom of expression and democratic life is not threatened by hate speech online and offline. 

 



 
Day 1 
 
 
On November 17th, people from around Europe and beyond began trickling into the hotel. In the 
evening, everyone gathered for an intercultural dinner, after which we had our very first session: 
“Breaking the Blocks.” It was a time for informalness, where everyone loosened up and shared 
their stories and encounters with hate speech and what brought them to the conference. 
 
Day 2 
 

 
 
Monday the 18th kicked off with an exciting start. UN Special Rapporteur on Minority Issues, Dr. 
Fernand de Varennes, who made an impassioned call for a hate-free society, declaring it more 
necessary now than ever. “Intolerance, bigotry, and racism have become the norm in some 
places,” he declared, and emphasized the need for minority protection as most hate is oriented 
towards specifically minorities.  
 
Social media in particular has now become a megaphone for hate, h said, and not enough is 
being to hold this hate into account.  
 
This was followed by Ivan Hromada, European Steering Committee for Youth, who spoke on the 
role of xenophobia in spreading hate. He stressed the need for relevant counter and counter-



narratives on hate speech and understood internet governance as an area of citizenship and 
participation. 
 
No one should ever feel safe when speaking of human rights, he said. 
 

 
 
Natalia Chardymova of the Council of Europe was next. 
 
Natalia gave an overview of the history of Council of Europe, chiefly that it was established in 
1949 and the motto was “never again.” Their main themes were (and are) human rights, 
democracy, and rule of law. She added to what had previously been said, by emphasizing that 
while hate speech is not a new phenomenon, it was undeniable that the number of people being 
affected by hate speech was increasing, especially online. 
 
She spoke about what hate speech entails: that it doesn’t have to be direct speech, but can be in 
the form of a joke, photo, song, or anything at all. She then gave an overview of the types of 
publications that the Council of Europe has created, such as Bookmarks, a manual on how to 
work with young people on hate speech, and Creating Counternarratives, an informative guide 
on what counternarratives are how we can use them. 
 
“Young people are not the future, but very much the present,” she proclaimed. “It’s young 
people who can act, and address the challenges of the times.” 



 
This introductory session was followed by an “A La Carte menu” on combatting hate speech. 
 
Martin Poliačik, Member of Parliament Slovak Republic, member of Council of Europe 
Parliamentary Assembly began the session with his thoughts on the origin of hate speech.  
 
“Demonization is the first step in creating new narratives and new understandings of other 
groups”, he said. “Once you start perceiving someone as not a member of your own kind, an 
anti-empathy mechanism kicks in.” He emphasized the need for empathy in fighting the rising 
phenomenon, and reminded us to stay in touch with our humanity.  
 
Nelli Gishyan of Youth Alliance via Networking followed next. She gave an account of the Not 
Hate Speech Movement, led by the Council of Europe, and the educational approaches they 
take. She explained her personal journey with this movement, how it shaped her understanding 
of hate speech, and how it eventually started to become her online home.  
 

 
 
Fernand de Varennes, UN Special Rapporteur, joined in with his insights on how hate speech 
leads to power – it is precisely hate speech that led to contemporary political events such as 
Brexit. He emphasized how it can be limited under freedom of expression, but the UN is still 
struggling with the issue of how to address hate speech. 
 



The day ended with an informal “speed dating” session, where everyone introduced their activist 
activities and respective NGOs in a fun, informal way – and then took a photo in matching 
#StayUnited t-shirts! 
 

 
 
 
Day 2 
 
Day 2 picked up where day 1 left off. We continued the conversation and brought it to the No 
Hate Speech Movement, which started in 2012 by the Council of Europe.  
 



 
 
The presenters of the No Hate Speech Movement presented its legacy, detailing its campaigns 
from as far back as 2011 (which included creating memes!). They talked about their publications, 
manuals, and made an appeal to everyone to join if they are interested, as the movement could 
always use more support. 
 
Around the afternoon is where things became more participatory, and everyone split off into 
working groups. The topics of these working groups included: 
 

- Intersectionality 
- Counternarratives 
- Education 
- Manuals 
- Victims’ experiences 

 
Each group discussed their experiences with, and understanding of, the words above, and how 
they can contribute to the overall movement against hate speech.  
 
The intersectionality session discussed the notion of “identity” and how we define it, and how it 
has changed over history. The session leader explained where the concept of intersectionality 
comes from, taking us back to the origin of the term with Kimberly Crenshaw’s explanation from 
the 1980s. Th group discussed what the implications of intersectionality are when we bring it 



into our work, how having multiple identities makes one empathize more with other people, 
how identities can connect but can also disconnect people.  
 
Next came the “crafting a mosaic” session which continued where the previous one began, this 
time with more activity. 
 
One of the groups was asked to pick one person amongst them to be the “outsider”. The group 
was then given a minute to strategize how they would make absolutely sure that this “outsider” 
could not make it into the physical tight-knit circle they were told to make, while the “outsider” 
was given a minute to strategize what he could do to break in.  
 
The result was surprising, yet not so much: the group became more and more resilient in 
rejecting the “outsider”, finding strength in unity and a common enemy, while the “outsider” 
eventually became enraged enough to decide to form his own group. It was very basic human 
tendencies, all coming to life despite the group knowing this was nothing but a simulation. A 
fascinating exercise for putting into practice the discussions that came previous, on the need for 
empathy, and understanding how the psychology behind exclusion as well as radicalization 
works.   
 

 
 
Pictured above are our two “insiders” doing everything to make sure the “outsider” doesn’t get 
in – including physically carrying him away! 
 
The group then continued their dialogue, discussing how to go about counternarratives. Should 
we use dialogue when talking to extremists? What sort of strategies can combat hate? How can 
we raise awareness on the issue? Who would our target audience be?  
 
These were the sorts of questions raised, and a thought-provoking conversation followed. 
 



Another activity followed, where the group paired off and sat on opposite sides of the table. One 
person shared their day, the other listened, and had to repeat it exactly back – and the point was 
to see how well we all listened to each other. We tend to be especially bad at this during 
arguments.  
 

 
 
A second group was an education workshop led by Andrea Cox from Slovakia, who works for 
digital citizenship and has coordinated the No Hate @ School Program. She explained the No 
Hate Speech Movement, how the Slovak education ministry wanted to go on and have a follow-
up programme. The IUVENTA youth institute was responsible for this. The programme is 
voluntary and aimed at schools and has quality standards in many areas. It lasts 2 years.  
 
With young kids the focus is simply on being nice, but with older kids (10 to 19) the programme 
is more advanced and goes into how to be a citizen. What is needed for the programme to work 
is the cooperation of everyone: students, parents and teachers, which is difficult. 
The practical structure is as follows:  

1. The school enrols and a baseline questionnaire is filled in. The criteria for minimum fill-in 
are 10% of parents and 50% of teachers and students. It asks how you feel about how 
problems are solved at school, is there bullying etc. Often issues only come up in the 
open-ended questions after the child has indicated in the closed questions that 
everything is totally fine. 

2. The questionnaire is then evaluated and an action plan is set up for the school together 
with the parents. This takes a month.  

3. Then the plan has to be implemented. This takes a year to 18 months. Pictures and 
reports are needed, and teachers are encouraged to let children provide this themselves. 
The implementation includes trainings based on the plan by NGO’s, experts and 



psychologists. Often what we see is that one person at the schools knows all about the 
official procedures in case of conflicts and bullying but this knowledge is not passed on to 
other teachers. Sometimes teachers work with these topics but there is no cooperation 
or synergy.  

4. Then the same questionnaires are filled in again. The response here tends to be low 
because students are tired of it all. 

5. Then there has to be an implementation report by the school. Often there is data missing 
there.  

6. FInally the experts create an assessment report and if everything is deemed to have been 
carried out successfully, the school receives a certificate. 

 
Important elements of the program are: 

• Pro-human rights 
• Whole school involved 
• School councils involved 
• Informal education 
• External partners involved like school psychology centres, police and founders 
• Cooperation with civil society organizations 
• Building resilience and self-efficacy: The teacher won’t solve it all for you! Often 

the first thing kids do is go to the teacher about problems, but they need to learn 
to also take care of it themselves. Not just report it, but what can you do about it? 
The goal is to avoid a clear victim/perpetrator division. 

 

 



 
After Andrea’s presentation the group was divided in smaller groups and made a SWAT 
(strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) analysis on how this project could or could not 
work in our own school systems and countries. Then we shared and discussed our thoughts 
together. We saw that some approaches could not work everywhere, such as involving the 
police.  
 

 
 
A third working group on fake news ran parallel to this. The central question in this presentation 
was, “how can you tell that a source of information is true/reliable?” There is currently no 
definition of fake news, and no indication who should be punished: the creator, the sharer, or 
the content provider? The misinformation and hate speech challenges today include the term 
“fake news” being used as a catch-all term to classify something as unimportant/ fake if one 
doesn’t agree with it.  
 
In addition, we have The Information Disorder: three type of false information - misinformation 
(fabricated), disinformation (fabricated/misleading), malinformation (spread with intent to 
harm/hate speech). We need to think about why they are created, production, and mechanisms 
of distribution, re-production. We need to consider the actor (who makes and distributes), 
message (what the content is), interpreter (who the audience is).  
 



What is being done by regulators? The EU has published a misinformation map; the Netherlands 
are creating code of conduct taught in schools for information/communication on internet; 
France and UK have published a white paper about the harms of hate speech online; Finland has 
made task force created to investigate the situation.  
 
The presenter went on to explain the cognitive biases present in all of us. Problem 1 is that we 
are drawn to information that confirms our own beliefs; notice flaws in other people’s logic more 
than our own; remember things that are funny/pop-culture, weird; notice when something has 
changed. Problem 2 is that we find patterns and meaning in sparse/inadequate data; bring in 
stereotypes that have to fill in missing information in situation; we see people we like/are 
familiar with better than those we don’t know/like; we simplify probabilities and numbers to 
make them easier to think about; we think we know what others are thinking; we project our 
current mindset and assumptions onto the past and the future. Problem 3 is that  in order to be 
effective, we need to act fast; to stay focused, we favor immediate; favor projects that already 
invested time and money into; to avoid mistakes, stay in group and avoid irreversible decisions; 
favor information that is simple.   
 
The Q&A session had a lengthy discussion on who should regulate content, where freedom of 
speech comes into play, what regulations may be responsible for keeping us safe, and if 
platforms are regulating themselves, who is watching the platforms? 

 



A fourth parallel session on human rights journalism was run by an LGBT activist from Belarus, 
who started his initiative after seeing an LGBT coworker mocked in Belarus. He started  a 
network of journalists around this initiative, came up with a list of people at risk/vulnerable 
populations, and came up with www.gaypress.eu . His overall key concern involved spreading 
and understanding about LGBT groups, and support for LGBT people, especially in Belarus 
because LGBT people are one of the most vulnerable in the region. His organization provides 
personal consultations and psychological advice, and regular “brainstorm” sessions and 
planning/evaluation meetings within the group. They now have a core group with 23 Belarusian 
LGBT journalists and editors & Broader groups of supporters: more than 950 Belarusian and 
international media workers and human rights defenders 
 
In addition, they run a tolerance schools for journalists annually, organize gatherings with 
experts and young journalists who would like to learn about journalism. The narrative is 
presented in a light way, with a forum theater, living library, using personal experience of 
journalists facing hate speech to demonstrate how hate speech is harmful. They have a tolerance 
day� #stopsilence, celebrating LGBT groups. They have now become a great center/ community 
for LGBT and other discriminated against groups� hold meetings to discuss problem, policy 
solutions, etc.  
 

 
 
Some of the solidarity actions they have taken include the the Mikhail Pishcheuski case� 
attacked because part of LGBT community, put into a coma and died� because of the media 



solidarity around this case, this was noticed by regional authorities and the attacker was sent 
back to prison after being released before reports were noticed. There was also an action the 
homo-transphobic rhetoric in the Evening Mahilou newspaper � the media attention to this case 
the judge that ruled on the case (ruled no crime) was punished by the Supreme Court of Belarus.  
 
Alongside this, another group discussed strategies for the upcoming Week Against Racism 
campaign. This was a workshop on planning a campaign, and the model followed a human rights 
checklist that was drawn up by the No Hate Speech Movement:: 

• Does it humanize? 
• Does it promote solidarity? 
• Does it promote participation? 
• Does it encourage intercultural dialogue? 
• Does it promote values of non-discrimination and equality? 
• Does it empower? 
• Does it encourage learning about human rights? 

 
The group brainstormed about a slogan and logo, and decided on #United4Humanity. The idea 
of the 4 is that in the logo the number is made up of 4 words: Respect (for human rights), 
Inclusion (of all people and groups), Solidarity (with victims), and Action (to Stay UNITED!). The 
general framework would be to focus on common struggles of humanity (as opposed to debating 
about who is more of a victim). They collected some input from conference participants who 
came up with interesting ideas such as creating a global unity around a common issue like 
climate change, using symbolism. That’s why the logo became a planet with some green colour, 
introducing some climate change symbolism into the campaign. They debated about the colours 
and whether the image looks uniting or dividing. There is also an idea of suggesting activities in 
nature, because being in nature connects people to their own human nature and increases 
reflection and empathy. They also thought of including the ideas brought up by the working 
groups on Street Action and Artivism. 
 



 
 
Along this, was a workshop lead by a Hungary-based activist for Roma rights and works with the 
Diverse Youth Network, among other things on the project Superromanes. He explained that the 
Romani language, spoken now by about 1.5 million people, is at risk of dying out after some 
generations. The objectives of Superromanes, which was established only last year, are the 
following: 

• Spreading a counternarrative against prejudices on the Roma 
• Disenfranchise the language, which needs the leadership of the EU 
• Promoting a common European Roma identity 
• Promotion of language rights of Roma 
• Campaigning with Roma European youth 



• Seeking compensations for the consequences of antigypsyism 
An important element of the project is to set up an official Citizens’ Initiative to be submitted to 
the EU, which asks to make Romani an official EU language. 
 
The methods of the project are awareness-raising, counter-narrative, and its participatory 
nature. It also partners with universities. There are a Facebook group, a video, mythbusting 
sheets, they recruited volunteers and focus on Romani World Day. 
 
The day ended with a living library session: we had “the immigrant”, the “former catholic”, the 
“Muslim refugee”, amongst others; and each provided an exciting account of their lives, opening 
themselves up to questions, and providing everyone with expanded viewpoints to carry with 
them beyond just the conversation. 

Day 4 

Day 4 was what the conference had been building up to till now. The groups broke off into what 
we called “tunnels” – longer sessions that began with an idea and ended with a strategy.  

 

One of the tunnel sessions was on the topic of “virality”, and asked the question: what makes a 
campaign go viral? The group discussed the unfortunate lack of a safe recipe for success int his 
domain; the visible part of the overall campaign is only 5%, which is the product of long and 
exhausting preparations. 



The group discussed the Theory of Change, and its use in campaign preparation: we recognize 
the problem, we know we want to change it, and we use all of our knowledge to do so. The 
example of Obama’s legislation, as well as the Dreamer movement, were drawn up.  

These were the steps outlined in the theory of change: 

Identification of problem – What do we want to change? 
What is prove that the problem is a problem? 
Identification of stakeholders; 
Impact of the problem; 
The size of the problem; 
What are the possible solutions? 
Steps towards a specific solution 
Identifying the ideal state. 
Who could make the change, who are the authorities? Who are allies? How to talk to them? 
What do we know about them? 
 
From the points listed above, we can come up with a campaign strategy, identify out milestones, 
come up with a a timeline, risk analysis, media collaboration, media campaign plan (before the 
first post on online media, there is a half year of work), slogan, hashtag, blog, everything. There 
must be research, an advocacy plan, and milestones that are organized around important dates. 
The administration and communication team must be regulated, and there must be time to sit 
down with people from outside of the campaign to think about it. A good campaign will be an 
interactive one: people will take on roles that they have relationship with – for example, the ice 
bucket challenge.  
 
The team then discussed the possibility of a campaign around recognizing the Romani Language 
in the Council of Europe.  
 



 
 
Street action working group 
 
A parallel tunnel group discussed street action. What is street action? A peaceful public 
gathering outdoors on a specific topic with a clear message expecting a certain result for a 
random audience. 
Street action could be speech, catwalk, invisible theatre, flash mobs, musical performance.  
For a street action it’s important to be inclusive, and teamwork is necessary. The action should 
be unusual, surprising, unexpected, inspiring curiosity, participation, and interaction and must be 
planned.  
 
The participants them took part in an exercise where they competed by selling different items 
and tried to attract the other’s attention. The group discovered the difficulties of persuading, 
and explored the ways of getting trust, ultimately discovering how difficult it is to make a sale. 
The group drew this comparison to street action: the characteristics of successful selling can be 
implemented in the street action too.  
 
For an action, we must set a clear objective and a target group.  
 
SMART approach: 
Specific 
Measurable 



Achievable 
Relevant 
Time bound 
 
Administration: 
Consider a budget 
Requirements: laws 
Set the day and place 
Communication: 
Publicize 
Share 
Give information 
Follow up, give contact for the people to reach out 
Set up tone – serious, entertaining etc 
 
Action: 
Tell a story 
Create an experience 
Be inclusive 
 

 
 



A clear outcome came out of this working group, where everyone drafted the plan for July 22nd 
campaign. 
 
The main idea was to organize a street action in different countries and educate people about 
the event and right-wing extremism. They would have a big stand with a QR code in the city 
square to attract people’s attention. During the street action ask people about the knowledge of 
22nd July Norway attacks and ask them questions about right-wing extremism and film their 
answers. The QR code itself will lead people to more information about event and the material, 
which we will provide to educate. 
 

 
 
The expected outcome would be attracting people’s attention about the issue on the street, 
have many different short videos from different countries, and make one coherent video to 
release on 22nd of July and disseminate through UNITED’s channels to achieve the highest reach 
possible. 
 
First steps to achieve it would be: 

• Creating a group of people who discussed the idea and are willing to implement it in their 
own countries 

• Draft a plan with concrete deadlines what we have to achieve 
o Questions for the video 
o QR code and material 



o Guidelines for video (one participant already has one) 
o Facebook events 

• Find potential partners in different countries through UNITED network when we have the 
strategy and deadlines outlined. 

 
This was an exciting session, one whose results we hope to see in a few months time.  
 
Artivism Working Group 
 

A concurrent group discussed “artivism” – the concept of using art as activism. The group began 
by reflecting on the way music has been used in this context, and how art can be used as a tool 
to overcome cultural and linguistic barriers particularly during conferences and projects.  

 
 

The group made a drawings carpet: one person began by answering a few question, and then 
the next person had to continue the first person’s drawings by interpreting the intentions of the 
other persons. The idea was that collaboration cam make something more beautiful for all.  

From the reflections, it came up that art is able to build a new environment, create space for 
irony, and is able to communicate more with less efforts. It’s a space for collaboration, gives you 



space to find your feet, to feel your heart and breath; art makes room, art shares, art promotes 
inclusion, and is flexible with different target groups. Art is the expression of the people that who 
cannot express themselves.  

The group discussed how art is widely used by the members of UNITED in their daily activism and 
that in the story of the organisations probably a lot of cool ideas came up to face racism and to 
fight for their rights. The group decided to collect best practices from all over the network and 
build an interactive map on the website. The idea was to promote good practices and creativity 
to circulate and support the building of a network of organisations that in able to use art in the 
daily activities.  

COUNTERNARRATIVES WORKING GROUP 
 
The working group on counternarratives discussed what exactly the term “Counternarrative” 
means, and how we can go about crating one. Counternarratives are are very simple, and can 
take as little as 10 mins of planning, or as long as weeks of planning. They are like a reaction – 
they mist have convincing statements, they must oppose the dominant narrative, the must 
provide counter arguments, they must prevent escalation.  
 
The group discussed what they typically associate with the term “counternarrative” – they 
typically are something done on the internet, the timeframe for reaction is very quick. 
Countrnarratives are a good reaction for when there a problem ongoing and we don’t have the 
time or reproduces to take legal action – this is how we educate the masses.  
 
Some things to bear in mind are to make sure the counternarrative doesn’t escalate the 
situation, and that you yourself are not the bully. For example, when reacting to Trump 
supporters, our counternarrative strategy might end up strengthening the dominant narrative – 
so one has to go about it very carefully.   
 



 
 
The group then split off into twos and threes to decide on a counternarrative campaign. Each 
group picked a current ongoing situation, and decided campaigns to go about it. For example, 
two of the participants discussed an attack on an LGBT filmmaker in Ukraine, and brainstormed 
on the best counternarrative ideas. Due to time constraints, this conversation was kept short 
during the venue, but they agreed to continue working on it in the future.  
 
Day 5 
 
On the very last and final day, participants put their ideas on paper, and the organizers placed 
these papers on different tables. Everyone was free to roam these tables and put down their 
names next to the ones they found interesting or exciting, and exchanged contact information to 
stay in touch about these projects.  
 



 
 
Some of the project ideas included: a film on the first ever LGBT pride parade to be held in a 
small city in Hungary, led by a Roma LGBT activist; the spread of the Esperanto movement; a 
joint proposal on hate speech to submit to the Council of Europe, and many other exciting ideas.  
 



 
 
 
The week ended with a light-hearted Intercultural party, where everyone wrote compliments on 
papers stuck to each others backs, and promised to stay in touch and keep fighting the good 
fight. It was a cathartic and ultimately tiring week, but one that still left everyone invigorated, 
energized, and ready to #stayUNITED. 
 



 
 
 
OSCE Training on Hate Crime for Activists of UNITED for Intercultural Action – 23rd November, 
2019 
 
On the day after the conference, Đermana Šeta, Adviser on Combating Intolerance and 
Discrimination against Muslims, and Tatjana Perić, Adviser on Combating Racism and 
Xenophobia, led a one-day training on hate crime for activists of the UNITED conference. This 
training was hosted by the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR) 
and was attended by 19 people, all of whom had stayed back after the conference.  
 
The training covered topics on understanding hate crime, covering areas like what hate crime is 
defined as, who the victims are, what its impact is, and what the regional and international 
responses have been, including law enforcement and justice agencies. They also discussed the 
role of civil society, their responses and reactions. They had a session on the various bias 
indicators that may come into play when identifying hate crimes, such as victims and witness 
perceptions; the differences between comments, written statements, gestures or graffiti; the 
differences between the perpetrator and victim; how organized hate groups can function; how 
location and timing make a difference; patterns or frequent previous crimes or incidents; the 
nature of the attack; and how lack of other motives in defining what a hate crime is or isn’t.  
 



The third session covered the barriers to addressing hate crime: the obstacles faced by police; 
the community-police relations; the lack of reliable hate crime data; how NGOs can improve the 
recording of hate crimes; and how more awareness can be raised.  
 
Those present at the training were highly satisfied with it. Some called it “perfect”, others said it 
was “absolutely great”, “good, useful, and meaningful”, “detailed and well-explained.” The 
general comment was that there was “no time to be bored,” and the trainers were professional 
and efficient. Many said that the training will be useful in their future work, such as advocating 
for the rights of LGBT people, or combatting instances of hate crime in their work, and one is 
even planning to organize a seminar on hate crime for their local community. 
 
All in all, it was a great way to wrap up what had been an exciting week full of learning and 
collaboration, and we hope to see this play out in practise!  
 
 
 
 


