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Unlawful Act of Inciting Hatred Through

the Internet
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SETE(kIE What the law says

The complaint
Ms. X, a South East Asian
national, came across
racially derogatory and
demeaning remarks,
such as “swine” and
“meaner than dogs”,
targeted at the people
of her nationality while
surfing a discussion forum
at a website.

Ms. X felt humiliated and lodged a complaint of
race discrimination against the website company with the
Equal Opportunities Commission (EOC) as the company had
allowed its members to post the remarks which could incite
hatred towards people of her race.

What the EOC did
The EOC case officer investigated into the matter and sent a

letter to the website company informing it about the complaint.
The company replied that its forum master was unaware of the
derogatory remarks. The website company, however, immediately
removed the comments from the discussion forum. The case was
quickly settled as the company agreed, shortly after a discussion
with the EOC, to post a notice reminding users and members
that it is against the Race Discrimination Ordinance (RDO) to post
racially derogatory remarks. It also reminded its members that the
company would delete the message and deactivate the account
of its members if they post unlawful discriminatory remarks.
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Under S45 of the RDO on the subject of vilification, it is unlawful for a person (in this case the writer who
has written and posted the derogatory remarks), by any activity in public, to incite hatred towards, serious
contempt for, or severe ridicule of, another person or members of a class of persons on the ground of the
race of the person or members of the class of persons. There is a similar legal provision on the subject of
vilification under the Disability Discrimination Ordinance (DDO). Under S46 of the DDO, it is unlawful to
incite hatred towards, or serious contempt for persons with disabilities.

Under S48 of the RDO, the website company could be seen as aiding the unlawful act if it allowed its
members to post such remarks.




