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ILGA-Europe Pilot Human Rights Violations Documentation Fund

Guidelines for Activity Reporting 2007 for the grantees

Please, do not exceed a total of 6 pages

Reporting period: June 2005 - July 2006.  
1. Organizational details

Name of the organization: Alliance of LGBT and their friends “Mozaīka”
Name of the contact person: Ms Vita Brakovska
Postal address: Ģertrūdes iela 19/21-5, Riga, LV 1011, Latvia
Phone: +371 29203533
Fax: +371 67734088
E-mail: office@mozaika.lv
Web-site: www.mozaika.lv
Number of people working on the project (staff and volunteers): 3 volunteers, 2 paid student researchers.  
Changes in the project leadership (if different from the application): remains the same
2. Narrative Report

2.1 What kind of information did you collect?

The project collected and analysed quotes by Latvian politicians regarding LGBT persons during the period June 2005 - July 2006, based on a pre-defined set of information sources.  

The following information sources were selected for review: 

1) Transcripts (official record) from plenary sessions of Parliamentary debate 

2) Official statements and press releases by political figures, including the President and official spokespersons and internet websites.

3) Latvian newspapers (electronic and hard copy), in particular: Diena, Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze, Latvijas Avīze, Rīgas Balss, Čas, Vesti segodņa, Teļegraf.  

4) Also, some television debates, conferences and websites.
The researchers put all relevant articles into electronic files, and then reviewed the files to analyse and categorise relevant quotations.  
2.2 How did you collect it? Please provide an example of your method in annex.
The researchers used different approaches for the different sources.  For parliamentary transcripts, the researchers read the speeches; for newspapers, the researchers largely used electronic word searches; for conferences, the researchers recorded statements. 
For details, please see Annex 2, Methodology, which also includes an assessment of the various methods used.  
2.3 Did you have any partners in this project? If yes, please briefly describe the role of each partner.

Basically the project was implemented by a project team consisting of Mozaika representatives and student researchers paid a nominal sum.  The presentation of the results will be done in cooperation with other NGOs in Latvia.  
3. Results

3.1 What product has come out of the project (e.g. report, CD ROM, survey)? Please, give a short description.

The main product is a Report presenting the categories of LGBT-related speech (mostly negative) used by politicians, and providing examples. The findings of the report were based on the actual quotes by politicians, which are compiled in the database of quotes in Annex 1.  Annex 2 describes the methodology used and the lessons learned, which may be of interest in Latvia and elsewhere.  Annex 3 is an electronic compilation of newspaper articles, from which some of the quotes were drawn.  The Report and Annex 2 are available in English. 

One of the objectives of the Project “Homophobic Speech in Latvia: Monitoring the Politicians” was to work out a methodology that could be replicated for other efforts to monitor public speech directed against minority groups. The report will be available on the web site www.mozaika.lv as well as it is planned to make a fact sheet about hate speech and its thematic categories during the Friendship Days 2007 (31st May- 3rd June). 
3.2 Give details on how you plan to use this information - for advocacy or other purposes (at local, national and/or European level)?

An information seminar will be organized in the middle of April in order to introduce polititians, opinion makers, NGO representatives and other interested individuals to the nature of homophobic political speech, political accountability, and a possible link with hate crimes. The invitations will be sent also to all the members of political parties that are represented in the Latvian Parliament session of 2002-2006 (the 8th Saeima), in particular members of parliament and ministers, but also official spokespersons of parties; in some cases, deputies of Riga City Council; The President of the Republic of Latvia and in some cases, government officials as public spokespersons. 

3.3 Has the project had any positive or negative impact on your organization?

It will be known after the presentation of the project results in the middle of April. But at least now we can say that the methodology used is a product of itself and increases the organisation’s capacity in monitoring homophobic speech in the future.

The impact of the report is still to be determined based on how it is presented and received in Latvia and internationally. 

3.4 What are the lessons you have learned internally? What learning would you share with others undertaking similar projects?
“Thematic categories” proved to be a very useful analytical and monitoring tool to divide and analyse public speech against (and, in some cases, supportive of) LGBT persons.  

The categories identified in the Homophobic Speech in Latvia Project can serve as a basis for other projects, but should be adapted to the circumstances of the project – in case there are different types of speakers, different groups affected or the analysis takes place in a different country.  For example, in a future analysis of anti-LGBT public speech by religious leaders, it may be necessary to subdivide the thematic category “Christianity”.    

Since this was not an academic study, a challenge was keeping the coverage reasonable and the length manageable.  Academic and theoretical issues that could not be addressed in detail in the text were instead posited as “issues for consideration” in the concluding sections, with the intention that these could lead to useful discussions and action.  

The experience from this project in Latvia suggests that too many categories will make analysis unwieldy, and therefore in future it may be useful to combine or aggregate some of the categories.  This would simplify the process of analysis, but may come at the expense of richness of detail.  

It is critically important to define at the outset the term “politician” and adhere to the same definition throughout the project.  A precise definition is easier to manage.

The gathering of information from plenary sessions of Parliament and using electronic sources of data, with well-defined parameters, proved to be successful and quantifiable.

Although time consuming and challenging, the databases have proven to be a very successful means not only of categorizing the information, but also of quickly accessing information based on the characteristics of the speaker, such as name, political party, context, etc.  
A project like this requires a significant amount of funding and should not rely on volunteer efforts.  It is better if such a project is managed out of the offices of an organization with a dedicated team leader.  These solutions may reduce the burden placed on the volunteers, since the detailed methodology selected created a significant workload.   

4. ILGA-Europe

4.1 Do any of your findings have relevance for European-level policy on LGBT issues?

Yes, the findings of the study in Latvia – in particular the type of language used by decisionmakers like politicians regarding LGBT persons – are of immediate and direct relevance for European-level policy on LGBT issues.  Since the methodology was designed to be replicable and, with some improvements and country-appropriate modifications, could be applied in other countries, similar studies could be carried out in other countries and the findings could then be aggregated and analysed at the European and possibly international level.  
4.2 If yes, what role could ILGA-Europe play in raising the findings at European level with you?

ILGA-Europe’s role would be instrumental if this type of study is of interest for future activities.  The strategy and details will still need to be discussed between ILGA-Europe and Mozaika.
4.3 Were you satisfied with the quality of cooperation with ILGA-Europe? Please, give a maximum of three positive and three negative points / examples, preferably with suggestions on how the latter can be improved.

1. Flexible timeframe (opportunity to set another time for presentation of results);
2. Reporter-friendly report conditions.

3. Substantive inputs provided by ILGA-Europe staff, including quick provision of relevant studies and definitions of “hate speech” .  Such provision of information by ILGA-Europe could be further developed in the future, including possibly a systematic interaction between ILGA-Europe and national LGBT organisations.  
PLEASE, INCLUDE A COPY OF THE PRODUCT THAT HAS COME OUT OF THE PROJECT (DOCUMENT, CD ROM etc) WITH THE ACTIVITY REPORT.

The final report will be included in both Latvian and English languages – Word and Excel (data base) format, when it is finalized. 
5 Financial report

Please, provide the financial report according to budget lines submitted in the application. 

Example:
[still to be completed]
	BUDGET LINE
	COST / ITEM, EUROS
	NR. OF ITEMS
	OVERALL BUDGETED COST, EUROS
	SPENT, EUROS
	BALANCE

	Human resources
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	E.g. Researcher
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Operational costs
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	E.g. phone 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Activity costs
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	E.g. printing the report on findings
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Travel
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	E.g. Travel to three main cities outside the capital for interviews
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall:
	
	
	
	
	


Note from Mozaika: the overall costs of such a monitoring project may be significantly higher due to the large amount of volunteer time donated by the researchers.  This should also be taken into account when undertaking similar projects in future.  
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