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1 Executive Summary 
This report examines the sustained campaign of hostility, harassment and harm directed at 

Collective Shout during 2025-26 following its advocacy to remove video games depicting rape, 

incest, sexual torture and child sexual abuse material from the digital distribution platforms Steam 

and Itch.io. The investigation finds that the backlash extended far beyond a policy dispute. Instead, it 

constituted a large-scale, multi-vector, coordinated campaign of abuse conducted across multiple 

online environments and characterised by misogyny, disinformation and harassment and attempts 

ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ 

Perpetrated mostly by decentralised online publics, the abuse included threats of violence, doxxing, 

image-ōŀǎŜŘ ŀōǳǎŜΣ ǊŜǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǘǘŀŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǊǳǇǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

and financial infrastructure. 

The scale and persistence of the hostility reveals broader structural vulnerabilities within 

contemporary online information environments. The events documented in this report demonstrate 

how decentralised online communities can rapidly mobilise around distorted narratives and 

weaponise digital platforms to inflict sustained, real-world harm. 

The case highlights in particular the risks faced by women and women-led organisations 

participating in public debate, particularly when their advocacy challenges entrenched power 

dynamics. It is an instructive example of the real-life impacts of Tech Facilitated Violence Against 

Women. 

Key Findings 

1. Misogyny was the central organising force behind the hostility directed at Collective 

Shout. 

The campaign was fuelled by gender-based hostility and narratives that framed the 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŀ ǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŀǘǊƛŀǊŎƘŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ŀōǳǎŜ ǿŀǎ 

often sexualised, threatening, and degrading. 

2. Disinformation and misinformation played a critical role in legitimising abuse. 

False or misleading claims about Collective Shoutτparticularly allegations linking the 

organisation to paedophilia, political extremism, or hypocrisyτspread rapidly across 

platforms. These narratives created a distorted information environment that justified and 

amplified hostile behaviour. 

3. The backlash escalated after Collective Shout demonstrated the capacity to influence 

structural change. 

Hostility intensified after Collective Shout were successful in advocating for policy changes 

by platforms such as Steam and Itch. This was interpreted as a gender-based encroachment 

on industry practices. This shift triggered scrutiny and backlash centred ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

perceived power. 

4. The patterns of abuse reflected dynamics observed in earlier decentralised harassment 

campaigns, such as Gamergate. 

A similar pattern of escalation involved initial controversy, widespread narrative distortion, 

mainstream amplification, and the mobilisation of loosely coordinated online participants 

engaging in harassment and intimidation. 
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5. Online platforms facilitated the persistence and amplification of abusive content. 

A significant volume of abusive material remained accessible despite reports to platform 

moderators, allowing misinformation and harassment to accumulate and appear as 

widespread consensus. 

6. Disinformation narratives frequently relied on logical fallacies and reputational attacks. 

Ad hominem attacks, guilt by association1, and false information were widely used to 

ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎǊŜŘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

substantive arguments. 

7. ¢ƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǊǳǇǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦ 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜΣ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ 

operations were attacked through coordinated false reporting, complaints and fraudulent 

activities. 

8. Online deliberative environments amplified participation in the abuse. 

Social media platforms, forums, and video-sharing platforms enabled hostile narratives to 

circulate widely and encouraged participation from individuals not originally involved in the 

initial controversy. 

9. The case reveals broader structural vulnerabilities in the public sphere. 

The events demonstrate how misogyny, platform dynamics and misinformation ecosystems 

can converge to undermine democratic participation and expose civil society organisationsτ

particularly women-led groupsτto large-scale harm. 

Although the target was Australian, the dynamics observed are not geographically constrained. The 

global scale of the abuse highlights systemic risks to public discourse and civil society actors across 

jurisdictions, with considerable implications for all people, regardless of sex.  

 

WARNING: This report contains gore (graphically 

depicted violence) and pornography. 

  

 
1 References to guilt by association correspond purely to the logical fallacy and do not assign literal guilt to any 

party.  
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2 Introduction  
This report documents and analyses a sustained campaign of hostility, abuse and coordinated harm 

directed at Collective Shout during 2025. While the immediate trigger for these hostilities was the 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀŎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ǾƛŘŜƻ ƎŀƳŜǎ ŘŜǇƛcting rape, incest, sexual torture and 

Child Sexual Exploitation Material (CSEM) hosted on prominent gaming platforms, the scale, 

intensity, and duration of the ensuing attacks evolved beyond thematically discrete criticism into a 

sustained pattern of widespread and coordinated abuse. This investigation proceeds on the basis 

that the events of 2025 do not reflect a conventional public controversy, but rather a volumetric and 

multi-vector assault on a small civil society organisation, enabled by digital platforms and driven by 

interlocking patterns of misogyny, disinformation, and incitement. 

This report details how the hostilities directed at Collective Shout, regardless of how they initially 

emerged, rapidly became a vehicle for misogynistic discourses. These discourses informed narratives 

that in turn reshaped how the organisation was represented publicly, justified the escalation of 

abuse and normalised conduct that inflicted significant personal, organisational, and civic harm. In 

this respect, the events of 2025 closely resemble earlier episodes of gendered online mobilisation, in 

which decentralised actors coalesce around distorted narratives to target women-led organisations 

perceived to have transgressed established gendered power boundaries. 

The misogyny directed towards Collective Shout did not operate in isolation. It was amplified 

through the widespread circulation of misinformation and disinformation, including false claims 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƳƻǘƛǾŜǎΣ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎŀƭ authority. These narratives were 

repeatedly laundered across platforms and various formats, including memes, Wikipedia entries, 

video content, and generative AI outputs, and were deployed through rhetorical tactics such as ad 

hominem attacks, appeals to hypocrisy, guilt by association, and conspiratorial framing. Together, 

these dynamics contributed to an information environment in which abuse was legitimised and, in 

some contexts, normalised. 

Drawing on open-source intelligence, platform data, and documented instances of abuse provided 

by Collective Shout, the report examines the tactics and techniques used to inflict harm. These 

include misogynistic and sexualised abuse, doxxing and incitement, threats of violence, image-based 

abuse including AI-generated image-based abuse, mass reporting and account disruption, financial 

interference and attempts to delegitimise the organisation through regulatory and reputational 

mechanisms. The report situates these practices within broader patterns of online mobilisation and 

assesses how they interact to produce cumulative and enduring harm. 

The report also considers why Collective Shout became the focus of such extreme hostility. 

Comparative analysis undertaken for this report suggests that escalation was linked less to the 

ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ Ŏŀpacity to effect change at 

scale. This response is consistent with patterns of gendered backlash directed at women-led 

organisations exercising influence in contested public domains. While this report does not 

exhaustively catalogue every hostile act or discourse circulated during 2025, the analysis presents a 

representative and heterogeneous sample sufficient to identify consistent patterns, motivations, 

and mechanisms. It addresses two foundational questions:  

 Why was Collective Shout targeted? 

 Why was the abuse so intense, persistent, and severe? 
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The findings of this report demonstrate that the events of 2025 reveal more than an isolated case of 

harassment. They expose broader structural vulnerabilities in the contemporary public sphere, 

particularly the extent to which the misogyny underpinning the abusive responses undermines 

deliberative processes, distorts information ecosystems, and enables large-scale harm to those who 

challenge entrenched norms. Without targeted technical, legal, and institutional countermeasures, 

similar campaigns are likely to recur, posing ongoing risks to women in public life and the integrity of 

democratic discourse.2  

  

 
2 wŜŜƳ !ƭǎŀƭŜƳΣ άaŀƴŘŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǇŜŎƛŀƭ wŀǇǇƻǊǘŜǳǊ ƻƴ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƎƛǊƭǎΣ ƛǘǎ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ 

consequences; the Working Group on the issue of human rights and transnational corporations and other 
business enterprises and the Special Rapporteur on the promotion and protection of the right to freedom of 
ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴέΣ United Nations, 4 February, 2026, 
https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadPublicCommunicationFile?gId=30725  

https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadPublicCommunicationFile?gId=30725
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3 Background and Context 
Collective Shout is an Australian grassroots advocacy organisation campaigning against the 

objectification of women and the sexualisation of girls in media, advertising, and popular culture. 

The hostility and abuse referred to in this report collectively aǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŜǾŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ нлнрΩ ōŜƎŀƴ ǿƛǘƘ 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ŀ ǊŀǇŜ ǎƛƳǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎŀƳŜΣ No MercyΣ ŦǊƻƳ ±ŀƭǾŜΩǎ ƎŀƳŜ 

publication and hosting platform, Steam.  

On 6 April 2025, Collective Shout contacted the Australian Classification Board and requested a 

review of No Mercy be undertaken. On 7 April 2025, Collective Shout published a blog on their 

website explaining what No Mercy was and why it was problematic, along with an action button to 

allow supporters to create and submit an email to Steam requesting its removal from the platform.3 

On 8 April 2025, the result of a review by the Australian Classification Board found that No Mercy 

had not been classified, and therefore could not be legally made available for sale to the Australian 

public. 

On the same day, No Mercy was removed from the Australian Steam marketplace. Similar action 

took place in Canada, again resulting in a removal from the Canadian Steam marketplace within 24 

hours. In the UK, removal only occurred after extensive media coverage and campaigning, including 

ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜΣ LƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ¢ŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΣ ǿƘƻ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ 

ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ¦Y ƭŀǿΣ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǳƴŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ άŀǎ ǎƻƻƴ ŀǎ 

ǘƘŜȅ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ Ŏŀƴ ŀŦǘŜǊ ōŜƛƴƎ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǿŀǊŜέΦ4 

On 9 April 2025, the day after the game was removed from the Australian Steam Marketplace, 

Collective Shout launched a change.org petition seeking the total removal of No Mercy from Steam 

globally. The petition attracted just under 70,000 signatures.5 On 12 April, No MercyΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΣ 

Zerat Games, withdrew the game from Steam and issued a statement (published on Steam) which 

ƴƻǘŜŘΣ άŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻƛƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ōƭƻŎƪŜŘ ƛƴ о ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ - Australia, Canada, and the UK. We 

don't intend to fight the whole world, and specifically, we don't want to cause any problems for 

{ǘŜŀƳ ŀƴŘ ±ŀƭǾŜΦέ6 

In retaliation for their campaign to remove the game from Steam, Collective Shout were subjected to 

hostility and abuse in online deliberative environments (especially X), including rape and death 

threats.7 Hostile actors were galvanised by narratives in which the removal of No Mercy was framed 

as a threat to freedom of expression, as well as other distortions which will be detailed throughout 

the report. The surge in abusive rhetoric directed toward Collective Shout in April was prototypical 

of the hostilities to which the organisation would be subjected with increased severity in later 

months [see Figure 1]. 

 
3 /ŀƛǘƭƛƴ wƻǇŜǊΣ Ψ²ƛƴ ς bƻ aŜǊŎȅ ǊŀǇŜ ƎŀƳŜ ǇǳƭƭŜŘ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΗΩΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ лф !ǇǊΣ нлнрΣ 

https://www.collectiveshout.org/win-no-mercy-rape-game-pulled-in-aus  
4 {ŀŦŜƭƛƴŜΣ Ψέbƻ aŜǊŎȅέ ǇǳƭƭŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ {ǘŜŀƳ ŀŦǘŜǊ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ōŀŎƪƭŀǎƘΩΣ {ŀŦŜƭƛƴŜΣ мп !ǇǊΣ нлнрΣ 

https://safeline.org.uk/news/no-mercy-pulled-from-steam-after-global-backlash/  
5 /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ ΨϪ{ǘŜŀƳΥ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ bƻ aŜǊŎȅ ǊŀǇŜ Ҍ ƛƴŎŜǎǘ ƎŀƳŜ Ǝƭƻōŀƭƭȅ bh²ΗΩΣ Change.org, 09 Apr, 2025, 

https://www.change.org/p/steam-remove-no-mercy-rape-incest-game-globally-now  
6 ½ŜǊŀǘ DŀƳŜǎΣ ΨLƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ bŜǿǎ ŀōƻǳǘ bƻ aŜǊŎȅΩΣ {ǘŜŀƳΣ мл !ǇǊΣ нлнрΣ 

https://steamcommunity.com/games/3299570/announcements/detail/588390482275467288  
7 /ŀƛǘƭƛƴ wƻǇŜǊΣ Ψέbƻǘ ǊŜŀƭέΣ άŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴέΣ άŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘΣ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǇƭŀȅέΥ wŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŀƳŜǊǎ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜǎ 

ƻŦ {ǘŜŀƳ ǊŀǇŜ ƎŀƳŜΩΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ мо !ǇǊΣ нлнрΣ https://www.collectiveshout.org/responding-to-gamers-
defences. 

https://www.collectiveshout.org/win-no-mercy-rape-game-pulled-in-aus
https://safeline.org.uk/news/no-mercy-pulled-from-steam-after-global-backlash/
https://www.change.org/p/steam-remove-no-mercy-rape-incest-game-globally-now
https://steamcommunity.com/games/3299570/announcements/detail/588390482275467288
https://www.collectiveshout.org/responding-to-gamers-defences
https://www.collectiveshout.org/responding-to-gamers-defences
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Figure 1: A sample of abusive comments, posts and webform submissions received by Collective Shout in response to the No 
Mercy campaign in April 2025.8 

Immediately following the removal of No Mercy in April, Collective Shout proceeded to further 

investigate the extent to which games featuring rape, incest, sexual torture and CSEM were present 

ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳ ŀƴŘ LǘŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘ ǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ΨǊŀǇŜΩΣ ΨƛƴŎŜǎǘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƭƻƭƛΩ ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳ ȅƛŜƭŘŜŘ ŀ 

combined total of a little under 400 titles, with more discovered using the same keywords to search 

Itch [see Figure 2 & Figure 3]. 

 
8 Ibid. 
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Figure 2: ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǘǳǊƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘ ΨǊŀǇŜΩ ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƛǘƭŜ, άwŜƛƴŎŀǊƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ 
²ƻǊƭŘ DƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ wŀǇŜ !ƭƭ bt/ǎ ±wέΦ 

Collective Shout proceeded to examine a sample of the actual subject matter within the titles 

produced in their search returns and documented numerous archetypal examples of games 

featuring graphic content that would breach the regulatory requirements as defined under the 

Australian Classification Act (1995) and associated instruments. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ оΥ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǘǳǊƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅǿƻǊŘ άƛƴŎŜǎǘέ ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΩǎ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ ƳƻŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
policies. 

In particular, the games identified by Collective Shout during their research consistently included 

content that would make them ineligible for classification in Australia because of clauses within the 

Guidelines for the Classification of Computer Games (2023) that define prohibited sexual content:  

ά/ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ƎŀƳŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜŦǳǎŜŘ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƻǊ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΧ ƎǊŀǘǳƛǘƻǳǎΣ ŜȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ Χ ƛƴŎŜǎǘ ŦŀƴǘŀǎƛŜǎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

ŦŀƴǘŀǎƛŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƻǊ ŀōƘƻǊǊŜƴǘέΦ9 

On 26 May 2025, Collective Shout launched a renewed campaign aimed at removing video games 

featuring rape, incest, sexual torture and/or CSEM from Steam and Itch, but now targeting the 

ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΩǎ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ±ƛǎŀΣ aŀǎǘŜǊŎŀǊŘΣ tŀȅtŀƭΣ tŀȅǎafe Limited (including its 

subsidiary, Skrill), Discover and Japan Credit Bureau.10  

 
9 Guidelines for the Classification of Computer Games 2023 (Cth), Guidelines for the Classification of Computer 

Games 2023 - Federal Register of Legislation. 
10 /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ Ψ5ŜƳŀƴŘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǎǘƻǇ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǊŀǇŜΣ ƛƴŎŜǎǘ Ҍ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀōǳǎŜ ƎŀƳŜ ǎŀƭŜǎΩΣ 

Collective Shout, 26 May, 2025, https://www.collectiveshout.org/email-payment-processors  

https://www.legislation.gov.au/F2023L01424/latest/text
https://www.legislation.gov.au/F2023L01424/latest/text
https://www.collectiveshout.org/email-payment-processors
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/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŜȄǇŀƴŘŜŘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ǘŜŀƳκLǘŎƘ 

ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΩΣ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘ ŀ ǿŜōǇŀƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜƴŘ ŀƴ ŜƳŀƛƭ ƛƴ 

protest to payment processors.11 ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǎǇŜŎǘ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀŎȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƻŦ 

млст ŜƳŀƛƭǎ ǎŜƴǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ hƴ мм Wǳƭȅ 

нлнрΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀƴ άhǇŜƴ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǇǊƻŦƛǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŀǇŜΣ ƛncest + 

ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀōǳǎŜ ƎŀƳŜǎ ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳέΦ12 ¢ƘŜ ƻǇŜƴ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǿŀǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /9hǎ ƻŦ {ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ 

payment processors, summarising the events of the No Mercy campaign, and detailing the 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άΧ ƘǳƴŘǊŜŘǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎŀƳŜǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǊŀǇŜΣ ƛƴŎŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ 

ŀōǳǎŜ ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ {ǘŜŀƳ ŀƴŘ LǘŎƘΦƛƻέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ƻƴ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ άΧƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ 

cease processing payments on StŜŀƳ ŀƴŘ LǘŎƘΦƛƻ ŀƴŘ ŀƴȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ƘƻǎǘƛƴƎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƎŀƳŜǎέΦ13 

Although addressed to payment processors and primarily referring to Steam, the open letter also 

included specific reference to Itch, which is another video games hosting platform similar to Steam, 

but primarily used by smaller independent developers/studios. The open letter was also 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘκŜƴŘƻǊǎŜŘ ōȅ у ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΣ ǘƘǳǎ ǎƛƎƴŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ 

international commitment to the campaign. Publication of the open letter was reiterated in a media 

release published the following Monday on 14 July 2025. The open letter pressured payment 

providers to, in turn, pressure Steam and Itch to take corrective actions.  

On 16 July 2025, Steam updated the terms and conditions under which all publishers on Steam are 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀōƛŘŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŎƭŀǳǎŜ ŀǎ ƛǘŜƳ мр ƻŦ ά²Ƙŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘ 

ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳέΥ 

ά/ƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ǾƛƻƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǎŜǘ ŦƻǊǘƘ ōȅ {ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ 

and related card networks and banks, or internet network providers. In particular, certain 

ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ŀŘǳƭǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘέΦ14 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘŜŘ ōȅ {ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ 

Collective Shout specifically targeted in their campaign (i.e., rape, incest, sexual torture and CSEM), 

was now also prohibited on Steam. Immediately following the policy update, Steam began retiring 

ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǾƛŘŜƻ ƎŀƳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǇƭŀŎŜ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅΦ {ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǳǇŘŀǘŜ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊŜŘ ŀ 

reaction similar to that which Collective Shout had endured previously in April, but this time with 

greater intensity.  

IƻǎǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ нп WǳƭȅΣ нлнрΣ ǿƘŜƴ LǘŎƘ άŘŜƛƴŘŜȄŜŘέ 

all Not Safe For Work (NSFW) content from its platform.15 This involved removing approximately 

20,000 titles that had been categorized as NSFW from search results as the platform undertook a 

 
11 /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ Ψ5ŜƳŀƴŘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǎǘƻǇ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǊŀǇŜΣ ƛƴŎŜǎǘ Ҍ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀōǳǎŜ ƎŀƳŜ ǎŀƭŜǎΗΩΣ 

Collective Shout, 26 May, 2025, https://www.collectiveshout.org/email-payment-processors. 
12 /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ ΨhǇŜƴ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǇǊƻŦƛǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǊŀǇŜΣ ƛƴŎŜǎǘ Ҍ ŎƘƛƭŘ ŀōǳǎŜ ƎŀƳŜǎ ƻƴ 

{ǘŜŀƳΩΣ Collective Shout, 11 Jul, 2025, https://www.collectiveshout.org/open-letter-to-payment-processors. 
13 Ibid. 
14 {ǘŜŀƳΣ ΨhƴōƻŀǊŘƛƴƎΩΣ Valve, 16 Jul, 2025, 

https://partner.steamgames.com/doc/gettingstarted/onboarding?language=english#5. 
15 [ŜŀŦƻόϪƳƻƻƴǎŎǊƛǇǘύΣ Ψ¦ǇŘŀǘŜ ƻƴ b{C² /ƻƴǘŜƴǘΩΣ Itch.io, 24 Jul, 2025, https://itch.io/updates/update-on-

nsfw-content. 

https://www.collectiveshout.org/email-payment-processors
https://www.collectiveshout.org/open-letter-to-payment-processors
https://partner.steamgames.com/doc/gettingstarted/onboarding?language=english#5
https://itch.io/updates/update-on-nsfw-content
https://itch.io/updates/update-on-nsfw-content
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review of all adult content.16 ¦ƴƭƛƪŜ {ǘŜŀƳΣ LǘŎƘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ 

ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŎƻƳŜ ǳƴŘŜǊ άΧǎŎǊǳǘƛƴȅ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǳǊ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΧέ ƘƻǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΦ17 The Steam/Itch campaign outcomes attracted 

considerable media attention which increased the public visibility of Collective Shout, and 

contributed to the intensification of hostilities. 

Although it was not articulated explicitly in the open letter, it is worth noting that the Steam/Itch 

campaign objectives, which were the removal of video games featuring rape, incest, sexual torture 

and/or CSEM, aligned with the pre-existing policies of multiple payment processors. On 5 August 

2025, Collective Shout published a blog article on its website citing specific policies from Visa, 

Mastercard and Paypal that demonstrated that the payment processors targeted during the 

Steam/Itch campaign had already chosen to prohibit processing transactions for goods or services 

that involved effectively the same themes identified by Collective Shout prior to the campaign.18 In 

other words, the Steam/Itch campaign never involved Collective Shout imposing its own values on 

corporate entities, and instead relied on motivating payment processors to enforce their own 

policies.  

Unfortunately, by the time Collective Shout made these details explicit in August, the backlash 

against the organisation had already spiralled out of control. Before the month was out, Collective 

Shout had already received countless threats of violence, image-based abuse, almost uninterrupted 

harassment across social media and doxxing attacks. The information ecosystem was flooded with 

mis/disinformation and the public sphere became increasingly hostile and exclusionary, eventually 

preventing participation by Collective Shout almost entirely.19 The hostilities inflicted considerable 

harm to Collective Shout, but also to the public sphere more broadly. The events of 2025 revealed, 

yet again, that the public sphere will permit (and in some cases endorse) anti-social (i.e., 

misogynistic) behaviour if and when it serves to protect the status quo of gendered power dynamics. 

In this respect, the abuse of Collective Shout echoed the events that occurred during 2014 and 2015 

ƛƴ ΨDŀƳŜǊƎŀǘŜΩ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎ ǎȅƳƳŜǘǊƛŜǎ Ǿƛǎ-à-vis video games and the deployment of 

ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ǘŀŎǘƛŎǎ ǘƻ ΨǊŜǎƛǎǘΩ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǇŀǘǊƛŀrchal dominance.  

3.1 Gamergate and its relevance 

ΨDŀƳŜǊƎŀǘŜΩ ƛǎ ŀ ŎŀǘŎƘŀƭƭ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ нлмп ŀƴŘ нлмрΣ 

perhaps most visibly in the harassment of female video-game developers and journalists. Gamergate 

was a watershed moment in a large-scale cultural revanchist campaign against political correctness, 

identity politics and various other so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨƭƛōŜǊŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŘŀǎΩΦ Lƴ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ǿŀȅǎΣ DŀƳŜǊƎŀǘŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ 

 
16 ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ΨǊŜƳƻǾŜŘΩ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ LǘŎƘ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

results. This meant that flagged games could be accessed by persons who already knew of specific titles, but 
prevented their discovery by new audiences. The sales of de-indexed titles were necessarily disrupted, and 
LǘŎƘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅ ŀƳƻƴƎǎǘ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƎŀƳŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǳŘƛƻǎ ǿŀǎ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ǘƻ 
Collective Shout to promote narratives of vulnerable artists were being unjustly deprived of their livelihoods. 
17 [ŜŀŦƻόϪƳƻƻƴǎŎǊƛǇǘύΣ Ψ¦ǇŘŀǘŜ ƻƴ b{C² /ƻƴǘŜƴǘΩΣ Itch.io, 24 Jul, 2025, https://itch.io/updates/update-on-

nsfw-content 
18 /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ Ψ²Ƙȅ ǊŀǇŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎŜǎǘ ƎŀƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƭƭŜƎŀƭ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩΣ Collective Shout, 5 Aug, 2025, 

https://www.collectiveshout.org/games_illegal_in_australia. 
19 In amongst the abusive tirades, one could still occasionally pick out expressions of support. However, 

positive contributions to the online deliberations were suppressed by sheer numbers and by using the tools 
afforded by the environment, such as downvoting on Reddit. 

https://itch.io/updates/update-on-nsfw-content
https://itch.io/updates/update-on-nsfw-content
https://www.collectiveshout.org/games_illegal_in_australia
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critical juncture that ultimately contributed significantly to the unification and galvanisation of 

previously disparate social groups that would eventually become known as the alt-right.20 

Gamergate established a pseudo-doctrinal precedent for decentralised, large scale misogynistic 

harassment/abuse campaigns in online environments that likely informed at least some of the abuse 

of Collective Shout [see Figure 4]. 

 

Figure 4: A screenshot of a post made to X that tagged Collective Shout and made the connection with Gamergate explicit 
with the corresponding hashtag. 

Although plenty of parallels and relationships between Gamergate and the abuse of Collective Shout 

are readily identifiable, the utility of a comprehensive comparative analysis is limited by the 

remarkable complexity of both sequences of events. However, there are some points of 

convergence between the two which require some explanation, particularly when establishing an 

understanding of the context in which the abuse of Collective Shout took place.  

DŀƳŜǊƎŀǘŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƧŜŎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

Shout. Beginning with efforts by a former romantic partner to incite hostilities against a female video 

game developer (Zoe Quinn), the production of materials aimed at vilifying Ms Quinn quickly 

developed into the vilification of numerous women, starting with individuals perceived as associates 

or allies to Ms Quinn. The abuse of Gamergate targets soon attracted the attention of news media, 

which, in turn, attracted further attention and participation from publics beyond the confines of the 

IRC rooms and image boards from which the hostilities began. Participation in the abuse was 

amplified further still as prominent social media and even political figures guided the attention of 

their respective audiences to Gamergate. 

As the pollution of the information ecosystem increased, so too did the intensity of the abusive 

tactics. Numerous individuals were doxxed, subjected to SWATing21, threatened with rape, assault 

and murder, and were harassed both online and off. The severity of the abuse directed at both her 

and her family eventually caused Ms Quinn to fear for her safety, and she went into hiding for 

several months in 2014. Despite the obvious harms inflicted by participants in Gamergate, as well as 

the involvement of the FBI, who opened a case file on Gamergate in response to the substantial 

bodies of evidence and reports filed by victims, it would appear that no suspects were ever charged 

or prosecuted. Indeed, Gamergate was never dispersed or sanctioned, and despite efforts to 

 
20 Patrick Scolyer-Gray, Artistic Works of Fiction and Falsehood: An Analysis of the Production and Consumption 

of Knowledge on 4chan (Patrick Scolyer-Gray, 2022), p. 355.  
21 Ψ{²!¢ǘƛƴƎΩ ƛǎ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ŘŜǊƛǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǊƻƴȅƳ {²!¢ ό{ǇŜŎƛŀƭ ²ŜŀǇƻƴǎ !ƴŘ ¢ŀŎǘƛŎǎύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ 

specialized police units in the United States usually tasked with high-Ǌƛǎƪ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ Ψ{²!¢ƛƴƎΩ 
ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ΨǇǊŀƴƪΩ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛdual will submit an anonymous tip to police about some kind of 
imminent threat likely to trigger a response by a SWAT team (e.g., bomb threats, terrorist activity, active 
shooter preparations etc.). The objective is to cause a SWAT team to confront the intended target. Because of 
ǘƘŜ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ {²!¢ ǘŜŀƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǘŀǎƪŜŘΣ ǾƛŎǘƛƳǎ ƻŦ Ψ{²!¢ƛƴƎΩ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ 
danger. SWAT teams deployed with the expectation of encountering an armed or dangerous suspect are more 
likely to use deadly force, and frequently employ tactics aimed at suppressing and/or incapacitating suspects 
(e.g., door breach assaults in conjunction with flashbang grenades). 
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moderate Gamergate in some deliberative environments, the discourses, ideas and even the name 

have persisted [see Figure 5]. 

 

Figure 5: ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǉǳŜǊȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǊŜŘŘƛǘ ΨYƻǘŀƪǳLƴ!ŎǘƛƻƴΩ ŦƻǊ Ψ/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩΦ 
¢ƘŜ ǎǳōǊŜŘŘƛǘΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ όƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜŘύ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ƛǘǎ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ DŀƳŜǊƎŀǘŜΦ 

Gamergate provided a blueprint for subsequent harassment and abuse campaigns, including that 

which was experienced by Collective Shout and set a precedent which unambiguously showed that 

participation in such behaviour does not attract negative consequences. As will become clearer later 

in this report, the abuse of Collective Shout was perpetrated by people who operated semi-

autonomously, guided heavily by their perceptions of discourses in circulation through the public 

sphere:  

άDD ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜŘ ƻŦ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ƴƻǊ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ 

around them, but who acted in accordance with the individuals they could perceive in their online 

proximity. Like a swarm, their behaviour was not determined by a clear plan but was given 

direction by the actions of some core individuals, often perceived at second or third hand, 

ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǿŀǊƳέΦ22 

Public dependence on the production and consumption of knowledge in online deliberative 

environments has grown even further since the events of Gamergate and so too has the power and 

influence of social media. However, many of the problems that plagued the victims of Gamergate 

have been left unresolved. 

During Gamergate, a lack of serious commitment by law enforcement agencies as well as weak 

moderation of behaviour standards in deliberative environments online, especially X, was 

highlighted by victims of the abuse during Gamergate as an enduring problem. The abuse of 

Collective Shout is a powerful demonstration of a failure to learn from many of the very same legal, 

cultural, social, technical and political problems identified during Gamergate. It is also clear that 

many, if not most, of the discourses that emerged during Gamergate, particularly those inscribed 

ǿƛǘƘ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴȅΣ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΣ ōǳǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΩǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ 

of refinement. It is into this context of entrenched misogyny and normalised abuse that Collective 

Shout became targeted in 2025. 

 
22 ¢Φ 9Φ aƻǊǘŜƴǎŜƴΣ ά!ƴƎŜǊΣ ŦŜŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƎŀƳŜǎΥ ¢ƘŜ ƭƻƴƎ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ІDŀƳŜǊDŀǘŜέΣ DŀƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ /ǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ǾƻƭΦ моΣ ƴƻΦ 

8, pp. 787-806, 2018, https://pure.itu.dk/ws/files/82437000/Games_and_Culture.pdf. 

https://pure.itu.dk/ws/files/82437000/Games_and_Culture.pdf
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4 Methodology 
This report has prioritised establishing an accurate and suitably broad exposition of the hostilities 

directed at Collective Shout in 2025. Relying primarily on qualitative research methods, this project 

is based on a mixture of techniques derived from ethnography, content analysis and discourse 

analysis. Because the research objectives were mostly expository, the fine-grained understanding of 

subject matter afforded by these research methods were determined suitable to the task. This 

project was also an investigation, and as such, primary objectives also included the identification of 

actors, mechanisms of action, evaluation of impact and consideration of motives. Notably, direct 

access to participants in the abuse of Collective Shout was beyond the scope of this project, which 

might ordinarily be considered a prerequisite to establishing a reliable account of motivations. 

However, the events examined in this report mostly took place in deliberative environments in 

which the production and consumption of knowledge is a relatively transparent and public process. 

For example, the manipulation of the Collective Shout Wikipedia page is captured in the 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŘƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŀǾŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƎŜΩǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǿƘƻ 

reproduced abusive narratives often included links to where they had consumed anti-Collective 

Shout rhetoric and/or used social media tags that would then reveal the networks of relationships 

through which hostile discourses were communicated. In short, the insight into the decision making 

of hostile actors afforded by their online deliberations provided adequate evidence to achieve the 

objectives of this investigation. 

For similar reasons, a sampling frame and probability sampling strategy were beyond the scope of 

this project, and neither were suitably aligned with the key investigative objectives. Identifying and 

understanding the complex relationships between the numerous and diverse sources of hostile 

content and activities would not be possible within the constraints of a probability sampling strategy 

or a rigidly defined sampling frame. Indeed, it may not be possible to generate sampling frames in 

many cases because the respective populations cannot be accurately identified. Nevertheless, the 

investigative objectives of this project were readily achieved with a purposive sampling strategy. In 

addition to open source intelligence gathering methods used by OHPI, abuse seen by staff of 

Collective Shout, including private messages, was reported to OHPI.  

Data relevant to the investigation were identified and collected by examining instances of abuse as 

well as published mis/disinformation and abusive material, investigating content linked to abusive 

material, and through regular searches using high-level tŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ψ/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ƛƴ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

engines and on social media platforms. Because the data collection strategy was based on purposive 

sampling, the arguments featured in this report concerning representation and distribution are 

necessarily limited. However, this was of no impediment to the project objectives, because the goal 

was to identify and explain how and why abuse occurred ς knowledge of the distribution of these 

mechanisms and the exact extent to which they were represented among the population of hostile 

actors would be a matter to pursue in a subsequent study. 

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ΨǊŀƛŘǎΩ όŀǘǘŀŎƪǎ ƻƴ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜŘκŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ 

online deliberative environments) conducted against Collective Shout, a single raid thread is 

analysed in-depth for the purposes of this investigation. This is primarily because the objective of 

ǎŀƛŘ ǊŀƛŘ ǘƘǊŜŀŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŘƻȄȄƛƴƎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ ǿŀǎ Ǿƛǎƛōƭȅ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŀōƭŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƘŀǊƳ ǎǳŦŦŜǊŜŘ ōȅ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŀǎ ŀ 

direct result. From what has been observed during this investigation, it seems that the consolidated 

results of the doxxing analysed here, which are still hosted in online repositories at the time of 
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writing, appear to have been considered adequate. That is, there do not appear to have been any 

ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ŘƻȄ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ 

the doxxing and/or posts with links to the same repositories might have taken place in other 

environments, for the purposes of this investigation, close interrogation of a single archetypal raid is 

adequate.  

Further research could add to the understanding created through this report by: 

1. Adding interviews, surveys, or other instruments involving direct access to hostile actors. 

a. Greater insights into the motivations, logics and characteristics of hostile actors can 

only be achieved by investigating the population of hostile actors directly. Research 

methods like surveys and interviews would also permit the inclusion of demographic 

and psychosocial variables, as well as further insights into the cognition and 

decision-making of hostile actors. 

2. Adding probability sampling. 

a. The generalisability of findings based on sample data is dependent on the reliability 

of the sampling method used, and future work could be undertaken using a suitably 

probabilistic sampling methods. 

3. Adding quantitative measures and indicators. 

a. Quantitative analyses would likely yield further insight into the scale, distribution 

and impact of abusive activities in online spaces. The inclusion of frequency and 

distribution analyses of harmful content and abusive tactics may yield valuable 

insights.  

4. Focus on defined populations. 

a. This study serves mainly to evidence the presence of anti-social behaviour and to 

posit explanations for why these behaviours precipitated in the specific 

circumstances of the attack on Collective Shout. The findings provide lessons of 

general value to addressing online abuse, but attacks by other online communities 

on other types of online targets may result in different lessons and 

recommendations. Future work drawing from data that covers multiple distinct 

events, targeting different communities, and with perpetrators from different 

communities as well, may lead to an understanding of which approaches are generic 

and which approaches may be specific to different populations.  

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŜȄǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŀōǳǎŜ ƴŜŎŜǎǎƛǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

inclusion of evidence of this abuse. This evidence has been captured visually in the forms of 

screenshots. The material includes direct messages sent to Collective Shout organisational accounts 

and the personal accounts of staff at Collective Shout, as well as public content which in many cases 

tagged Collective Shout or its staff, or which was posted in reply to social media content posted by 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ account or those of its staff. This form of engagement was designed to be seen by 

Collective Shout and its staff in order to cause them harm.  

While we have recorded all details of the content, and much of it has been shared with police, in this 

report these items of data have been redacted to remove usernames, profile pictures/avatars (as 

well as any other related identifying information), URLs as well as timestamps and dates. This 

redaction is a standard approach in the work of the Online Hate Prevention Institute to reduce the 

risk of harm that could arise from attempts to use the data to identify individual perpetrators of 

abuse. Some images have been redacted for similar reasons in terms of the victims of abuse.  
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Images, stills from videos and AI-ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ǊŜƴŘŜǊƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ 

members have been redacted to reduce the risk of harmful reproductions. All data referencing 

specific members of the Collective Shout team have been reviewed by those team members in their 

redacted form and their permission has been given for the material to be reproduced in this report 

in this form.  
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5 Misogyny 
ά[ŀǊƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƻŦ ōƻǊŜŘ ƳƛŘŘƭŜ-aged women that have lingering resentment towards men 

ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘǳǎōŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ Ŧŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ 

greatest threat to Western society that we have right now. They are worse than Hamas, they 

are worse than Russia, they are worse than, like, any African warlord. They are the prime 

ŜǾƛƭέΦ23 - Asmongold, a prominent American Twitch streamer and YouTuber. 

Almost all of the hostilities directed at Collective Shout were explicitly or implicitly misogynistic in 

nature, and this was one of many core characteristics of the events of 2025 that most closely 

mirrored those of Gamergate. The events of 2025 once again showcased the global spread and 

normalisation of misogyny via public deliberation on the topic of video games. Just as Gamergate 

was portrayed by its advocates as resistance against the presence of progressive politics, the abuse 

of Collective Shout was ΨƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŜŘΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƭƛƳƛǘƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ƎŀƳŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ Řƻ ƛƴ 

their games, an argument framed broadly as a perceived infringement of free speech rights. 

In both cases the narratives served to mainstream and advance a mix of misogynistic sentiment, 

ideas and attitudes (i.e., discourses). This is not to say that everything and anything discussed, 

claimed, asserted or otherwise communicated during the events of 2025 (or Gamergate, for that 

matter) is somehow rendered invalid or must be disregarded. Indeed, it is clear from the results of 

this investigation that many participants were attracted to and participated in the hostilities against 

Collective Shout for a myriad of reasons that were not, in and of themselves, misogynistic.  

Unfortunately, regardless of individual intentions or agendas, any and all participation in the 

hostilities against Collective Shout of 2025 contributed to the growth and legitimisation of a 

misogynistic agenda. This is not because criticism of Collective Shout is, in and of itself, misogynistic, 

but is instead because the interrogation of Collective Shout that took place in online deliberative 

environments was founded in misogynistic ideas that were affected through misogynistic 

ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊǎΦ !ǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜōŀǘŜΩ intensified, the severity and extent of the misogynistic abuse also 

increased. Even in cases where people participated in the condemnation of Collective Shout for 

reasons that were not misogynistic, every contribution helped to sustain and extend the misogynistic 

activities of the campaign more broadly. 

There was no shortage of sexism in the public deliberation concerning Collective Shout in 2025, but 

this is not to be confused with misogyny. Sexism is a system of beliefs that involves discrimination 

and prejudice on the basis of sex. Sexism was pervasive in the public deliberation concerning 

Collective Shout in 2025, and it should not be minimised or treated as incidental. Sexism operates as 

a structural system of beliefs and practices that normalise discrimination and prejudice on the basis 

of sex, shaping institutions, public discourse, and power relations. Misogyny is not separate from this 

system but functions within it. 

Misogyny is explicitly and exclusively applied to women (and those perceived as women), and 

comprises the ideas, behaviours, and hostilities that enforce, defend, and police sexist norms, 

particularly when those norms are challenged. A clear articulation of misogyny is therefore essential 

to identify and analyse the gendered hostilities examined in this report, and to recognise the depth 

 
23 ŀǎƳƻƴƎƻƭŘнптΣ άtǘмΦ ²ƘŜƴ ŘƻŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǎǘŜǇ ƛƴΚ ІŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜǎƘƻǳǘ ІŀǎƳƻƴƎƻƭŘ ІǾŀƭǾŜ ІǎǘŜŀƳ 

ІǇŀȅǇŀƭ ІƳŀǎǘŜǊŎŀǊŘ ІǾƛǎŀ ІŀǎƳƻƴƎƻƭŘнпт ІƎŀƳƛƴƎ ІƴŜǿǎ ІǊŜŀŎǘǎ ІŦȅǇ ІŘǊŀƳŀ ІŦƻǊȅƻǳέΣ ¢ƛƪ¢ƻƪΣ нн !ǳƎΣ 
2025, https://www.tiktok.com/@asmongold247/video/7541172163890449686  

https://www.tiktok.com/@asmongold247/video/7541172163890449686
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to which misogynistic abuse was embedded in the conduct documented throughout this 

investigation. 

Sexism: A system of beliefs involving prejudicial and/or discriminatory ideas and behaviours that 

serve to normalise and/or rationalise power dynamics based on sex. 

Misogyny: Harmful sexist ideas and behaviours directed at women that reinforce patriarchal power. 

5.1 The Misogynistic Backlash to the July Campaign 

The Steam/Itch campaign was consistently and clearly articulated as a project devoted to the 

removal of games that featured rape, incest, sexual torture and/or Child Sexual Exploitation Material 

(CSEM). These are practically identical to the logics made publicly available in April of 2025 when 

Collective Shout pursued the removal of No Mercy from Steam. Although Collective Shout was 

targeted with abuse in retaliation for the campaign, this appears to have been perpetrated by a 

relatively small group of individuals.24 The abuse in April, at least in terms of severity and scale, 

corresponds to what one can expect from the people comprising the demographic that, for 

whatever reasons, objected to the removal of rape/incest/CSEM video games. In contrast with this 

minority, the mainstream majority consensus within the public sphere vis-à-vis No Mercy appears to 

have concurred with Collective Shout. This is further evidenced by the tens of thousands of 

ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴΦ  

Lƴ ǎƘƻǊǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ όƻǊ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƴŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻύ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ No Mercy from 

{ǘŜŀƳ ƛƴ !ǇǊƛƭ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳΩǎ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ƻŦ 

Collective Shout in July. The inconsistency was occasionally voiced early into the Steam and Itch 

campaign, as exemplified in Figure 6 and Figure 7. 

 

Figure 6: ! ǳǎŜǊ ǊŜǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀ Ǉƻǎǘ ƻƴ ŀ {ǘŜŀƳ ŦƻǊǳƳ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ŘŜŎǊȅƛƴƎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ {ǘŜŀƳκLǘŎƘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƭȅΣ 
the user observes the inconsistency between the objections to No Mercy and the subsequent campaign. 

 
24 /ŀƛǘƭƛƴ wƻǇŜǊΣ Ψέbƻǘ ǊŜŀƭέΣ άŦǊŜŜŘƻƳ ƻŦ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴέΣ άŘƻƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘΣ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǇƭŀȅέΥ wŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƎŀƳŜǊǎ 

ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ {ǘŜŀƳ ǊŀǇŜ ƎŀƳŜΩΣ Collective Shout, 13 Apr, 2025, https://www.collectiveshout.org/responding-to-
gamers-defences. 

https://www.collectiveshout.org/responding-to-gamers-defences
https://www.collectiveshout.org/responding-to-gamers-defences
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CƛƎǳǊŜ тΥ ¢ƘŜ hǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ tƻǎǘŜǊ όhtύ ǊŜǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳΣ ƻōǎŜǊǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄƛŎŀƭ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ 
campaigns. It would appear that the OP is of the view, or at least makes claims consistent with the view, that the No Mercy 
campaign is categorically incomparable to the Steam/Itch campaign, and therefore, there is no contradiction.  

/ƻƴǘǊŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ тΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ǎŜŜƳ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ 

some of the same people who approved the removal of No Mercy in April participated in the 

resistance to the Steam/Itch campaign in July. Although possible, it is statistically unlikely that the 

dominant consensus within major deliberative platforms and/or the public sphere suddenly reversed 

to a point where, in less than two months, a majority consensus emerged that now tolerated video 

games featuring rape, sexual torture, incest and/or CSEM. 

The public deliberation featured practically zero indication of a desire to prevent the intended 

ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ Wǳƭȅ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΦ 9ǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ȊŜŀƭƻǳǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎǎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

protection of free speech and expression avoided defending the subject matter that they claimed 

was in need of protection. Only a relatively small (but nonetheless vocal and visible) group of people 

advanced a claim that the elimination of video games that featured rape, incest, sexual torture 

and/or CSEM was, in and of itself, a problem. On the contrary, available evidence overwhelmingly 

suggests that the prevailing mainstream view within the public sphere remained intolerant of video 

games that featured rape, incest and/or CSEM. 

Nevertheless, the abuse of Collective Shout following their July campaign for action by Steam/Itch to 

stop hosting such games, as it escalated, attracted mainstream participation. This raises an obvious 

question: why did the Steam/Itch campaign attract mainstream hostility, but the No Mercy campaign 

did not? The campaigns differed primarily in terms of scale, the Steam/Itch campaign sought to 

remove several hundred games with the same problematic characteristics as No Mercy, whereas the 

original campaign was over just the one game. An important question is why scaling up the 

ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ōǊƻŀŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƘƻǎǘƛƭƛǘȅΣ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎΩ 

objectives as desirable? 

While the No Mercy campaign was an action taken by Collective Shout to remedy one item via a 

relatively transparent process that included public participation, the scaled-up campaign took on a 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎ ƛǘΦ {ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀƴŘ LǘŎƘΩǎ ǿƘƻƭŜ-of-

platform review were changes that, although still aligned with mainstream preferences, appeared to 

be imposed without public engagement. Rather than blaming the platforms, who avoided a backlash 

from their users by making out that they were being forced to act under duress, or the payment 

platforms who required the changes, Collective Shout was targeted for instigating the changes.  

Unlike the No Mercy campaign, the Steam/Itch campaign yielded structural changes and this 

positioned Collective Shout as an independent and empowered entity that in this instance (unlike 

last time) had caused change to the entire gaming eco-system, and (again unlike last time) had done 
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so without public engagement or support. A defacto public inquiry into Collective Shout was 

triggered not by what the organisation had done, but instead by a desire to understand who or what 

this entity, Collective Shout, was that had caused such disruption to the status quo. 

5ŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǿƘƻ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǿƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ΨǿŀǎΩ ǾŀǊƛŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ 

by which said determinations were made within the public sphere were nearly all inscribed with 

misogyny [see 8.0]. The rest of this section, as well as the report more broadly, provides extensive 

evidence of the misogynistic foundations of the hostility towards Collective Shout, and it was this 

misogyny which contributed to both the sustained nature of the campaign against Collective Shout 

and the severity and nature of the abuse involved. 

Concerns with corporate power dynamics, freedom of expression and the influence of lobbying are 

valid issues of great importance to people globally, but without a campaign based in discriminatory 

hate (whether misogyny, racism, antisemitism, Islamophobia, etc), they will rarely trigger a negative 

reaction as severe as that which is documented in this report. Misogyny arises out of perceived 

transgressions of gender-based boundaries that are established through socialisation from birth. 

Gender-based norms arŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘΣ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƻǊ ǳƴŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩΦ 

²ƘŜƴ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜƳ ƛǎ 

contradicted, it is seen as unjust, and this triggers a response to defend the perceived norm and 

attack those undermining it.  

Recognising the almost ubiquitous presence of misogyny also helps to make sense of what might 

otherwise be misinterpreted or even dismissed as hyperbole or exaggeration. For example, the 

below message sent to the Collective Shout Instagram account, exemplifies the presence of 

ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴȅ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛōƭȅ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ 

violence and CSEM in video games [see Figure 8]. 

 

Figure 8: An abusive Direct Message (DM) sent to Collective Shout. 

¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ōŜƎƛƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŘŜǾƻƭǾŜǎ 

ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜƴŘŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎŜŘ ΨƘƻǇŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǘŜŀƳ ƛǎ 

sexually assaulted is a type of gendered threat that draws on what is assumed to be an intense fear 

of sexual violence held by the targets because they are women.  

Wishing sexual assault on women for trying to remove video games that feature rape, incest, sexual 

torture and CSEM is such a disproportionate response one might be tempted to dismiss the message 

as little more than the response of a mentally unstable individual. However, once we recognise that 

the perceived transgression has little to do with the availability of a relatively small number of 

problematic video games, their extreme and inappropriate response at least looks more rationale. 

Lƴ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎŎƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǎƻ ǎŜǾŜǊŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ 

experience of an affront to their understanding of gendered power dynamics. Viewed through the 

lens of a standard patriarchal understanding of society, a small group of females took action to get 

ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŘƻƴŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ όŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ у ŀǎ ΨŎŜƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇΩύ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 
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ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎƻΣ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǊǎŜ όǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƳƛƴŘύΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ǝƻǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ 

penalty or sanction against them. 

When viewed via misogynistic logic, we can see that messages such as the example in Figure 8 are 

intended to serve multiple functions that, if read at face value, are neither apparent nor particularly 

sensible. The abuse is used to: 

1. Identify the transgression of gendered power dynamics (i.e., women exerting power). 

2. Sanction the transgression (i.e., the abuse). 

3. Prevent further transgressions and reassert the enduring authority of patriarchal power 

ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ άL ƘƻǇŜ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ȅƻǳέύΦ 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊŘŜǊ 

ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘ ŜƭǳŘŜŘ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ {ǘŜŀƳκLǘŎƘ 

appears to have been interpreted by a very large number of people as indicative of a need for 

intervention to correct for this oversight. 

This relates to the motivation to participate in the abuse of Collective Shout as a product of a (again, 

conscious or unconscious) misogynistic logic in which there is a perceived moral obligation or 

perhaps responsibility to sanction Collective Shout for ƛǘǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΦ {ƛƳǇƭȅ ǇǳǘΣ ΨƛŦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ Řƻ ƛǘΣ 

ǘƘŜƴ ǿƘƻ ǿƛƭƭΚΩΦ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ 

work was observed throughout the data, and is discussed in subsequent sections that examine the 

vilification of Collective Shout.25 

For now, we need only understand that the motivation to participate in the abuse of Collective 

Shout was, at least in part, motivated by a perceived need to sanction the organisation where 

conventional authorities had failed to do so, and that the transgression for which the organisation 

ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǿŀǎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŘŜŦƛŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǘǊƛŀǊŎƘŀƭ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ƛǘ 

is important to reiterate that a great many of those who participated in the abuse of Collective 

Shout will have been motivated for reasons that were not misogynistic. That said, it is clear that 

ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

Shout have their origins in misogynistic anxieties. 

Had the concerns been directed against those more directly in control, and whose actions 

precipitated the bases for objection, it may have been both more useful, and part of a more 

effective public debate. Public criticism could have been directed against: 

ǒ The platforms for the way they responded, e.g. Itch.io for adopting an approach that 
removed a large volume of games and then slowly restored those it had checked and found 
acceptable. 

ǒ The platforms for not having appropriate systems in place to ensure they were only selling 
legal content in the first place. Both Steam and Itch.io were selling games that had not been 
through a classification process into markets where a rating from such a classification 
process was legally required. 

ǒ The payment processors for the sudden move to enforcement of their long standing terms 
of service without sufficient time to enable compliance without significant disruption 

 
25 DŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǿƻǊƪΩ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƴƎΣ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎΣ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛƴƎ 

norms and expectations that conform with a particular conceptualisation of a gender. In this context it refers 
to the conscious and/or unconscious attŜƳǇǘ ōȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ 
ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƳŀǎŎǳƭƛƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƳƛƴƛƴƛǘȅΦ  
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ǒ Game developers who were releasing games for sale without getting them classified and 
given a rating as required by law in many jurisdictions (including Australia) 

 
The focus on Collective Shout was essentially targeting the whistle blower who brought to light the 

pre-existing problem. The misogyny is what led people to focus in this direction. If the issue had 

been raised by a government, police, a male-led gaming industry organisation, or even a male 

academic, it is unlikely the attention would have focused as strongly on those who raised the issue, 

or have been expressed with such abusiveness and hostility.  

5.2 Examples of Misogynistic Abuse 

The Instagram message in Figure 9 provides a clear example of the fundamentally misogynistic 

desire to police the behaviour of women to the extent necessary to reassert dominance and 

ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ŀ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘo belittle, delegitimise and 

ǇŜǊǾŜǊǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ƛƳǇƭȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƛƭƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ΨŦǳŎƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘΩ ǘƘŜ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛōƭȅ 

ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ άƭŀǿ ŀōƛŘƛƴƎ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ōȅ ǾƻȅŜǳǊƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǾŀǎƛǾŜ 

ulterior motives όƛΦŜΦΣ ƴƻǎŜ ǎǘǳŎƪ ǳǇ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀǎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ƘƻƳŜ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ŎƭƻǎŜŘ 

ŘƻƻǊǎΩύΦ 

The message progresses through steps one and two of the misogynistic process, and concludes on 

the third and final step of asserting patriarchal control by recasting women as receptacles for human 

waste. Crucially, the user does not concentrate on Collective Shout as the entity that needs to be 

positioned as a human toilet, but instead extends the scope to women in general. The function of 

asserting dominance is further empƘŀǎƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ 

ǎǳōƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ όƛΦŜΦΣ άΧǇƛǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƛǘǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƳƻǳǘƘ daily from now onέύΦ ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǾŜȅǎ 

ŀ ŘŜǎƛǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǘƻ ŜƳōǊŀŎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳōƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΥ άǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƛǘΧ ƴƻǿ 

ǎǿŀƭƭƻǿ ƛǘέΦ 

 

Figure 9: A screenshot of a DM received by Collective Shout on Instagram. Observe how Collective Shout is immediately 
ŦǊŀƳŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘΣ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜΩ όŀƴŘ ƳŀƭŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜŘύ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΥ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿΦ 

The abuse that aligned with the misogynistic logics described were articulated and expressed in a 

variety of ways. Many relied on more conventional and familiar sexist tropes and narratives. For 

example, in Figure 10, the user links menstruation and feminiƴŜ ƘȅƎƛŜƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ 

campaign objectives in an attempt to draw on sexist narratives that depict women as being prone to 

ƛǊǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǊ ǳƴǊŜƭƛŀōƭŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ όƛΦŜΦΣ άŀǇŜέύΦ 
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Figure 10: A comment to a Collective Shout post on X that aims to undermine the credibility of the organisation and its staff 
via sexist narratives and tropes. 

Having belittled and demeaned the target, the user proceeds to sanction Collective Shout for the 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ άǿƘƻ Řƻ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜΚέΦ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ǎǳōƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜ 

Collective Shout by suggesting that their presence in the public sphere should be interpreted as an 

attempt to remedy an unfulfilled need for male sexual attention. 

The below example, Figure 11, provides yet another demonstration of misogynistic abuse that was 

structured around a narrative of sanctioning and subordinating Collective Shout as a legitimate 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴǎΩΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ мм ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘive of a range of misogynistic tropes 

repeatedly encountered throughout the data observed and collected during this investigation [see 

Figure 11]. 

 

Figure 11: An abusive DM sent to Collective Shout. Note the explicit threats of sexual violence. 

CƛǊǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ ΨǎƭǳǘǎΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ŘŜǊƻƎŀǘƻǊȅ ǘŜǊƳ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

reserved for females. Second, the user threatens the target with sexual assault. This is indicated by 

the grape emoticon, which is used as an equivalent to ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨǊŀǇŜΩ ƛƴ ŘƛƎƛǘŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛǾŜ 

environments to avoid consequences triggered by keyword-based monitoring. 

¢ƘƛǊŘΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǿƛǘƘƘŜƭŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨƻƴƭƛƴŜΩ ǊŀǇŜΣ ǘƘŜ 

ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ǊŀǇŜ άƎƛǊƭǎ ƛƴ ǊŜŀƭ ƭƛŦŜέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜΣ ŀƴȅ ŜƴǎǳƛƴƎ 

consequences are the responsibility of Collective Shout. This carries the structurally misogynistic 

payload that is attached to any threat of sexual violence, but it is enhanced further by drawing on a 

sexist framework of victim-ōƭŀƳƛƴƎ όƛΦŜΦΣ ŀƴȅ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ǊŀǇŜŘ Ψƛƴ ǊŜŀƭ ƭƛŦŜΩ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ 

considered victims because it is a self-inflicted consequence of removing the ostensibly preferable 

online alternative). 

CƻǳǊǘƘΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘόǎύ ŀǎ άŘƛǎƘǿŀǎƘŜǊǎέΣ ǘƘǳǎ ƛƴǾƻƪƛƴƎ ǎŜȄƛǎǘ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƻŦ 

ƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŀōƻǳǊΣ ŀƴŘ ŦƛŦǘƘΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊ ǘŜƭƭǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘόǎύ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ άŎƻƳŜ 

ƛƴǘƻ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀέ ǘƻ ǘƻǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘόǎύ άǎǘƛƴƪȅ ƘŀƛǊȅ ƘƻƭŜǎέ όǇǊŜǎǳƳŀōƭȅ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ǘƻ 

mean that he intends to touch the genitals of the target). In this context, objectification is achieved 

via the sexist implication that the primary (or perhaps sole) rationale for further interaction is 

derived from functions afforded as sex objects. The manner in which the sexual assault is presented 

ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜƴƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ŀƎŜƴŎȅΦ  

Fifth, the sexism inherent to the preoccupation with the target(s) genitals is extended further via the 

ŘŜǊƻƎŀǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ǎŜȄ ƻǊƎŀƴǎ ŀǎ άǎǘƛƴƪȅέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨƘƻƭŜΩ 
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utilises a reductionist discourse in which women are viewed as having no function or purpose 

beyond serving as a receptacle. Sixth, sexist narratives of hysterical women are employed when the 

ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ άǎŎǊŜŀƳƛƴƎ ȅŀǇǇŜǊǎέ ǘƻ ǿŀƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛs also the condescending and, in this 

ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ ǇŀǘǊƛŀǊŎƘŀƭΣ Ŏƻƴƴƻǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǘƘŜ άǿŀƛǘέ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ƛǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀǎ 

subordinate, and therefore as something from which obedience and patience is expected. 

It is important to note that even if we reject all the arguments and evidence concerning misogyny, 

we are still left with an overwhelming supply of material that is otherwise still undeniably sexist. This 

was manifest in many ways, but is particularly clear in the large proportion of the abuse directed at 

Collective Shout that involved references to female genitals, female reproduction and/or female 

sexuality. The recurring focus on biological elements exclusive to females is sexist, but regardless of 

interpretive preferences, it still lends itself to the broader argument advanced here that the hostility 

towards Collective Shout was driven by misogyny.  

 

Figure 12: A complaint submission receipt from X received by Collective Shout. 

In this respect, it is worth recalling that the harms derived from sexism, especially as it is deployed 

against women, are defined by its relationship with another sex; i.e., males. This is particularly 

apparent in abusive material that made references to reproductive capabilities. For example, the 

screenshot in Figure 12 includes several sexist references that are clearly dependent on an 

ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ Ǿƛŀ ŀ ǇŀǘǊƛŀǊŎƘŀƭ ƭŜƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ άŜƳǇǘȅ ŜƎƎ ŎŀǊǘƻƴǎέ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

{ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ are infertile, and this is supposed to convey the idea that the value or 

significance of the target is defined by their capacity to bear children.  

Equating the value or significance of women with their perceived reproductive utility is one of the 

oldest mechanisms used to enforce patriarchal power dynamics in the world. In the context of 

wielding sexist ideas as a tool to enforce gendered power dynamics, these remarks about 

ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ 

ǘŜŀƳ άǎŀƎƎȅέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ŦƻǊ ŦŜƳŀƭŜ ōǊŜŀǎǘǎ ǘƻ ΨǎŀƎΩ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƎŜΣ ƛǎ ŀ 

misogynistic trope that connects to discourses about female sexual attractiveness and relationships 

between fertility and age. 

Although not necessarily restricted to objectification by males, the comments about Collective Shout 

ŀǎ άŘǊȅέ ƻǊ άŘǊƛŜŘ ǳǇέ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎƻǳǊǎŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴ ƛǎ ŜǉǳŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨŘǊƛŜŘ ǳǇ ƘŀƎΩ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƻƳŀƴ ǿƘƻǎŜ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ 

capabilities have ceased, and it is associated with an array of other ideas that promote further 
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narratives and sexist stereotypes, such as the assumption that women who are post-menopausal 

become spiteful, jealous or irritable [see Figure 13].  

 

Figure 13: An archetypal reply-post to a campaign post by Collective Shout in August 2025 on X. 

Simply put, any of the remarks that integrated references to female sexual functions clearly 

indicated the presence of misogyny throughout the data. 

To be clear, the tropes referring to female sexual functions are sexist, but they necessarily become 

misogynistic when they are wielded as weapons of censure or sanction, because doing so inevitably 

serves to reassert patriarchal dominance. This is one of many ways in which problematic behaviour 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ΨŎŀǎǳŀƭ ǎŜȄƛǎƳΩ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŦŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀƴŘ ŀƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀōǳǎƛǾŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ŀǘ ǎŎŀƭŜΦ !ƎŀƛƴΣ Ƴŀƴȅ 

people who participated in the abuse of Collective Shout might not themselves have been 

misogynistic, but a majority of them will have been willing to at least entertain sexist ideas. 

Recommendation 1: Content should be classified as misogynistic, and as a form of gender-based 

hate speech, when it is related to women and wielded as a weapon to censure or sanction another 

person or women in general. Such content should be removed by online platforms. 

5.3 How Antagonists Responded When the Abuse Was Pointed Out 

The below example are two replies to the same post on X by a Collective Shout member of staff in 

which she provided a large number of examples showcasing a mixture of violent and sexual abuse 

material that she had recently received. The example in Figure 14 provides insight into how the 

processes that served to normalise the abuse of Collective Shout was negotiated through a 

misogynistic lens.  

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ мпΥ CƻǊ ŀ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨYŀǊŜƴΩ ƳŜƳŜΣ ǎŜŜ мнΦлΦ 

When confronted with empirical evidence of misogynistic abuse, the majority of participants 

essentially doubled down in their proclaimed commitment to the validity or justification for the 

ŀōǳǎŜΦ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƭƛƪŜ άȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƭƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ƎŜƴŘŜǊŜŘ ƳŜƳŜǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ ΨYŀǊŜƴΩ 

[see 12.0]) are symptomatic of misogynistic sentiment. 

Because these comments were posted in direct response to evidence of misogynistic abuse, they are 

also demonstrative of how misogynistic sentiment also served to reinforce processes of exclusion 
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ŦǊƻƳ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ 

participate in deliberation in online spaces and even their submissions of evidence as having been 

systematically abused were not rejected, but were instead integrated into a misogynistic narrative. 

The abuse was celebrated, or at the very least treated as valid and justifiable, and the available 

evidence can explain why this was the case. 

9ǾŜǊȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ƻŦ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ōŜŜƴ ŀōǳǎŜŘΣ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ 

harmed was either explicitly or implicitly endorsed in online spaces because it was interpreted as 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŀǘǊƛŀǊŎƘŀƭ ǇƻǿŜr dynamics was being 

ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜƭȅ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ ǿŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǘƻǊŜŘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀǎ ǿŜ 

shall see detailed in subsequent sections of this report, an immediate and extensive process of 

vilification combined with the spread of mis/disinformation served to obscure the misogynistic 

underpinnings of the abuse. As a result, it would appear that a significant proportion of those who 

participated in the abuse also celebrated the harms inflicted, and thus contributed to further 

reinforcement of misogynistic sentiment. 

In other words, validating the abuse of Collective Shout in online spaces may well have, at least 

some of the time, been pursued for reasons other than misogyny, but it all served to further 

entrench behavioural norms and expectations that ultimately serves misogynistic objectives. It 

promoted and encouraged the abuse, suppression, and exclusion of female participation in the 

public sphere, thus communicating the impression that the majority consensus is that women can 

and should be expelled from deliberative environments because of their sex, and for this reason 

alone.  

The pervasive presence of misogyny will become clear to the reader throughout the rest of this 

report, and its centrality to the events of 2025 cannot be overstated. Without clear evidence of the 

ŀōǳǎŜΩǎ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ǳƴŘŜǊǇƛƴƴƛƴƎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜn the different kinds of hostilities 

observed would otherwise defy explanation. Indeed, it seems likely that this was intentional. 

Regardless of intentions, the evidence provided thus far represents the foundation for an argument 

that the hostilities against Collective Shout were a vehicle for misogynistic discourses.  

 

Figure 15: An abusive and explicitly misogynistic comment invoking a reference to an intentionally vulgar remark written 
into the 1999 film, South Park: Bigger, Longer & Uncut. 
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6 Disinformation and Misinformation 
The results of this investigation revealed that the misogynistic underpinnings of the abuse of 

Collective Shout was often disguised or otherwise concealed by the rapid spread of 

mis/disinformation about the organisation. Misinformation refers to false information that is usually 

consumed and reproduced unintentionally, while disinformation is intentionally produced and 

distributed false, misleading and/or inaccurate information. Both misinformation and disinformation 

played extensive roles in the processes of public vilification of Collective Shout that was a 

prerequisite to the participation of many hostile actors in the abuse. 

¢ƘŜ ŀƴƴƻǳƴŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊŜŘ ŀƴ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ŘŜŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎŜŘ 

ΨƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎΦ CǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǎŜǘΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

public trial by social media of Collective Shout was conducted in a blatantly biased manner, and 

ǇǊƻŎŜŜŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎǳƛƭǘΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ΨǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻǳǎΩ ŀōƻǳǘ 

the results of the Steam/Itch campaign, and accordingly, hostile actors went searching for evidence 

of malfeasance. This investigation included examination of the various allegations, claims and 

assertions that were levelled at Collective Shout throughout 2025, and effectively every single 

matter raised was based, in some part, on mis or disinformation. 

Recommendation 2: Misinformation used to incite cyber abuse at scale should be regarded as a 
distinct harm from defamation, just as racial vilification is more than just defamation of an ethnic  
community. It requires a public law and platform response and should not be left to private action 
by the victims, which may be impossible given the scale and spread of such content.   

 
The results of the immediate, large-ǎŎŀƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ōƛŀǎŜŘ ΨƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛƴǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ 

its staff, associates and board members, yielded a diverse range of matters and items that were 

submitted for public consideration. At this juncture, it should be noted that the majority of the 

ΨƛǎǎǳŜǎΩ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎΣ ƻǊ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǊŜƭƛŜŘ ƻƴ ǎŜȄƛǎǘ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ 

organisation. In essence, the abuse of Collective Shout commenced with, and was undergirded by, 

the consolidation of large quantities of information that were assembled in a manner intended to 

ΨƧǳǎǘƛŦȅΩ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǎŀƴŎǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ŀƪŜƴ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƛǎκŘƛǎƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜŘ 

also provided the momentum and motivation for some of the most extreme abuse to which 

Collective Shout was subjected.  

The following sections examine a selection of the narratives as well as the rhetorical tactics that 

were employed in the abuse of Collective Shout. This analysis is not based on an exhaustive 

inventory of every critique levelled at Collective Shout, but it traverses a large and heterogenous 

sample. Moreover, the goal of this analysis is not necessarily to capture and evaluate the vilification 

of Collective Shout in and of itself, but it is instead to understand how these narratives informed 

broader patterns ƻŦ ŀōǳǎƛǾŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΦ .ȅ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǊŜΣ Ƙƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ 

treatment of Collective Shout became so distorted offers valuable insights relevant to the 

development of strategies suitable for the prevention and/or disruption of future hostilities.  

6.1 Ad Hominem 

A variety of strategies and narratives focused on leveraging variants of ad hominem. Ad hominem is 

a logical fallacy and rhetorical tactic frequently used in online deliberative environments, and it 

refers to a strategy of attacking the credibility of an oǇǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘΦ 

Crucially, ad hominem is frequently deployed when a participant feels that attacking or engaging 
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ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǳƴƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ȅƛŜƭŘ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ !Ř ƘƻƳƛƴŜƳ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ 

ǿƛŘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǾƛƭƛŦȅ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ΨǇƻƛǎƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜƭƭΩ 

[see Figure 16]. 

 

Figure 16: This screenshot from a Reddit post is an archetypal example of the ad hominem attacks levelled against 
/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
had been taken, many chose to denigrate Collective Shout. 

{ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƘŀǊƳŦǳƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘǊƛŀƭ ōȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ 

involved a series of claims and assertions that the organisation were either themselves or otherwise 

associated with paedophiles [see Figure 17]. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ мтΥ ! Ǉƻǎǘ ƻƴ · ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ǳǎŜǊ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ƻǇŜƴ ƭŜǘǘŜǊΣ ŀ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ha!5 
Wikipedia page, and a another post by Ms Tankard Reist on X. The author arranged the materials to appear as if the images 
substantiated the claim asserted in the post.  

The above [see Figure 17] was posted on X just days after Steam published its updated policies, and 

it appears to have been one of several prototypical assertions that advanced the same narrative: 

Collective Shout is a valid target because it is composed of paedophiles. This conclusion is reached in 

Figure 17 by linking together images taken from the WOMAD Wikipedia page, the open letter to 

payment providers by Collective Shout, and a post by Ms Tankard Reist from 2019. 

The post in Figure 17 is of particular note and significance not just for being one of the first and most 

widely circulated pieces of harmful disinformation about Collective Shout; it also clearly illustrates 

the remarkably low standard of evidence that the public was prepared to accept, prima facie, as true 

and valid. 

 

Figure 18: An example of a reply post taken from (and typical of) the same thread as that which featured the WOMAD 
claim. 
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The relationship between WOMAD and Ms Tankard Reist was never articulated in the first instance 

when posted on X, but this did not prevent users from proceeding on the assumption that the 

relationship was valid. Internal to X, the material from this post alone was reposted in quotes over 

1300 times, which was then amplified further by countless reposts of reposts. 

 The inferential leap required to connect Collective Shout with WOMAD was so great, that in some 

cases, participants ended up asking for assistance. For example, a Reddit thread devoted to a lengthy 

criticism of Collective Shout, included a link to the material posted on X. The erroneous relationship 

portrayed in the Tweet was eventually identified by a Reddit user [see Figure 19] 

 

Figure 19: A Reply-comment to a Reddit post in which the WOMAD mis/disinformation had been posted. The commenter 
seeks clarification on the absence of any linkage between WOMAD and Ms Tankard Reist and/or Collective Shout. The 
commenter had correctly identified a considerable gap in the reasoning and the evidence upon which the reasoning relied. 

It would appear that the author of the comment did edit their post, but this was a very minor 

element of the broader discussion. In other contexts where the relationship was asserted, such as on 

YouTube and elsewhere on X, the validity of the assertion was not questioned, and certainly not 

edited. 

!ǎ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ōȅ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ нлнр ǿŀǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŀƴ 

exercise in confirmation bias. This meant that the presence of disinformation such as the WOMAD 

narrative, as well as its uncritical reproduction, was instrumental to the formation of a perceived 

consensus that Collective Shout was a threat, a legitimate target, and something that needed to be 

sanctioned. It is worth observing here that despite reporting the post to X and even after seeking 

assistance from the eSafety Commissioner, the post was never taken down. Indeed, it is still, at the 

time of writing, available to the general public. 

Recommendation 3: Social media platforms should increase the reach (i.e. promote or boost) 
content that debunks misinformation underpinning cyber abuse, while decreasing the reach 
(removing or demoting content) that spreads it.   
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6.2 Tu Quoque (Appeals to Hypocrisy) 

άtƭŀȅōƻȅ ǿŀǎ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŦƻǊ ōǊŜŀǎǘ ŎŀƴŎŜǊΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƛǘ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎǘƻǇΧ 

¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴŘŜŘέΦ26 

Thus, contesting the narrative of Collective Shout as having something to do with paedophiles was, 

in effect, structurally precluded, and this was leveraged by hostile actors. Shortly after the WOMAD 

claims entered public circulation, another narrative aimed at establishing a relationship between 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŀŜŘƻǇƘƛƭƛŀ ǿŀǎ ƭŀǳƴŎƘŜŘ Ǿƛŀ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ aǎ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ 

from 2020 about the controversial film Cuties [see Figure 20]. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нлΥ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǇƛŜŎŜǎ ƻŦ ΨŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ 
Cuties. 

¦ƴƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ²ha!5 ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ Cuties 

further developed and reiterated the claim that the organisation had paedophilic associations, and 

was framed as evidence of hypocrisy.  

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нмΥ ! {ŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǇƻǎǘŜŘ ǘƻ wŜŘŘƛǘ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ƭƛƴƪ ǘƻ ŀ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ aǎ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘΩǎ 
critique of Cuties. 

In short, it was asserted that Collective Shout had supported or endorsed Cuties, a film that had 

received negative critical attention for its deliberately sexualised portrayal of young girls, and that 

ǘƘŜ {ǘŜŀƳκLǘŎƘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ ǾƛŘŜƻ ƎŀƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ /{9a ǿŀǎ 

therefore hypocritical. In this way, the narrative relied on a logical fallacy called tu quoque (Latin for 

Ψȅƻǳ ŀƭǎƻΩύΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǊŜŘƛǘ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ŎƛǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

the argument advanced and the opponent's past behaviour.  

 
26 Wŀȅ±ƛǇŜǊΣ ά/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ²hbϥ¢ {¢ht ŀǘ /ŜƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇ ϧ 5ŜōŀƴƪƛƴƎΗ 599t 5L±9ΗέΣ ¸ƻǳ¢ǳōŜΣ но WǳƭΣ нлнрΣ 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zD0cqD-tFhM  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zD0cqD-tFhM
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Figure 22: Abusive images and messages such as this one are just a single example of countless instances of the consistent 
dependence on ad hominem throughout the abuse of Collective Shout. 

In addition to the distinctively specious reasoning, this type of ad hominem attack, in this context, 

ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŜƳōŜƭƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƭƭŜƎŜŘ ΨŜƴŘƻǊǎŜƳŜƴǘΩ ƻŦ Cuties. 

 

Figure 23: An archetypal example of how hostile actors leveraged the Cuties narrative as part of their abuse of Collective 
Shout. In this instance, a user replies to a post on X by Ms Tankard Reist from 2020 in which she references her critique of 
Cuties.  

The Cuties narrative had its roots in, effectively, a single post on X made by a single Collective Shout 

figure with a link to a critique/analysis of the film that she had penned.27 Importantly, the 

critique/analysis was asserted to have been some kind of unreserved endorsement, but its 

 
27 aŜƭƛƴŘŀ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘΣ ΨέaƻǊŜ ƎƛǊƭǎ ƛƴ ƘŜƭƭ ΧέΥ ¢ƘŜ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ ƻŦ aŀƠƳƻǳƴŀ 5ƻǳŎƻǳǊŞΩǎ ŦƛƭƳ Ψ/ǳǘƛŜǎΩΩΣ ABC 

Religion & Ethics: Opinion, 30 Sep, 2020, https://www.abc.net.au/religion/melinda-tankard-reist-the-ethics-of-
mignonnes-cuties/12718886 

https://www.abc.net.au/religion/melinda-tankard-reist-the-ethics-of-mignonnes-cuties/12718886
https://www.abc.net.au/religion/melinda-tankard-reist-the-ethics-of-mignonnes-cuties/12718886
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ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ŀ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ǳǘƛŜǎΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎΣ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅΣ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƭƳΩǎ 

intended function, which was to highlight and critique the sexualisation of children, as valid, this is a 

point made concurrent with a view of the film as a by-product of an overwhelmingly misogynistic 

culture. In other words, Ms Tankard Reist does not defend the film ς more accurately, she says those 

few minutes of sexualised dancing could have been filmed differently, but that the utility of the 

critique is of adequate importance to choose not to crusade against it. 

In other words, the Cuties ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜΩǎ ǎƻƭŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ŀŎŎǳǎƛƴƎ aǎ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

{ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ōƻŀǊŘ όǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜǊŜ ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎύΣ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ǇŀŜŘƻǇƘƛƭŜǎΣ ǊŜƭƛŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ 

asserted (and faulty) interpretation of material that was, in fact, evidence to the contrary. 

Nevertheless, and especially given that artificial momentum to the vilification was afforded by 

misogynistic sentiment, microcosms of disinformation like the Cuties narrative sustained and 

reinforced the intentionally harmful insistence that Collective Shout was guilty of paedophilia.  

Logical fallacies as well as mis/disinformation notwithstanding, the Cuties narrative was pursued 

relentlessly [see Figure 24]. This meant that the organisation continued to suffer accusations of 

paedophilia all the way up to and including the time of writing. 
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Figure 24: Even by November 2025, many months after the events concerning Steam and Itch, posts on X by Collective 
{ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ǿŜǊŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎŜŘ Ǿƛŀ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ /ǳǘƛŜǎΦ bƻǘŀōƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ Ǿŀǎǘ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƻǎǘ ōȅ /ƻǊŀƭƛŜ 
Alison were in full support of the campaign. Despite the visible mainstream consensus of the post as acceptable and 
overwhelming support, the Cuties narrative was still deployed. 

What seems to have begun life as the WOMAD and Cuties narratives very quickly evolved past their 

original functions as support for tu quoque attacks, and graduated from logical fallacies couched in 

disinformation to abusive ad hominem. In this respect, what may have started as a biased and self-

evidently unjustified trial by social media was still, technically, a method by which users of 

deliberative environments engaged in a process of negotiating their understanding of Collective 

Shout.  

¢ƘŜ ŜƴŘǎ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴǎΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘŀŎǘƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ƴƻ 

deliberative purpose other than inflicting harm, the ends were still at least aligned with one of the 

intended functions of the public sphere. Unfortunately, the dogmatic pursuit of paedophile 
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accusations was uniquely effective in derailing the possibility of any true deliberative resolution 

(including dialogue with Collective Shout had it been desired), and it established a perception that 

the use of abusive ad hominem against Collective Shout was somehow acceptable. 

The perception of abusive conduct against Collective Shout in general was further reinforced by the 

implicit endorsement of the social media platforms that hosted the bulk of the abuse. Countless 

reports for incitement, sexual harassment, abuse, threats defamation and other violations of Terms 

of Service (ToS) were submitted to Meta and X, but almost all were rejected. This is discussed further 

in 7.0, but for now it is important to recognise how the anaemic response to policing the abuse of 

Collective Shout directly contributed to the escalation of hostilities [see Figure 25].  

 

Figure 25: This DM to Collective Shout on Instagram incorporates a wide range of abusive themes and topics relevant to 
numerous discussions throughout this report. Observe the references to Cuties and paedophiles and their framing as 
justification for the abuse. Notably, this user, despite their references to a variety of claims and accusations, still chose to 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǎŜȄƛǎǘ ŀōǳǎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ όάǳƎƭȅ ǇƛƎǎέύ ŀƴŘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭƛǘȅ όάƭƻƴŜƭȅ ŎǳƴǘǎέύΦ 

Leaving the vast majority of abusive content online and available to the public permitted the 

accumulation of mis/disinformation, and this, in turn, helped to establish perceptions of 

overwhelming consensus.  

The paedophilia accusations were especially harmful to Collective Shout, primarily because the 

cumulative effect of these materials was a perception and corresponding assumption that the claims 

were valid. Paedophiles are universally reviled, and establishing a perceived consensus in the belief 

that that the organisation had anything to do with paedophilia dramatically increased the scope of 

people who were willing to participate in hostilities far beyond those who had been integrated as a 

result of the Steam/Itch campaigns. Additionally, by relying on a foundation of suspicions and 

assumptions about a relationship with paedophiles, further accusations of malfeasance made 

subsequently were more believable. 

6.3 Circumstantial Ad Hominem and Guilt by Association 

Thus, the vilification of Collective Shout established via the ad hominem-turned-tu quoque-turned 

abusive ad hominem was further enhanced and reinforced by a series of claims, assertions and 

narratives that were arrayed as circumstantial ad hominem. Circumstantial ad hominem is the logical 

ŦŀƭƭŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǘŀŎǘƛŎ ƻŦ ǊŜƧŜŎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ƛƴǾŀƭƛŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ƻǇǇƻƴŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΦ !ƎŀƛƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜ ƛǎ ŦŀǾƻǳǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

Shout because it did not require engaging with the logic or reasoning advanced by the organisation. 

Moreover, having already established a dominant narrative of Collective Shout as, at the very least, 

ΨǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻǳǎΩΣ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭƛŎǘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƘŀǊƳ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊe further 

participation in the abuse. 
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Further participation was secured by broadening the scope of the mis/disinformation about 

Collective Shout to incorporate elements of political ideologies and by connecting the organisation 

to an array of contentious social issues. Drawing on a mixture of sources, some legitimate and others 

not, hostile actors asserted that Collective Shout aligns itself with so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ Ψŀƭǘ-ƭŜŦǘΩ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜ ΨƭƛōŜǊŀƭΩ 

ŀƎŜƴŘŀǎ όǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ΨŦŜƳƛƴƛǎƳΩύΦ {ƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ǇŀǊŀŘƻȄƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǎǎŜǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ 

actually far-right, alt-right, fascist, or otherwise aligned with some kind of extreme conservative 

political ideology. Notably, the inherent incompatibility of the conflicting narratives about Collective 

Shout is reflected in the discussion held amongst Wikipedia editors when trying to determine how 

best to describe the organisation [see Figure 26]. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нсΥ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ²ƛƪƛǇŜŘƛŀ ΨǘŀƭƪΩ ǇŀƎŜΣ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜŘƛǘƻǊǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 
revisions to existing articles. 

In any event, the paradoxical treatment of Collective Shout by hostile actors and the mainstream as 

a whole was rarely observed by individuals, and was instead, again, uncritically accepted and 

reproduced throughout the deliberations. By integrating narratives of the organisation as being 

aligned with both left and right-wing political extremism, hostile actors were able to position 

Collective Shout as, in essence, the ideological enemy of as large a proportion of the public as 

possible. The proposition of politicising Collective Shout also helped reinforce the tenuous links 

drawn between the organisation and sociopolitical concerns that ranged from feminism and free 

speech through to abortion and antisemitism [see Figure 27]. 

 

Figure 27: A comment from a Reddit thread in which the characterisation of Collective Shout features a series of elements of 
right-wing political elements as well as a reference to radical feminism, which is broadly considered to be the purview of 
left-wing politics. 

Politicising Collective Shout also facilitated the introduction of further fallacious arguments, such as 

those based on guilt by association (also known as the association fallacy). No where was this more 

clear than in the efforts to taint Collective Shout by referencing their collaborations with the US 

based National Center on Sexual Exploitation (NCOSE). 
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Over the years, Collective Shout has partnered with, endorsed and been endorsed by NCOSE. This 

!ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ мфсн ŀǎ άhǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ¸ƻǊƪǾƛƭƭŜέ ōȅ ŀ /ŀǘƘƻƭƛŎ ǇǊƛŜǎǘΣ ŀ [ǳǘƘŜǊŀƴ 

minister, and a Jewish Rabbi, and supported by a Jesuit priest who served as its public face. It was 

ǊŜƴŀƳŜŘ άaƻǊŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ aŜŘƛŀέ ƛƴ мфсу ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƴŀƳŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƴǘƛ-LGBTIQ+ activities28 and 

lobbying projects researchers have described as controversial and/or problematic.29 A significant 

change in leadership and approach occurred in 2011, and the organisation changed its name to the 

bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ƻƴ {ŜȄǳŀƭ 9ȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлмрΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƭƭ ǿŜƭƭ ōŜŦƻǊŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ 

with them. In 2023 NSCOSE issued an apology for its past anti-LGBTIQ+ positions and actions and 

ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƛǘǎ άŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǳǇƘƻƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛƎƴƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŜǾŜǊȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ [D.¢vҌ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΦ30 

Available data indicates that the relationship between NCOSE and Collective Shout has focused on 

petitioning/lobbying against sexual abuse and exploitation in media. Projects involving the two 

organisations include the following: 

ǒ нлнр b/h{9 ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻ ōŀƴ No Mercy. 

ǒ 2023 partnership with NCOSE pursuing signatures on a joint letter petitioning Reddit to 

moderate and control the proliferation of sexually explicit content on its subreddits.31 

ǒ 2023 partnership with NCOSE on a campaign to motivate public participation in pressure on 

Spotify to implement improved explicit content filters and to prevent the formation of CSEM 

networks.32 

ǒ 2018-2025 Summit to End Sexual Exploitation. 

ǒ 2019-2025 #wakeupinstagram campaign calling on Instagram to stop child exploitation 

ǒ 2020-2022 #traffickinghub campaign (anti-PornHub) 

ǒ 2019-2025 Global network for human trafficking prevention 

ǒ 2022-2024 stop sextortion campaign 

ǒ 2023-2025 opposition to AI-generated non-consensual imagery 

 

Nowhere in this rather substantial list of shared projects and agendas is there any deviation from a 

focus on sexual exploitation, and none of these projects appear to be controversial.  

However, as illustrated in the discussion captured in Figure 28, we can clearly see how the discursive 

ŦǊŀƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ΨŜȄǘǊŜƳŜΩ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ΨǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻǳǎΩ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ 

consolidate a variety of claims and assertions. 

 
28 5ŀǿƴ IŀǿƪƛƴǎΣ άb/h{9Ωǎ /ƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [D.¢vҌ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΣ b/h{9Σ мф 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлно 

https://endsexualexploitation.org/articles/ncoses-commitment-to-the-lgbtq-community/ 
29 ½Φ WΦ aŎ5ƻǿŜƭƭ ŀƴŘ YΦ ¢ƛƛŘŜƴōŜǊƎΣ ά¢ƘŜ όƴƻǘ ǎƻύ ǎŜŎǊŜǘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƻǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘΥ aƻǊŀƭƛǘȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎέΣ /ƻƴǾŜǊƎŜƴŎŜΣ ǾƻƭΦ нфΣ ƴƻΦ сΣ нлноΣ ǇǇΦ мслф-мсноΤ {Φ .ŀǘŜǎΣ άCŀǘƘŜǊ Iƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ Cŀƴƴȅ IƛƭƭΥ !ƴ 
Activist Group's Crusade to Remake ObscŜƴƛǘȅ [ŀǿέΣ CƛǊǎǘ !ƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ [ŀǿ wŜǾƛŜǿΣ ǾƻƭΦ уΣ ƴƻΦ нΣ нлмлΣ ǇΦ нмтΦ 
30 5ŀǿƴ IŀǿƪƛƴǎΣ άb/h{9Ωǎ /ƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [D.¢vҌ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΣ b/h{9Σ мф 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлно 

https://endsexualexploitation.org/articles/ncoses-commitment-to-the-lgbtq-community/ 
31 bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ƻƴ {ŜȄǳŀƭ 9ȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ ΨLƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ŘǾƻŎŀǘŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ом /ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ /ŀƭƭ hǳǘ wŜŘŘƛǘ ŦƻǊ 

Rampant Image-ōŀǎŜŘ {ŜȄǳŀƭ !ōǳǎŜΩΣ NCOSE, 26 Aug, 2023, 
https://endsexualexploitation.org/articles/international-advocates-from-31-countries-call-out-reddit-for-
rampant-image-based-sexual-abuse/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=ncose ; 
/ƻǊŀƭƛŜ !ƭƛǎƻƴΣ ΨwŜŘŘƛǘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜǎ ƛƳŀƎŜ-ōŀǎŜŘ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ŀōǳǎŜΩΣ Collective Shout, 9 Apr, 2023, 
https://www.collectiveshout.org/reddit_image_based_sexual_abuse. 
32 /ƻǊŀƭƛŜ !ƭƛǎƻƴΣ Ψ!ǎƪ {ǇƻǘƛŦȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ƪƛŘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǇϝǊƴƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ŀƴŘ ǎϝȄǳŀƭ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊǎΩΣ Collective Shout, 27 Aug, 

2023, https://www.collectiveshout.org/spotify_prn_predatorsΤ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ƻƴ {ŜȄǳŀƭ 9ȄǇƭƻƛǘŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ψ¢ƘŜ 
5ƛǊǘȅ 5ƻȊŜƴ [ƛǎǘ ΨнпΩΣ NCOSE, 2 May, 2023, https://endsexualexploitation.org/spotify/.  

https://endsexualexploitation.org/articles/international-advocates-from-31-countries-call-out-reddit-for-rampant-image-based-sexual-abuse/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=ncose
https://endsexualexploitation.org/articles/international-advocates-from-31-countries-call-out-reddit-for-rampant-image-based-sexual-abuse/?utm_source=twitter&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=ncose
https://www.collectiveshout.org/reddit_image_based_sexual_abuse
https://www.collectiveshout.org/spotify_prn_predators
https://endsexualexploitation.org/spotify/
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CƛƎǳǊŜ нуΥ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ Ψ/ǳǘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳƳŀǘƛǾŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ 

NCOSE is just one of many organisations with sociopolitical objectives that overlap with Collective 

{ƘƻǳǘΩǎΣ ȅŜǘ ōȅ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ b{/h{9Σ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŜǊǊȅ ǇƛŎƪƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ b/h{9Ωǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƻ 

identify not a common cause against child exploitation, but rather a shared social and political 

agenda based on American Christianity and American conservatism. This effort to attack Collective 

{Ƙƻǳǘ ŦƻǊ Ǉŀǎǘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜƛǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƻŘŀȅ b/h{9 ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΣ ƛǎ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ 

to incite vilification of Collective Shout, particularly by members of the LGBTIQ+ community and its 

allies. 

The NCOSE narrative was one of many related rhetorical strategies deployed in the efforts to vilify 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦŀƭƭŀŎȅ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ΨƎǳƛƭǘ ōȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ 

particular case it relies on disinformation through omission, by leaving out the fact that the position 

of the associated entity (NCOSE) is a historic one (for which they have taken accountability and 

apologised), and does not reflect their position during the time Collective Shout has worked with 

them. This provides a compelling case study of the dangers inherent to public discourse left 

unchecked. The assumption, implicit and explicit, in the deliberation linking Collective Shout to 

NCOSE, and an outdated portrayal of NCOSE at that, was that the organisations were, in essence, 

ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άaƻǊŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ aŜŘƛŀέΦ 
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6.4 Strategic Ambiguity 

¢ƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ 

organisation as hostile, suspicious and conspiratorial, but it also served to fragment perceptions of 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ 9ǾŜƴ ƛƴ !ǇǊƛl of 2025 during the No Mercy campaign, it 

would appear that the mainstream consensus was that Collective Shout was a not-for-profit 

organisation that focused on campaigning against sexual exploitation. However, in the wake of the 

Steam/Itch campaigns, and especially once mis/disinformation was integrated into the public 

ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǊŘ ƻŦ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜ-examined through a lens of renewed 

hostility.33  

CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ¸ƻǳ¢ǳōŜ ŀƴŘ · ǳǎŜǊǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǘƻ 

encourage the public to comment on a lip gloss advertisement by Revolution Beauty. In August 

2024, Collective Shout argued that the imagery in the advertising campaign was an ejaculation 

reference and demeaning to women.34 /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƻ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ όƛΦŜΦΣ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎƛƴƎ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ άƭŜǘ wŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ .Ŝŀǳǘȅ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ 

ǘƘƛƴƪέ ōȅ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǇŀƎŜǎύ ƎŀǊƴŜǊŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ŜƴƎŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ 

overwhelmingly negative reception of the advertisement by the public eventually resulted in the ad 

ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΩǎ ǿƛǘƘŘǊŀǿŀƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀΦ 

Although the outcome of the campaign by Collective Shout was achieved via public participation in a 

transparent contest of public opinion, subsequent hostilities in 2025 reframed the campaign as 

something executed by Collective Shout independent from public consent. Notably, this logic 

appears to have drawn on new perceptions of Collective Shout as having ulterior motives. Moreover, 

ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎƪŜǿŜŘ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 

observations and objections. JayViper, for example, reduced the rationale of the critique of the lip 

Ǝƭƻǎǎ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƳƛǎƎǳƛŘŜŘ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘŜǇƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǇǳǊǎŜŘ ƭƛǇǎΥ ά¢ƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘΩǎ 

wŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ .Ŝŀǳǘȅ ǇƻǊƴ ǘƘŜƳŜŘ ƭƛǇ Ǝƭƻǎǎ ŀŘǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ƭƛǇ Ǝƭƻǎǎ ƻƴ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƛǎέΦ35 

{ƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴƛǎǘΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭ ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅŀƭǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ 

campaigns are demonstrated in Figure 29. Notably, in this instance, the user aims to frame Collective 

{Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎƭȅ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ άōǳƭƭȅέ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ enforce unilateral decision-making over 

arbitrarily identified points of contention. 

 
33 bƻǘŀōƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜǊǎΣ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǿƘƻƳ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƴƻƴŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

hostile discourses persuasive. 
34 /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ ΨhǳǊ wŜŎƻǊŘ-.ǊŜŀƪƛƴƎ ¸ŜŀǊ ƻŦ ²ƛƴǎΗ /ŜƭŜōǊŀǘƛƴƎ оп ±ƛŎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ нлнпΩΣ Collective Shout, 13 

Dec, 2024, https://www.collectiveshout.org/wins-and-highlights-2024. 
35 Wŀȅ±ƛǇŜǊΣ ά/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ²hbϥ¢ {¢ht ŀǘ /ŜƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇ ϧ 5ŜōŀƴƪƛƴƎΗ 599t 5L±9ΗέΣ ¸ƻǳ¢ǳōŜΣ но WǳƭΣ нлнрΣ 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zD0cqD-tFhM 

https://www.collectiveshout.org/wins-and-highlights-2024
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zD0cqD-tFhM
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Figure 29: An example of a post on Steam that features a range of typical articulations of reductionist, partial or otherwise 
inaccurate portrayals of Collective Shout. 

The goal of this aspect of the deliberation was to promote a perception of Collective Shout as, in 

addition to being suspicious, conspiratorial and hostile, as primarily concerned with trivialities. 

Collective Shout was portrayed as simultaneously a powerful threat and an object of ridicule. 

Notably, very similar logics are frequently arrayed in misogynistic deliberations, such as in discourses 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾƛƴƎ ΨƘȅǎǘŜǊƛŎŀƭΩ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǿƘƻ ŜȄƛǘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘǊƛǾƛŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ȅŜǘ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƳǳƭǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ǘƻ 

male domiƴŀƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ Ǉǳǘ άƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƭŀŎŜέΦ 

It almost goes without saying that the public sphere and cultural flows are, at the time of writing, 

shot through with sexualised and misogynistic themes, symbols and imagery. Indeed, highlighting 

and combatting the presence of such tropes is a clearly stated objective of Collective Shout. 

However, precisely because sexualisation and misogyny are so pervasive, quotidian, and occur on a 

continuum, it is therefore easy to trivialise and/or belittle such matters if they are singled out or 

criticised independent of context. This appears to have been weaponised during the abuse of 

Collective Shout as a kind of strategic ambivalence that allowed the public to simultaneously (and 

selectively) accept the validity of the organisation's campaign objectives while also belittling them 

[see Figure 30] 
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Figure 30: ! ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ wŜŘŘƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ hǇŜƴ [ŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ tǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎΥ 
άaƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀǇƘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǊŜ ǘƻƻ ŘƛǎǘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 
ǳǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎέΦ Lƴ this comment, it is suggested that the assessment of the content identified by Collective Shout as 
illegal and/or harmful is an exaggeration generated by people who are inherently dramatic and sensitive (pearl clutching). 
This, yet again, highlights the contradictory treatment of the No Mercy and Steam/Itch campaigns. 

6.5 Assertions of Deception 

The rhetorical strategies discussed so far, as well as their corresponding deployment of 

mis/disinformation, focused on cultivating suspicions of and hostility towards Collective Shout as an 

organisation as well as individual team members. Additionally, considerable effort was invested in 

ǘǊƛǾƛŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΣ Ǉŀǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ŀŘǾŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

Collective Shout as absurd or irrational. This overwhelmingly negative portrayal of Collective Shout 

was further developed by integrating narratives concerning deception. These varied in subject/topic, 

ōǳǘ ŀƭƭ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜŘ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ ƘŀŘ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ 

deceptive tactics such as astroturfing [see Figure 31. 

 

Figure 31: A screenshot of a YouTube video in which Asmongold uploaded a recording of a livestream in which he provides 
ΨŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅΩ ŀōƻǳǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ hƴ ¢ƛƪ¢ƻƪΣ ΨŀǎƳƻƴƎƻƭŘнптΩ ǳǇƭƻŀŘŜŘ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǾƛŘŜƻǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎƛƴƎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ 
Among other things, asmongold247 recycled and revived claims about Collective Shout attempting to garner sympathy by 
ǇƻǎǘƛƴƎ ΨŦŀƪŜΩ ŘŜŀǘƘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ƻƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀΦ36 

 
36 ŀǎƳƻƴƎƻƭŘнптΣ άΩYŀǊŜƴΩ /ŜƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇ /ƻƳǇŀƴȅ ς /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ƴƻǿ ǿŀƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŀǊǊŜǎǘ ƎŀƳŜǊǎ ǇǘнέΣ ¢ƛƪ¢ƻƪΣ 

23 Aug, 2025, https://www.tiktok.com/@asmongold247/video/7541517633900858646. 

https://www.tiktok.com/@asmongold247/video/7541517633900858646
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In one incident, Collective Shout attempted to showcase the types of abuse that they were receiving 

via submissions to a webform available on their website [see Figure 32]. Collective Shout staff 

posted a screenshot of the abusive material contained in one such submission to X, and this became 

the basis for a distortion of facts.37 In essence, the webform contents shown in the screenshot was 

ǳƴŀƭǘŜǊŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀǎ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

staff.  

 

Figure 32: It should be noted that the content of the webform submission is composed almost entirely of threats of sexual 
violence and explicitly misogynistic sentiment. Because these submissions were privately prepared away from the view of 
the public sphere, they represent insights into the unfiltered sociopolitical sentiments of individual participants. In this 
respect, we can reasonably infer that these expressions of misogyny are representative of a larger (but not quantifiable) 
proportion of the general public. 

Specifically, the email address that appears at the bottom of the submission does not correspond to 

an existing domain. This was quickly discovered, and was repeatedly used to support the claim that 

Collective Shout were attempting to garner sympathy by fabricating abuse. Although true that the 

ŘƻƳŀƛƴ ΨǊŀǇŜŀƭƭǿƻƳŜƴΦŎƻƳΩ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ 

because the tooling used by Collective Shout, NationBuilder, did not require (at the time) a valid 

email address to accept form submissions (this feature has since been changed). 

The bottom edge of the NationBuilder logo is visible at the very top of the screenshot posted by Ms 

Tankard Reist [see Figure 33], but this architectural detail was never explained.  

 
37 aŜƭƛƴŘŀ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘΣ ά¸ƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŀƭƭȅ ōŀƴƪǊǳǇǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅƛƴƎ ŎƛǾƛƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΗ Iƻǿ ŘŀǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅ ƎŀƳŜǊǎ 

ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƻŦŦ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ǘƻǊǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǿƻƳŜƴ ϧ ƪƛŘǎ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǳǎ ǾƛƻƭŜƴǘΚ !ƭǎƻ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƛƴōƻȄ ǘƘƛǎ ƳƻǊƴƛƴƎέΣ ·Σ нм WǳƭΣ 
2025, https://x.com/MelTankardReist/status/1947074119952146487  

https://x.com/MelTankardReist/status/1947074119952146487
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CƛƎǳǊŜ ооΥ {ŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ bŀǘƛƻƴ.ǳƛƭŘŜǊ ǿŜōŦƻǊƳ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ aǎ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘΩǎ Ǉƻǎǘ ƻƴ · ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
the NationBuilder logo for reference. Highlighted in red. The extensive use of misogynistic slurs and references to sexual 
abuse also aligns with the conclusions reached about Misogyny discussed earlier in this report [see 5.0]. 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǊŜƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŦŀōǊƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōŦƻǊƳ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ 

have been summarily dismissed and buried by an overwhelming number of comments and posts 

that asserted the contrary. It is worth noting that there is no logical reason that Collective Shout 

would feel it advantageous to fabricate abusive communications instead of selecting any of the 

countless abusive items they had already received.  

bŜǾŜǊǘƘŜƭŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ΨǎƛƭŜƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǎ 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳΩǎ ǾŜǊŀŎƛǘȅΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǿŀǎ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ŎƛǊŎǳƭŀǘŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ 

into broader narratives of deception [see Figure 34]. 

 

Figure 34: This reply to a Collective Shout post on X is an archetypal of a key narrative that advanced a claim that the 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŘŜŎŜƛǘŦǳƭΦ {ŜȄƛǎǘ ǘǊƻǇŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ рΦнΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ŀ ǎŜȄƛǎǘ ΨYŀǊŜƴΩ ƳŜƳŜ ώǎŜŜ мнΦлϐ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎo 
prominently featured. 

Lǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘŜŘ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ŘǳǇƭƛŎƛǘȅ 

were fully aware that Collective Shout had received large quantities of hateful submissions. Indeed, 

it is also quite possible that some of the users claiming Collective Shout had lied about the origins of 

the webform submission had engaged in abusive activities themselves. As such, there is a strong 

possibility that some threat actors knowingly and willingly perpetuated this thread of disinformation. 

When asked why Collective Shout staff chose not to comment on this detail, I was told that staff 

thought that doing so would direct attention to potential site vulnerabilities and attract renewed, 

albeit different, hostilities. Specifically, Collective ShoǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŦŜŀǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ 

weaknesses or vulnerabilities to their public facing systems would inspire and/or motivate a cyber 

attack. Such concerns were proven to be valid in the wake of a series of cyber attacks on the 
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ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ώǎŜŜ млΦлΣ млΦмΣ млΦнΣ ммΦл ϧ ммΦоϐΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ 

commentary featured in raid threads [see Figure 35]. 

 

Figure 35: A screenshot from a soyjak raid thread that targeted Collective Shout. In this example, one user suggests 
launching a DDoS attack, presumably on the Collective Shout website, which appears to inspire another user to consider 
probing the website for vulnerabilities and exploits more broadly. 

6.6 Poisoning the Well 

Of all the deliberations concerning Collective Shout following the Steam/Itch campaign, perhaps the 

only element of the discussion that was based on a valid concern was the consideration of risks 

inherent to leveraging private entities like payment processors as a mechanism for enacting or 

enforcing social or political policies. Objections on these grounds, as well as related concerns about 

Freedom of Speech (FoS) and censorship, were among the most frequently cited reasons for why 

participants had engaged in hostilities against Collective Shout. Likely in part because of the 

objections prima facie validity, criticisms of Collective Shout that integrated commentary to 

perceived threats to FoS appear to have contributed to further galvanising the public against 

Collective Shout. 

Discussion of censorship, FoS and the legitimacy of socio-political influence in the hands of private 

enterprises were also frequently included as core aspects of mainstream news media coverage of 

the Steam/Itch campaign as well as journalistic investigations of the abuse of Collective Shout.  

Recommendation 4: The media plays an important role in debunking misinformation used to 
spread hate and form a basis for cyber abuse and should invest more effort into this task. 

 
Indeed, some media coverage, perhaps in an effort to maintain neutrality, framed the online 

άōŀŎƪƭŀǎƘέ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǾŀƭƛŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ Cƻ{Σ ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǎƻ ŘƻƛƴƎΣ 

implicitly endorsed the logic.38 Moreover, the focus on FoS and censorship featured in news media 

appears to have contributed to further distracting from the misogynistic underpinnings of the abuse, 

thus making corrective measures even more difficult. 

 
38 5ƻƴ {ƘŜƛƭΣ Ψ!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǎǇŀǊƪǎ b{C² ƎŀƳŜ ǘŀƪŜŘƻǿƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦǊŜŜ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΩΣ ABC 

News, 3 Aug, 2025, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-08-03/adult-video-games-removed-from-steam-after-
campaign/105597886.  

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-08-03/adult-video-games-removed-from-steam-after-campaign/105597886
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-08-03/adult-video-games-removed-from-steam-after-campaign/105597886
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Figure 36: In these comments taken from a Reddit post discussing the Steam/Itch campaigns, the first user expresses the 
challenge of reconciling their desire to achieve the same outcomes as Collective Shout RE the elimination of rape and incest 
games with concurrent concerns about the power dynamics associated with involving payment processors. The reply to this 
comment showcases one of the dominant perceptions that informed participation in the abuse of Collective Shout, in this 
instance drawing on the narrative of Collective Shout as deceptive [see 6.5]. 

In any event, nuanced and legitimate discussions of the relationships between FoS, censorship, video 

games and payment processors, although certainly observed during this investigation, were 

frequently conducted in parallel to, or otherwise independently from the loudest and most 

influential discussions of Collective Shout that were overwhelmingly abusive. In plenty of other 

instances, the scope for discussions of legitimate concerns were derailed or sabotaged by infusions 

of misogynistic sentiment [see Figure 37]. 

 

Figure 37: This screenshot is of part of a Reddit post criticising Collective Shout for pressuring payment processors during 
ǘƘŜ {ǘŜŀƳκLǘŎƘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǘ όǇƛŎǘǳǊŜŘύ ǘŜƭƭƛƴƎƭȅ ƻǇŜƴǎ ōȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ άŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻŦ мл 
KarensέΦ ΨYŀǊŜƴΩ ƛǎ ŀ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ǘŜǊƳ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ мнΦлΣ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǎƻ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊ ŦǊŀƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ 
with unavoidably misogynistic overtones. 

Even if we assume that the majority of the deliberation related to FoS and Collective Shout was 

never intended to be misogynistic or abusive, the interconnectivity of deliberative environments 

means that anything said in one space can and will be readily exported into other spaces with 

completely different intentions/motivations.  

This was particularly well demonstrated by the anti-Collective Shout petitions that appeared in the 

immediate wake of the Steam/Itch Campaigns. The ostensibly legitimate discussions of FoS and 

concerns about payment processors that began on Reddit also precipitated anti-Collective Shout 

petitions that were then shared on other platforms. It would appear that one of the effects of the 

inter-platform exchange of petition links was a consistent trend of integrating additional denigration 

of Collective Shout with the passage of time. At the very least and probably informed by the public 

ǎǇƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǎŀǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƳƛǎκŘƛǎƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ 

endgame saw Collective Shout promoted to the same category as payment providers. 

The most successful of these petitions was created on 18 July 2025, two days after Steam updated 

its policies, and is titled, Tell MasterCard, Visa & Activist Groups: Stop Controlling What We Can 

Watch, Read or Play. As of 25 November 2025, the petition has attracted 260,869 verified signatures 

[see Figure 38].  
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Figure 38: A screenshot of an anti-Collective Shout petition on change.org. 

Although the petition makes no direct mention of Collective Shout, a post on X by a user who shares 

the same username as the creator of the petition featured a screenshot of a defamation complaint 

made against the petition by Collective Shout [see Figure 39]. 

 

Figure 39: A screenshot of a post on X by what appears to have been the creator of an anti-Collective Shout change.org 
petition. 
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9ȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ŎǊŜŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǳǇŘŀǘŜǎ ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭ ŜŘƛǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ 

redaction was used to preserve the petition following receipt of legal correspondence from 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜǾƛously mentioned by name, the 

ǇŀƎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƭƻƎƻΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜŘ ŀƴ ŀǎǎƻǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦŀƭǎŜ ŀƴŘ 

defamatory claims, including accusations of paedophilia. Those materials have since been replaced, 

and Collective Shout is now referŜƴŎŜŘ ŀǎ άŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎέΦ39 

¢ƘŜ ǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘƛǘƭŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ ά!ŎǘƛǾƛǎǘ DǊƻǳǇǎέΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

as if it was of a similar position of power as transnational payment processors. The explanatory 

material provided with the petition incorporates a variety of the narratives, themes, claims and 

accusations discussed so far, and provides a powerful working example of how these discourses 

were combined by the public, accepted as valid, and then weaponised. The following statements are 

quoted directly from the petition page:40 

1. ά9ƴǘƛǊŜ ƎŜƴǊŜǎ ƻŦ ōƻƻƪǎΣ ƎŀƳŜǎΣ ŦƛƭƳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǊǘǿƻǊƪ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘŜƳƻƴŜǘƛȊŜŘ ƻǊ ŘŜǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳŜŘ 

τ not because they're illegal, but because they offend the personal values of executives or 

ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎέ 

o We know from 3.0 that the specific video games targeted by Collective Shout were 

those which did feature illegal content.  

2. ά¢Ƙƛǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊǊŜŀŎƘ τ ƛǘΩǎ ōƭŀǘŀƴǘ ƘȅǇƻŎǊƛǎȅΦέ 

o This statement is a perfect example of the tu quoque fallacies deployed throughout 

the hostilities against Collective Shout [see 6.2]. 

3. ά{ǘƻǇ ŎŜƴǎƻǊƛƴƎ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŦƛŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǿ ŀƴŘ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦέ 

o Again, the content that was targeted by Collective Shout was illegal in Australia. 

4. άwŜƧŜŎǘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǎǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜ ƳƻǊŀƭ ǇŀƴƛŎ ƻǊ ƳƛǎǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŦƛŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ 

ƘŀǊƳΦέ 

o This demand draws on a distorted perception of the kind we can expect from an 

information ecosystem dominated by the ideas discussed in 6.0. Importantly, the 

reference to moral panics links to the commentary of some public figures and aims 

to convey the impression of authority.41 It also ties in with the treatment of 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǎ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǳƭǘŜǊƛƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǎǇƛŎƛƻǳǎ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 

narratives aimed at belittling or trivialising misogyny. Additionally, the demand 

attempts to assert the false claim that depictions of CSEM, incest and rape do not 

inflict harm. 

5. ά.Ŝ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǘǊŀƴǎǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ǘƘŜƳΦέ 

o Yet again, the narrative of Collective Shout as suspicious is invoked, and it is 

suggested that the offending campaign was somehow not transparent in its 

rationale. 

In addition to demonstrating the extent to which anti-Collective Shout narratives and associated 

mis/disinformation were interwoven through public deliberation, this particular petition also 

 
39 ½ŜǊƻ wȅƻƪƻΣ Ψtŀȅtŀƭ ŀƴŘ wƻōƭƻȄ 5ƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜΩΣ Change.org, 15 Aug, 2025, https://www.change.org/p/tell-

mastercard-visa-activist-groups-stop-controlling-what-we-can-watch-read-or-play/u/33797759. 
40 Ibid. 
41 5ƻƴ {ƘŜƛƭΣ Ψ!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǎǇŀǊƪǎ b{C² ƎŀƳŜ ǘŀƪŜŘƻǿƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀ ŘŜōŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŦǊŜŜ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΩΣ ABC 

News, 3 Aug, 2025, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-08-03/adult-video-games-removed-from-steam-after-
campaign/105597886.  

https://www.change.org/p/tell-mastercard-visa-activist-groups-stop-controlling-what-we-can-watch-read-or-play/u/33797759
https://www.change.org/p/tell-mastercard-visa-activist-groups-stop-controlling-what-we-can-watch-read-or-play/u/33797759
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-08-03/adult-video-games-removed-from-steam-after-campaign/105597886
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2025-08-03/adult-video-games-removed-from-steam-after-campaign/105597886
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ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ȅŜǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

public sphere were almost unavoidably distorted. 

The owner of X, Elon Musk, endorsed the petition (which at the time explicitly named and targeted 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘύ ōȅ ǊŜǇƻǎǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ƻƴ · ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΣ άōǊŀǾƻέ ώǎŜŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ плϐΦ 

 

Figure 40: A screenshot of an anti-Collective Shout Change.org petition reposted by Elon Musk. 

It is notable that an individual in a position of such immense power and wealth chose to amplify 

content that explicitly named and targeted Collective Shout. In the authors' view, this amplification 

materially contributed to the escalation of hostilities directed at the organisation. Regardless of Mr 

aǳǎƪΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙƛǎ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜƳŜƴǘ ƘŀŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘǊƛŀƭ ōȅ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ 

media of Collective Shout is undeniable. It amplified the reach of the petition by an order of 

magnitude and impartŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ aǊ aǳǎƪΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΦ Lǘ 

ōŜŀǊǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ 

domains of the public sphere under his control, as oppositional to Collective Shout.42 

Following such extensive processes of public participation and endorsement, it is hardly surprising 

that Collective Shout was subject to so much abuse.  

 
42 aǊ aǳǎƪΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƻǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘƻǊǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǘƛ-Collective Shout post will have also very likely 

contributed to the amplification of incitement on X to participate in the abuse [see 7.0]. 
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Figure 41: Posted as a comment to Collective Shout Instagram Page. The Collective Shout logo was integrated into a 
ǊŜƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bŀȊƛ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ŦƭŀƎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǾŜȅ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ΨŦŀǎŎƛǎǘΩ ŦƻǊ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ 
ΨŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘŀǊƛŀƴΩ censorship. 

It is worth noting at this juncture that the tactics employed by hostile actors, while ostensibly 

contributing to an aspect of public deliberation, ultimately involved wielding the very weapon that 

was viewed by many as the most fundamental reason for taking umbrage with Collective Shout. It is 

impossible to know with any precision what the distribution of intentions were amongst 

participants, but as a group, the overwhelming submission of anti-Collective Shout materials 

(abusive or not) consistently overwhŜƭƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ 

public deliberation. This resulted in the paradoxical outcome of censoring Collective Shout. In other 

ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǇǳǊǎǳƛǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ unjust 

(i.e., censorship) was answered with censorship. 

 

Figure 42: A Reddit comment on a post expressing their willingness to accept assertions prima facie even in contexts where 
the material posted is lengthy and complex. 

6.7 Wikipedia 

Throughout 2025, the production of content hostile towards Collective Shout involved the 

reproduction of material drawn from Wikipedia articles. Wikipedia is generally perceived to be a 

relatively reliable source for information, but always with the accompanying caveat of the 

importance of checking the sources. Wikipedia is closely monitored by its editors, and has 

implemented increasingly strict measures to prevent the platform from being used as a tool for 

abuse and the spread of mis/disinformation. 

Over the course of 2025, hundreds of edits, updates, expansions, revisions and other changes were 

made to the Collective Shout Wikipedia page. This is not, in and of itself, a problem, or even 

unreasonable. However, many significant changes were made to the Collective Shout page at the 

time of the payment processor campaign. 

 

Figure 43: A screenshot of the edit history to the Collective Shout Wikipedia page, where an editor has temporarily locked 
ǘƘŜ ǇŀƎŜ ŦǊƻƳ ōŜƛƴƎ ŜŘƛǘŜŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ άǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŘƛǎǊǳǇǘƛǾŜ ŜŘƛǘƛƴƎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƛƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀƎŜ 
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protection coincides with the immediate aftermath of Itch.io de-indexing NSFW titles, during which Collective Shout was 
subjected to a period of particularly intense abuse. 

For example, one of the dozens of edits made to the Collective Shout Wikipedia page on 30 July 

2025 includes the following comment as an explanation for an update made to the article: 

άLǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƛǘŜŘ ǊŜƭƛŀōƭŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀǎ 

conservative, so Wikipedia presenting it as such from the first sentence would be [contrary to 

Wikipedia information standards and regulations]. Even Wired describes it as conservative 

ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƘŜŀŘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΧέΩ 

This shows that at a time when the page was receiving, arguably, the most attention from the public, 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǳǎŜǊǎ Ƴŀȅ ƻǊ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ άŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜέ 

organisation. This will also have likely informed Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) processes 

for users relying on RAG-enabled LLMs for information about Collective Shout. 

!ǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŜŘƛǘƻǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘΣ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅƛƴƎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ άŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜέ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ 

supported by available evidence, and this is still an inaccurate characterisation at the time of writing. 

There is nothing controversial about the possibility of Collective Shout being a politically 

conservative organisation, but this misses the point. It would seem that yet another point of origin 

for the proliferation of disinformation about Collective Shout stems from a common failure to 

recognise Collective Shout as a movement rather than as a singular entity. 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ ŀ άƎǊŀǎǎǊƻƻǘǎ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

decentralised approach involving public participation as their primary mechanism for pursuing 

campaign objectives. Collective Shout has a core staff and is governed by a board of directors, but 

ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǿŀǎǘ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ƻƴ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ ƻŦ 

individuals, businesses, and other for and not-for-profit entities. In sum, the resources upon which 

the Collective {Ƙƻǳǘ ²ƛƪƛǇŜŘƛŀ ŜƴǘǊȅ ǊŜƭƛŜǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΣ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ 

staff and leadership alone exercise their power to satisfy their agendas. 

In reality, the social and political outcomes achieved by Collective Shout are more accurately 

attributable to the actions of many actors. For example, the progenitor to the events of 2025, the 

April 2025 campaign to remove No Mercy from Steam, was not a unilateral imposition of power by 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ƻƴ {ǘŜŀƳΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊȅΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎƛƴƎ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

public to email Steam in protest, the creation of an online petition that attracted 70,000 signatories, 

news media participation and re-classification by the Australian Classification board that bƻ aŜǊŎȅΩǎ 

developer removed the game from Steam. 

Despite being a fundamentally unaffiliated (both stated and demonstrated in practice) grassroots 

movement, the Steam and Itch.io controversy of 2025 saw Collective Shout portrayed as if it were a 

small and extremely influential group of lobbyists with defined religious and political 

affiliations/motives. In contrast, the political or religious affiliations of the tens of thousands of 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ No Mercy campaign were not investigated or 

interrogated as relevant aspects of public deliberation. 

9ȄŎƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀǎǎǊƻƻǘǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ 

appears to have been a necessary pre-condition for subsequent attempts to discredit Collective 

Shout as being politically or religiously biased. The diverse range of social, political and religious 

affiliations and preferences of the tens of thousands of individuals who have (and currently still do) 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǳǊǎǳŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƛǎŀƴ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ   
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In sum, the hazard presented by the partial, essentialist and/or erroneous treatment of Collective 

Shout on Wikipedia is that the site is frequently used as foundational informational infrastructure.43 

!ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ²ƛƪƛǇŜŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦŀōǊƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀ ŦŀƭǎŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ŘƛǎƧǳƴŎǘǳǊŜΦ Lƴ ŜǎǎŜƴŎŜΣ 

edits to the Collective Shout Wikipedia page of the kind identified during this investigation feed the 

discursive mechanisms by which Collective Shout was reconstructed as being conspiratorial or 

misleading [see 6.5]. 

Indeed, the difference between how Collective Shout was portrayed on Wikipedia in July compared 

to October of 2025 is dramatic [see Figure 44]. 

 
43 Jurgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry Into a Category of 

Bourgeois Society (trans. T Burger & F Lawrence, Polity Press, MA, 1989), pp. 52-56 & pp. 236-244. 



Page | 55  

 

Figure 44: A side-by-side comparison of summative Wikipedia information panes provided at the start of articles. On the left 
is the Collective Shout information pane as it appeared on July 30 2025, and on the right is the information pane from the 
same page as it appears on 30 October 2025. Differences between the July and October versions are highlighted with red. 

The most significant difference between the way Collective Shout was presented on Wikipedia in 

Wǳƭȅ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ hŎǘƻōŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ άǇǳǊǇƻǎŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴǘƛ-pornography and 

anti-prostitution are not supported with a citation. The citation provided to corroborate the claim 

ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ hItLΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǳƴǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ 

inaccurate information, and which we note has since been removed from the Collective Shout 

Wikipedia bibliography.44 Unsupported inaccuracies in the article include the labelling of Collective 

ǎƘƻǳǘ ŀǎ άŦŀǊ-ǊƛƎƘǘέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎƘƻǳǘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƘŀǾŜΣ άǊŜƭŜŀǎƛƴƎ 

 
44 wƻōƛƴ .ŜŀΣ Ψ5ŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊǎ !ǊŜ tǊƻǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ !ǎ !Řǳƭǘ DŀƳŜ .ŀƴǎ /ƻƳŜ ¢ƻ LƴŘƛŜ {ǘƻǊŜŦǊƻƴǘ LǘŎƘΦƛƻΩΣ Inverse, 25 Jul, 

2025, https://www.inverse.com/gaming/itchio-nsfw-adult-game-ban-steam-developers-players-visa. 

https://www.inverse.com/gaming/itchio-nsfw-adult-game-ban-steam-developers-players-visa
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ǘǊŀƴǎǇƘƻōƛŎ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƳƻǇƘƻōƛŎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǎǘΦέ45 In contrast to this claim, our investigation 

found statements supportive of the LGBTIQ+ community,46 and that references to transpeople were 

in passing and non-derogatory, for example one noted how Sports Illustrated was including more 

diverse models and this included trans models.47  Collective Shout may wish to get legal advice in 

ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǳǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜΦ  {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ άǊŀŘƛŎŀƭ 

ŦŜƳƛƴƛǎƳέ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƻƴ ±ƛŎŜΦ48 This article is now mentioned in the body of the 

current Wikipedia page as part of the discussion of recent controversy, has since been withdrawn by 

Vice, and its author resigned.49 

6.8 Disinformation and Misinformation: Conclusions 

 

Figure 45: Taken from a post on X, this user has accepted the characterisation of Collective Shout advanced by an anti-
Collective Shout social media commentator (MadamSavvy) as valid, which is in and of itself problematic, but also done so 
via the logical ŦŀƭƭŀŎȅ ƻŦ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎƛƭŜƴŎŜΦ ¦ƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ΨǎƛƭŜƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǿŀǎ ŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭƭȅ 
enforced as a result of a combination of technical and social mechanisms that worked to suppress and exclude the 
organisation from engaging in deliberations. 

Although the corruption of the public sphere and general abuse of Collective Shout was, obviously, 

deeply problematic, its significance may have been reduced if Collective Shout had been afforded 

the opportunity to engage with the hostilities. Collective SƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘǊƛŀƭ ōȅ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ 

within a kangaroo court. 

 
45 Ibid. 
46 /ŀƛǘƭƛƴ wƻǇŜǊΣ ά/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ Ŏŀƭƭǎ ƻƴ aƛƴƛǎǘŜǊǎ ǘƻ Ǉŀǎǎ ǳƴƛŦƻǊƳ ƭŀǿǎ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǇ ²ƛŎƪŜŘ /ŀƳǇŜǊǎέΣ Collective 

Shout, 28 October 2018. https://www.collectiveshout.org/collective_shout_wicked_letters_to_mps; Caitlin 
wƻǇŜǊΣ άwŀƛƴōƻǿ ǿŀǎƘƛƴƎΥ [Ŝǎōƛŀƴǎ ŎƻƴŘŜƳƴ IƻƴŜȅ .ƛǊŘŜǘǘŜ ϥtǊƛŘŜϥ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴέΣ Collective Shout, 20 February 
2020. https://www.collectiveshout.org/lesbians_condemn_hb  
47 /ŀƛǘƭƛƴ wƻǇŜǊΣ ά{ǇƻǊǘǎ LƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ {ǿƛƳǎǳƛǘΥ Lǎ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛǾŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎŜƭŜōǊŀǘŜΚέΣ  Collective 

Shout, 30 August 2022. 
https://www.collectiveshout.org/sports_illustrated_swimsuit_is_inclusive_objectification_something_to_cele
brate  
48 !ƴŀ ±ŀƭŜƴǎΣ ΨDǊƻǳǇ .ŜƘƛƴŘ {ǘŜŀƳ /ŜƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇ tƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ IŀǾŜ tƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ !ƭƭƛŜǎ ς And Targeted Popular Games 

²ƛǘƘ hǳǘƭŀƴŘƛǎƘ ŎƭŀƛƳǎΩΣ VICE, 19 Jul, 2025, https://archive.is/x5cGQ. 
49 ¢ŜŘ [ƛǘŎƘŦƛŜƭŘΣ Ψ!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ŀƴǘƛ-porn group claims responsibility for Steam's new censorship rules in victory 

ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ϥǇƻǊƴ ǎƛŎƪ ōǊŀƛƴ ǊƻǘǘŜŘ ǇŜŘƻ ƎŀƳŜǊ ŦŜǘƛǎƘƛǎǘǎϥΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƎŜǘ ǿŜƛǊŘŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǊŜΩΣ PC Gamer, 21 
Jul, 2025, https://www.pcgamer.com/gaming-industry/australian-anti-porn-group-claims-responsibility-for-
steams-new-censorship-rules-in-victory-against-porn-sick-brain-rotted-pedo-gamer-fetishists-and-things-only-
get-weirder-from-there/  

https://www.collectiveshout.org/collective_shout_wicked_letters_to_mps
https://www.collectiveshout.org/lesbians_condemn_hb
https://www.collectiveshout.org/sports_illustrated_swimsuit_is_inclusive_objectification_something_to_celebrate
https://www.collectiveshout.org/sports_illustrated_swimsuit_is_inclusive_objectification_something_to_celebrate
https://archive.is/x5cGQ
https://www.pcgamer.com/gaming-industry/australian-anti-porn-group-claims-responsibility-for-steams-new-censorship-rules-in-victory-against-porn-sick-brain-rotted-pedo-gamer-fetishists-and-things-only-get-weirder-from-there/
https://www.pcgamer.com/gaming-industry/australian-anti-porn-group-claims-responsibility-for-steams-new-censorship-rules-in-victory-against-porn-sick-brain-rotted-pedo-gamer-fetishists-and-things-only-get-weirder-from-there/
https://www.pcgamer.com/gaming-industry/australian-anti-porn-group-claims-responsibility-for-steams-new-censorship-rules-in-victory-against-porn-sick-brain-rotted-pedo-gamer-fetishists-and-things-only-get-weirder-from-there/
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CƛƎǳǊŜ псΥ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƴƻǘŜΩ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ Ǉƻǎǘ ōȅ ŀ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻƴ ·Φ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƴƻǘŜǎ 
function on X appears to have been implemented to serve as a countermeasure to mis/disinformation by empowering 
individuals to submit publicly visible community notes that, if they receive enough endorsements from other users, become 
publicly visible on the posts to which they are addressed . Unfortunately, this approach can very easily be hijacked and used 
to exacerbate the very problem iǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘΦ !ƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƴȅƻƴŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀ ϥŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƴƻǘŜǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊΩΣ 
and the assessment test for determining if a community note should be displayed is based on its popularity among 
contributors (albeit with some attempt to implement a control against echo chambers by requiring consensus between 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊǎ άǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ Ǉŀǎǘ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎέύΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ŀ ǇǊŜǊŜǉǳƛǎƛǘŜ 
ŦƻǊ ŀ άŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέΣ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƻǊǎ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǊŜŀŎƘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦŀƭƭŀŎƛƻǳǎ ΨŎƻƴǎŜƴǎǳǎΩ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ 
ŀǎ ΨƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōƻǾŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΦ 

Narratives portrayed Collective Shout as, variously, suspicious, conspiratorial, manipulative, 

hypocritical, malicious, empowered and absurd. By inviting and inciting global publics to participate 

in the abuse of Collective Shout via social media, hostile actors were able to mobilise considerable 

numbers of participants.  

The overwhelming volume of often contradictory narratives and the perceived absence of reliable 

sources of unbiased information also meant that the production and consumption of 

mis/disinformation over 2025 was a deeply confusing experience for many participants [see Figure 

47]. 
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Figure 47: A screenshot from a discussion on Reddit about the results of the Steam/Itch campaign. 

The production and distribution of mis/disinformation served as a key pillar for the pursuit of 

misogynistic abuse, inflicting harm, undermining the integrity of the public sphere, and contributed 

to the exclusion of Collective Shout from deliberative environments. As a result, it seems likely that 

many participants who were confronted with what was presented as a matter of significance will 

have opted to accept the flawed, biased and/or hostile summaries offered by countless posts to 

social media and in hundreds of YouTube and TikTok videos [see Figure 48]. 

 

Figure 48: A Reddit user requests information about the Collective Shout controversy that is easier to consume than long 
pieces of written material. 

The material in Figure 49 is demonstrative of the extent to which mis/disinformation about 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǿŀǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŦƻǊŜǎƘŀŘƻǿǎΣ 

albeit somewhat ironically, the harm that such participation inflicted. 
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Figure 49: The links to two vocal anti-Collective Shout social media commentators embedded in this post is demonstrative of 
how hostilities against the organisation relied on an elaborate tapestry of discourses, figures, symbols and materials. 
Additionally, the articulated concern with these figures being doxxed was unfounded, but the same could not be said of 
Collective Shout. 
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7 Doxxing and Incitement 
The formidable array of mis/disinformation, narratives, claims and accusations that have been 

examined thus far provided the foundations from which some of the more highly personal and 

individually harmful abusive actions were launched. This marks the point in this report where the 

analysis moves from explaining the motivations and rationales of the hostilities to more of a focus on 

the consequences of the behaviour that was precipitated. For the purposes of this investigation, 

άƛƴŎƛǘŜƳŜƴǘέ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ Ŧƻllows: Action taken by an individual that motivates, encourages, urges 

or otherwise directs others to take part in harmful behaviour.  

hƴŎŜ ŀ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ ŀ ΨƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀǘŜΩ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŘǳǊƛƴƎ ΨǘƘǊŜŀǘΩ ǿŀǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ 

logic of retaliatory action was also legitimised. This process of escalation eventually culminated in 

the doxxing of a former and two current members of the Collective Shout team. The physical home 

addresses of two of these women were revealed to public audiences when detailed lists of personal 

information were collated and published in online repositories and on the anonymous message 

board soyjak. At the time of writing, at least two of those repositories containing doxed information 

were still available online [see Figure 50]. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ рлΥ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ǉƻǎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǊŀƛŘ ǘƘǊŜŀŘ ƻƴ ǎƻȅƧŀƪ ŘŜǾƻǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŀŎƪƛƴƎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ άΩƻȄŜǎέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ΨŘƻȄȄŜŘ 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ǊŜǇƻǎƛǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŘŀŎǘŜŘΦ 

By exposing home addresses, the physical safety of the targets was compromised. The targets 

became vulnerable to physical confrontations (directly or otherwise) with hostile actors, and this 

inflicted considerable anxiety and fear. Doxxing of this kind constitutes cyber-stalking, and is an 

obvious prerequisite to far more extreme harms, such as assault. This invasion of privacy also served 

as proof of concept: Of the immense number of people willing to participate in hostilities online, at 

least some were willing and able to escalate past threats to instead take direct hostile action. This 

also dramatically increased the significance and gravity of the countless threats of murder and sexual 

violence that Collective Shout received [see 8.0], of which all had to now be treated, at least to some 

extent, as credible threats. 

Recommendation 5: Social media platforms, eSafety, and police should develop protocols and 
systems to respond to online abuse campaigns targeting Australian victims. This should include 
support of the victims and engagement between platforms, eSafety, police, and civil society 
organisations able to provide support either to the agencies or to the victims.  

 
The raid threads on soyjak were preceded by, and emerged concurrent with, multiple other 

instances of online incitement, of which all featured the same reliance upon the mis/disinformation 

and associated processes discussed in 6.0. For example, the transgrŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘƛƴƎ ǳƴƧǳǎǘ 

ŎŜƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇέΣ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Cƻ{ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ сΦсΣ ǿŀǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǘƘǊŜŀŘ ƻƴ 

wŜŘŘƛǘ ŘŜǾƻǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƻ άƳŀǎǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘέ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ώǎŜŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ рмϐΦ 
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Figure 51: The OP from an anti-/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ Ǉƻǎǘ ƻƴ wŜŘŘƛǘΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƭƻƎƛŎ ƻŦ ǿƛŜƭŘƛƴƎ άǎǳǇǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴέ ŀǎ ŀ 
ǿŜŀǇƻƴ ǘƻΣ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛōƭȅΣ ŎƻƳōŀǘ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŎŜƴǎƻǊǎƘƛǇΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎǳǇǇǊŜǎǎƛƻƴΩΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀŘ ƛǎ ǘŀƎƎŜŘ ŀǎ 
άŀŎǘƛǾƛǎƳέΦ 

These mass reporting campaigns achieved their desired outcomes insofar as multiple Collective 

Shout accounts and the accounts of individual team members were banned, shadow banned and/or 

suspended as a result. This further evidenced the credibility of all other threats to which Collective 

Shout was subjected, and much like the majority of the incitement, it remained online and 

uncontested by any authorities. It seems likely that the very limited intervention by moderators and 

!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀΩǎ Ŝ{ŀŦŜǘȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛǾŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ 

incitement and subsequent harms were inflicted. 

Indeed, the abundance of rhetoric and narratives hostile towards Collective Shout seems to have 

inspired the idea that online vigilantism is acceptable. For example, we can see in Figure 52 that the 

users propose a plan to try and spam the email accounts of Collective Shout with a revised 

ŎƻƴǘǊŀǊƛŀƴ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ΨhǇŜƴ [ŜǘǘŜǊ ǘƻ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ tǊƻŎŜǎǎƻǊǎΩ ώǎŜŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ рнϐΦ 

 

Figure 52: A comment from a Reddit thread devoted to anti-Collective Shout discussion, in which the user proposes hostile 
actors create pseudo-ǎŀǘƛǊƛŎŀƭ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ƻǇŜƴ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ƛǘ Ŝƴ ƳŀǎǎŜ ŀǎ ǎǇŀƳ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ 
Shout email addresses. 

Similarly, see Figure 53 features a post taken from X, in which the user aims to incite participation in 

volumetric submissions of complaints communications to Mastercard. 
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Figure 53: A post on X inciting users to submit complaints about Collective Shout to payment providers. 

Although the post in Figure 53 does not directly or explicitly call for hostilities against Collective 

Shout, the post is still shot through with indirect incitement. This is because the user explicitly calls 

ƻƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ ǘƻ άǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘέ Collective Shout, and in so doing, ensures 

that any negative consequences that may arise from the side of the payment providers is 

ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ ¢ƘŜ Ǉƻǎǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ƘŀǎƘǘŀƎΣ άǎǘƻǇŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜǎƘƻǳǘέΣ 

ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ άƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ 

ƭƛǾƛƴƎέΦ 

The incitement to inflict harm that took place throughout the abuse of Collective Shout was partially 

enabled by the momentum afforded by an apparently unrelenting commitment by numerous actors 

to keeping the abuse of the organisation topical. For example, several months after the Steam/Itch 

campaign, during which time the organisation was eventually forced to switch some of their social 

media accounts to private, a user on X immediately took notŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǊŜŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ 

the platform [see Figure 54]. 
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Figure 54: The moment Collective Shout switched their X page to public, it was immediately identified, and users were 
implicitly encouraged to re-engage with hostilities against the group. Note how the user tags Collective Shout in the post, 
thus sending a ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘ ŀǎ ΨǿŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŦƛƴƛǎƘŜŘ 
ǿƛǘƘ ȅƻǳΩΦ 

Approximately two months prior to the post featured in Figure 54, users were still regularly 

submitting incendiary statements across social media, of which many featured incitement. For 

example, in Figure 55, the incitement is left more implicit or vague, ŜΦƎΦΣ άώ/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘϐ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ 

ōŜ ŘŜŀƭǘ ǿƛǘƘέΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎΦ 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ ррΥ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŀōōǊŜǾƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ άƴŜƻƴέΣ ǳǎŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀǎ ΨƴŜƻ ƴŀȊƛǎΩΦ 

Similarly, in Figure 56, the user employs language that frames the conflict in pugilistic terms: 

άaŜƭƛƴŘŀ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘ ŀƴŘ [ŀƛƭŀ aƛŎƪŜƭǿŀƛǘ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŦƛƎƘǘέΦ 
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Figure 56: Laila Mickelwait is an American activist who launched a global anti Pornhub campaign which resulted in the 
removal of a significant quantity of illegal content. In this case, it is hypothesised that the X user may have linked Ms 
Mickelwait with Ms Tankard Reist because of their collaboration on a briefing of credit card companies who were, at that 
time, facilitating Pornhub transactions (including for CSEM, non-consensual images, rape videos, videos involving victims of 
human trafficking etc), anŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ aǎ aƛŎƪŜƭǿŀƛǘΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΦ 

Of significance here is the implicit statement that there is a pre-ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǳǇ όƛΦŜΦΣ άǿŜέύ ǿƘƻ 

ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ŜƴŘ ƘƻǎǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ ΨŘŜŦŜŀǘΩ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻƴŜƴǘΥ ά²Ŝ ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴƛǎƘ 

ƛǘέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ǉƻǎǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊtake harmful action against Collective Shout, and 

as such, it cannot be reasonably considered incitement as per the working definition used for this 

report. However, it is important to recognise the role played by posts such as these because of the 

way in which they helped to maintain the momentum of the abuse, normalise participation in the 

ŀōǳǎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŎǳƭǘƛǾŀǘŜ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ άŦƛƴƛǎƘέ ΨǘƘŜ ŦƛƎƘǘΩ ǿŀǎ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜΦ 

In other contexts, hostile actors attempted to incite participation in the abuse of Collective Shout 

much more directly. In Figure 57, a user called on others to produce sexualised renderings of 

Collective Shout staff, but also to then use those materials to conduct yet more abusive activities by 

spamming Collective Shout mailboxes. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ ртΥ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ǉƻǎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ·Φ άwопέ ƛǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ΨwǳƭŜ опΩΣ ǘƘŜ опth of a list of axioms about the internet that 
ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ пŎƘŀƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǇƻǊƴ ƻŦ ƛǘΣ ƴƻ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎέΦ 50 R34 artists typically specialise in the creation of 
animated or drawn pornographic versions of popular culture. 

By January of 2026, users were still posting threats and incitement to X [see Figure 58]. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ руΥ ! ǎŎǊŜŜƴǎƘƻǘ ƻŦ ŀ Ǉƻǎǘ ƻƴ · ŎŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ aǎ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘ ǘƻ ōŜ άYƛǊƪΩŘέΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘΣ άYƛǊƪΩŘέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
murder of the far-ǊƛƎƘǘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ /ƘŀǊƭƛŜ YƛǊƪΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳ ŦƻǊ ΨƪƛƭƭŜŘΩΦ 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ aǎ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘ ΨƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƪƛƭƭŜŘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ǳƴŀƳōƛƎǳƻǳǎƭȅ 

ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƳŜƴŀŎƛƴƎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘŀƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΦ 

Additionally, the commentary was published with the explicit function of signalling a conviction in 

the belief that harm should befall Collective Shout. By this point, some six months after the 

Steam/Itch campaign and in the wake of news media coverage and discussions on public media of 

 
50 Patrick Scolyer-DǊŀȅ нлмпΣ Ψhƴƭȅ ŀ Cƻƻƭ ²ƻǳƭŘ ¢ŀƪŜ !ƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ tƻǎǘŜŘ IŜǊŜ ŀǎ CŀŎǘΥ ǘƘŜ {ƻŎƛƻƭƻƎȅ ƻŦ aŀƭƛŎƛƻǳǎ 

.ŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ hƴƭƛƴŜΩΣ IƻƴƻǳǊǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ [ŀ ¢ǊƻōŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ .ǳƴŘƻƻǊŀΦ 
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the extent to which Collective Shout had already been abused, it seems unlikely that the author of 

the post had any intentions other than to inflict further harm.  

Notably, the post featured in Figure 59 was reported as abuse, but it was found not to be in violation 

ƻŦ ·Ωǎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŘƻǿƴΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǎǘŀŦŦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΣ 

volunteers and friends reported an immense quantity of abusive and/or hostile content as they 

encountered it, but a large proportion of these submissions were rejected [see Figure 59].  

 

Figure 59: An update on a report filed with X concerning an instance of pornographic harassment. The request for the 
removal of a post, which integrated the likeness of a Collective Shout team member into a pornographic scene, was denied 
because the contenǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻǘ ōǊƻƪŜƴ ·Ωǎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΦ 

The rationales provided for why reported content was deemed acceptable varied, but a disjuncture 

between reported content and the definitions of unacceptable behaviour and prohibited materials 

according to the rules and Terms of Service (TOS) on social media platforms quickly became 

apparent.  

The following is material quoted from a reply from X following an unsuccessful request for the post 

in Figure 59 to be taken down: 

IŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ƻƴ ·Σ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎΥ 
 
ǒ Threatening violence against someone or a group of people 
ǒ Celebrating or praising violence 
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ǒ Harassing someone or encouraging people to harass someone 
ǒ Wishing harm on someone 
ǒ Promoting violence, threatening, or harassing people because of their identity (like race 

or gender) 
ǒ Promoting or encouraging suicide or self-harm 
ǒ Images or videos that show sexual violence and assault 
ǒ Child sexual exploitation 
ǒ Threatening or promoting terrorism or violent extremism 

 
This particular instance, given the explicit call for violence, stands out as a peculiar and telling 

indication/symptom of what must be either a technological or a socio-cultural problem. In this 

ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ belief that a specific person, who is tagged 

in the post for additional clarity, should be killed. Therefore, the X post violates at least one if not 

several of the specified definitions of prohibited content on X. Specifically, the post contradicts the 

following: 

1. Threatening violence against someone or a group of people. 
2. Harassing someone or encouraging people to harass someone. 
3. Wishing harm on someone. 

 
If one might be prepared to suggest that the post does not adequately satisfy the first or second 

prohibitive criteria, we are still left with the third. The only logical explanations for why X rejected 

the report are that the platform is relying on an automated assessment system, or that the 

moderation of the platform is being conducted poorly and/or with prejudice.  

Whatever the case may ultimately be, it is clear that many flagship online deliberative environments 

are unable or unwilling to maintain the integrity of their own environments. Other material, such as 

the deepfake AI-generated image-based abuse discussed in 9.0, were similarly reported to X, and 

ǘƘƻǎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜƧŜŎǘŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƛƴ Ǿƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳΩǎ ¢h{Φ 

In this respect, the failure to maintain the integrity of online deliberative spaces has permitted 

explicitly misogynistic materials and tactics to establish a presence. The longer that these behaviours 

are tolerated, the greater the threat to public safety, and the more difficult it will become to retake 

control of the environments.  

At a larger scale, the raid threads on soyjak, which is itself another deliberative environment, 

showcases some of the more extreme and immediate consequences of leaving the public sphere 

unchecked. In Figure 60, a reply-post within a soyjak raid thread summarises the discussion of the 

doxxing and re-iterates the founding logic and justification for the attack. Note the use of the term 

ΨŦƻƛŘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ΨŦŜƳŀƭŜ ƘǳƳŀƴƻƛŘΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ 

misogynistic sentiment towards the subject. The term appears to have originated as an incel cultural 

production, and points to the implicit presence of misogyny. Additionally, this user points specifically 

to the Cuties and associated paedophilia narratives discussed in 6.2, thus demonstrating a direct 

causal relationship between the production and circulation of mis/disinformation about Collective 

Shout and the escalation of harms to which the organisation was exposed. 
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CƛƎǳǊŜ слΥ Ψ.ǊƛƳǎǘƻƴŜΩ ƛǎ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻȅƧŀƪ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΣ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŀƴΣ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅΣ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ōŀŘ 
and/or of low quality. Also, observe how the motivation for action is clearly attributed to the paedophilia narratives 
discussed in 6.2. 

Over time, and particularly after multiple links to repositories of doxed information were posted to 

the thread, the hostilities gained momentum as well as the appearance of validity. That is, the 

plausibility that the attack was justified increased proportionately with the amount of time and 

ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŘƻȄȄƛƴƎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƻƴŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŜŘ 

the legitimacy of the raid shortly after links to the repositories had been posted [see Figure 61]. 

 

Figure 61: Material captured from a Raid thread targeting Collective Shout that was posted on soyjak. Note the explicit 
ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǘƛƳŀŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŜŀƳκLǘŎƘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴΣ άǘƻƻƪ ŀǿŀȅ Ƴȅ ƭƻƭƛ ǊŀǇŜ ǎƛƳǳƭŀǘƻǊǎέΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ 
reframing in the reply-post to preserve a narrative that can support abusive actions. The user has employed a series of 
subcultural tropes to articulate the point, and they translate (roughly) to mean the following: "In sum, this thread is about 
how OP proposes that OP and/or others should dox some obscure women in retaliation for taking away OP's loli rape 
ǎƛƳǳƭŀǘƻǊǎϦΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘ ŀǎ ǎŀǊŎŀǎǘƛŎΦ ά[ƛǘŜǊŀƭ ǿƘƻέ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳōŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǘǊƻǇŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ 
environments to communicate a belittling sentiment that roughlȅ ǘǊŀƴǎƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŜŀƴ ΨǘƘƛǎ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ ƻōǎŎǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ 
ƛƴǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΩΦ 

¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎǎŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ōȅ 

censorship, freedom of speech, or anything to do with video games. Instead, the rationale for the 

attack was explained as justified because the targets, Collective Shout, were paedophiles. 

This claim draws on the narratives discussed in 6.2, where they are here leveraged as a tool to 

portray Collective Shout in a manner more likely to garner support from soyjak users [see Figure 62].  

 

Figure 62: Taken from a soyjak raid thread, the user succinctly states that even if Collective Shout was pursuing 
ǎƻŎƛƻǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƎŜƴŘŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀōƭŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ 
which was determined to be paedophilia. 

It is important to recall that different platforms host different demographics, as well as different 

distributions of sociopolitical preferences. The soyjak raid thread is instructive because it shows how 

hostile actors are able to use the sprawling range of mis/disinformation injected into public 

discourse as a means of presenting Collective Shout in different ways to different audiences to 

achieve different objectives. In turn, this is also a demonstrative example of how damage to the 

integrity of the public sphere facilitates further abuse. When mis/disinformation are universally 

accepted, the scope for radicalising adversaries is practically unlimited. 

¢ƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ŘƛǎǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƛŘ ǘƘǊŜŀŘ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ άǇǊƻƻŦέ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ 

assertions that claimed Collective Shout was composed of paedophiles. The user replied to the calls 
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for verification by pointing back to one of the first posts in the thread, in which a user had provided a 

link to an article on Medium [see Figure 63]. 

 

Figure 63: A screenshot from a soyjak raid thread in which the user articulates the rationale for attacking Collective Shout 
(URL to the Medium article has been redacted). The assertions and claims articulated correspond to the mis/disinformation 
featured in the Medium article, and is infused with some further embellishments such as antisemitism. The user employs a 
number of subcultural linguistic tropes to signal cultural competency and garner the attention and support of other users. 
The use of apostropheǎ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳōŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ǎƻȅƧŀƪΣ ƛΦŜΦΣ άΨǇέ ƳŜŀƴǎ ΨŎƘƛƭŘ ǇƻǊƴƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΩΦ {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 
ǘƘŜ ǘǊƛǇƭŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƘŜǎŜǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ άόόόύύύέύΣ ŀƭǎƻ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ ΨŜŎƘƻΩΣ ƛǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǳōŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ǘǊƻǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǎŜŘ ƻƴ пŎƘŀƴ as 
a means of signalling antisemitic sentiment. 

¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ со ǎƘƻǿŎŀǎŜǎ ǎƻƳŜ ŜƭŀōƻǊŀǘŜŘ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ 

6.0, further enhanced with antisemitic tropes of Jewish conspiracies, all of which is woven together 

by the poster to present the appearance of legitimacy and to justify the activities as part of a larger 

campaign.  

Eventually, after considerable effort was invested by a small number of soyjak users, Collective 

Shout was deemed worthy of abuse, and the community obliged with a doxxing attack. The end 

results were extensive profiles of staff members that included paired usernames and passwords. The 

doxxing of Collective Shout involved the consolidation of personal information about individual 

members of the Collective Shout team, and in so doing, facilitated the exploitation of curated 

profiles. For example, the securitȅ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ōȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ Ŧǳƭƭ 

name, date of birth and current address; in at least two occasions, this combination of information 

was provided.  

Judging by the extensive participation by a smaller number of users in the soyjak raid thread, it 

appears likely that the number of persons who were directly involved in the doxxing of Collective 

Shout was probably very small. One particular user, who earlƛŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀŘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǎǇŀƴ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ 

ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ άŎŀǊǊȅƛƴƎέ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀŘΣ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴǾŜǎǘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ǘƛƳŜ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ 

ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ƳƻƴǘƘǎΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΣ ǿƘƻ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀŘΩǎ htΣ 

spent several weeks ƪŜŜǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀŘ άŀƭƛǾŜέ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōǳƳǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇƭȅ-posts. 

Eventually, this user admitted having reached the limits of their technical expertise, and was seeking 

the assistance of others to continue and expand upon the doxxing efforts the user had begun [see 

Figure 64].  

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ спΥ ! ǎƻȅƧŀƪ ǳǎŜǊ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜǎ ŀ ƘƻǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ ΨŎƘǳŘǎΩ όǳƴǇƭŜŀǎŀƴǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ŀŘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŦŀǊ-right political ideologies) will 
join in on the abusive project advocated by the initial poster of the thread.  

This is a particularly salient example of incitement, because the user explicitly requests that others 

take part in harmful activities. Indeed, the same user replied to numerous comments, and was 

ƛƴǎǘǊǳƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƴ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ΨǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƛŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŀme user went on to directly reply to the 

posts of others with encouragement and clarification [see Figure 65]. 
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Figure 65: One user instructs other users on what to do with the information that was made available to them during the 
ǊŀƛŘΣ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ Ŏŀǳǘƛƻƴ άΧƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ƭŜƎŀƭ ǊƛǎƪέΦ bƻǘŜΥ άȊŀǎέ ǊŜŦŜǊǎ ǘƻ ƻǊŘŜǊƛƴƎ Ǉŀȅ-on-ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ǇƛȊȊŀǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ 
address. 

The same user declines to participate in email spamming because such activities are illegal in that 

ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ōǳǘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǇŀƳ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ 

ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǊŜǇƭƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ άLǘΩǎ ǳǇ ǘƻ ȅƻǳ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿith the information gathered in this 

ǘƘǊŜŀŘέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŎŀƴƴƻǘΣ άƳŀȅōŜ ŀ ŎƘǳŘ51 

ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘΩǎ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŎƻǳƭŘέΦ 

The persistence of the users who sought the participation of the soyjak community is also 

instructive, because it helps to focus on the most likely motivations for the hostilities. Perhaps 

unsurprisingly, and relating back to the analyses throughout this report, it seems probable that the 

participants who took the lead in the doxxing of Collective Shout on soyjak did so because of the 

internalisation of misogynistic discourses. This cannot be conclusively proven, but even if the 

motivations were something different, we can see plenty of evidence of misogyny in the raid thread 

itself, and especially in the materials posted with the doxxed information in online repositories [see 

Figure 66]. 

 
51 Ψ/ƘǳŘΩ ƛǎ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎƻȅƧŀƪ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŦŀǊ-right/alt-right political inclinations. The term is 

a reference to a 1984 Horror film C.H.U.D, (Cannibalistic Humanoid Underground Dwellers) that, although a 
derogatory term, has been appropriated by certain internet subcultural groups (such as soyjak-users). 
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Figure 66: A compilation of comments posted to the online repository folder in which the Collective Shout doxxed 
information was uploaded. The presence of misogynistic sentiment is clear in the explicitly threatening/menacing remarks. 

Collective Shout applied to the Office of the eSafety Commissioner on 29 August 2025 seeking 

assistance with the removal of a raid thread that had been posted to soyjak earlier in the month. The 

application triggered an official investigation by eSafety, and as part of standard legal procedure, 

required that soyjak be served with notice of the actions being undertaken. soyjak received two 

letters from eSafety, and both letters were posted directly to the original raid thread as well as a 

freshly created new thread on a separate board, /news/, which was dedicated to the matter [see 

Figure 67]. 

 

Figure 67: Captured from the OP of the thread on soyjak that was posted to /news/ by a moderator to discuss the site 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊΩǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǇǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀƪŜŘƻǿƴ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ŦǊƻƳ Ŝ{ŀŦŜǘȅΦ 

The notices served by eSafety were received on soyjak with delight, partly because the original raid 

ǘƘǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƛǊŜ ǿŀǎ ΨōǳƳǇŜŘΩ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇŀƎŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǊŜƴŜǿŜŘ 

engagement by users [see Figure 68].  
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CƛƎǳǊŜ суΥ ! ǳǎŜǊ ƻƴ ǎƻȅƧŀƪ ŎŜƭŜōǊŀǘŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƴŜǿŜŘ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƛŘ ǘƘǊŜŀŘ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊŜŘ ōȅ Ŝ{ŀŦŜǘȅΩǎ ƛǎǎǳŜ ƻŦ ŀ 
takedown notice inadvertently gave the deliberations new life. 

The raid thread eventually expired as the community moved on and the thread ceased receiving 

attention, but not before considerable harm had been inflicted. Notably, the posting of the second 

takedown notice in September triggered a renewed commitment to doxxing Collective Shout [see 

Figure 69].  

 

Figure 69: A reply-post to the eSafety notice thread on /news/. Importantly, the individual named at the end of this list had 
left Collective Shout prior to the Steam/Itch campaign. This highlights one of the many hazards of amateur 
ǾƛƎƛƭŀƴǘƛǎƳκΩŀŎǘƛǾƛǎƳΩ conducted without the involvement of authorities or oversight. 

Additionally, the receipt of the second takedown notice also elicited explicitly misogynistic remarks 

[see Figure 70] 
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Figure 70: A screenshot of the second post by the OP in September to the soyjak /news/ thread in which the misogynistic 
ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻŀǊŘǎΩ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜŘΦ 

The escalation from the vilification discussed in 6.0 to individual and direct abuse of Collective Shout 

is a demonstrative example of how determinations made in the public sphere can and will result in 

the actualisation of harm. The impotency of law enforcement, governments and social media 

platforms in preventing the abuse of deliberative environments online indicates the presence of a 

structural problem that is an enduring threat to women, but also to the integrity of the public sphere 

more generally.  
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8 Abusive, Violent and Threatening Messages 
This section examines the violent, menacing and threatening nature of the abusive material that was 

posted online indirectly or sent directly to Collective Shout. Obviously, the harms associated with 

ŘƻȄȄƛƴƎ ŀǊŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŀŎƪǎΩ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƭŜarly felt by the organisation, but it was also 

pursued by a minority of what appears to have been amongst the most extreme of those who 

participated in the abuse. If we locate those who engaged in cybercrime, such as doxxing, at the 

extreme end on a spectrum of harm, then it is instructive to consider the degree of harm that was 

inflicted by the majority of participants.  

When viewed in this way, it is readily apparent that the severity of the abusive conduct of the 

majority of participants was relatively high. This is because a substantial proportion of the abusive 

activities undertaken involved the transmission of materials that were intended to instil fear among 

the Collective Shout team for their personal safety, fear of further reprisal, and/or to inflict 

emotional distress. Of these materials, the majority were also laced with explicitly misogynistic 

sentiment. In any event, the number of unique participants who engaged in this kind of abuse also 

signals a large presence of misogynistic sentiment in online environments that can be agitated into 

taking abusive actions with relative ease. 

Thus, the following examines the abusive communications received by Collective Shout via 

organisation into three categories: 

1. Content designed to engender fear for personal safety. 

2. Content designed to engender fear of an escalation of abuse. 

3. Content designed to inflict emotional distress. 

The third of these categories has obvious overlaps with the first two, but in many cases it seems that 

hostile actors were more motivated by a desire for catharsis than any particular interest in 

controlling or manipulating the behaviour of Collective Shout. Importantly, all three types of 

materials are not only harmful to the recipients, they are also harmful to deliberative environments. 

Collective Shout and its team were the victims of the abuse, but the following examples and analyses 

should be recognised for the additional and broader harms that they represent; as patterns of 

normalised behaviour that is transferable from one online environment to another.  

8.1 Content Designed to Engender Fear for Personal Safety. 

It is important to avoid viewing any particular instance of abuse in isolation from or separate to the 

broader context of the abuse, most particularly in terms of the sheer number of similar messages 

along with the combined effect of all other forms of abuse. For example, in Figure 71, a user sends 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ŀ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ƻƴ LƴǎǘŀƎǊŀƳ ǿŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ άǿŀǘŎƘ ȅƻǳǊ ōŀŎƪέΦ 
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Figure 71: A threatening Instagram message sent to Collective Shout. 

In and of itself, and although rather obviously threatening, the message might not appear to be of 

any particular substance or significance. However, messages like this one (and there were hundreds 

of similarly framed remarks sent to Collective Shout) are far more threatening when considered 

within a context where an anonymous and large group of people have already demonstrated their 

capacity to inflict harm. In this regard, the message corresponds to the lived experiences of the 

target; The Collective Shouǘ ǘŜŀƳ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǇƭŜƴǘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǘƻ ΨǿŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōŀŎƪΩΦ 

As such, messages such as that featured in Figure 72 become much harder to treat as insincere, and 

instead add to a cumulative body of material that all serves to instil fear [see Figure 72]. 

 

Figure 72: A message received via DM to a member of the Collective Shout team. 

Of course, not all the threatening messages received by Collective Shout relied on subtle or implicit 

ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎΦ ! ƭŀǊƎŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǇƻǎǘŜŘ ƻƴ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀŦŦ 

ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǇŀƎŜǎ ŀƭƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ώ{ŜŜ CƛƎǳǊe 72, Figure 73 & Figure 74]. 

 

Figure 73: A threatening message posted to Instagram. 
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Figure 74: A reply to a post by Coralie Alison on X featuring a threat to kill both her and the rest of the Collective Shout 
team. Elliot Rodger was the perpetrator of the infamous 2014 Isla Vista killings at the University of California, Santa 
Barbara, and was responsible for 7 deaths (himself included) and 14 non-lethal casualties. Rodger also left behind a lengthy 
autobiographical manuscript in which he described his hatred of women, interracial couples and racial minorities. This was 
supplemented by a video Rodger uploaded to YouTube midway through his massacre, in which he outlined his motivations, 
and claimed to have been driven to take violent action because of his sexual frustrations and his envy of sexually successful 
men.52 Notably, Elliot Rodger is also bound up with various discourses popular amongst, and inscribed in memes produced 
by, the Incel subculture.53   

In other contexts, such as on 4chan, users were completely free of constraints imposed by 

moderation, and routinely posted violent and threatening comments [see Figure 75] 

 

Figure 75: A comment posted to an anti-Collective Shout thread on 4chan in which the user threatens to stab a member of 
the Collective Shout team. 

Taken together, Collective Shout was confronted with a multitude of messages across a range of 

social media platforms that consistently communicated a desire to inflict physical harm to the 

organisation as well as its individual team members.  

As a result, and despite the organisation's resistance to the hostilities, Collective Shout was 

ŜǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊƘŀǇǎ ƛƴŜǾƛǘŀōƭȅΣ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜǎΩ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ 

For example, a post made to X in August included CollectƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ŀǎ 

 
52 Patrick Scolyer-Gray, Artistic Works of Fiction and Falsehood: An Analysis of the Production and Consumption 

of Knowledge on 4chan (Patrick Scolyer-Gray, 2022), p. 147, ISBN 978-0-6456044-0-5. 
53 Ibid, p. 258.  
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well as a claim to be planning to take violent action. Featured in Figure 76, the post tagged Caitlin 

wƻǇŜǊΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊΦ 

 

Figure 76: This post on X signalled what had quickly become a familiar refrain to Collective Shout in which the organisation 
ǿŀǎ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ 
enhancŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘΩǎ ǎŜǾŜǊƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ŀƴŘ ŀƴȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƘŀǊƳ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ 
nothing to do with Collective Shout who worked in the same building. 

The credibility of the claim is undoubtedly questionable, and one might even be able to interpret the 

ǳƴǇǳƴŎǘǳŀǘŜŘ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŀǊŀƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ όƛΦŜΦΣ άƘŜŀŘ ōǊŀǎǎέύ ŀǎ ǎƻƳŜ 

kind of attempt at humour via absurdity. However, by the time this post was discovered by 

Collective Shout, the organisation had received so many violent threats across a multitude of 

ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇǊŜŎŀǳǘƛƻƴǎΦ Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ 

business address had to be changed to a virtual office. Indeed, the day prior to the post threatening 

an armed expedition to the Collective Shout offices, a Collective Shout staff member received a 

similar threat via a reply-post on X: 

 

Figure 77: Again, the credibility of this post is thrown into question because of the suggestion that one can fly to Australia 
ŀƴŘ ΨǇƛŎƪ ǳǇΩ ŦƛǊŜŀǊƳǎ ό!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀ Ƙŀǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊƛŎǘŜǎǘ Ǝǳƴ ƭŀǿǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘύΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǇƭŀǳǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
someone could fly to Australia for the purposes of inflicting harm with or without the use of firearms. 

In another instance, the organisation also received a bomb threat. 

Every threat is a question of risk, which itself is a calculation based on assessments of the probability 

that the risk will eventuate and the corresponding severity of the consequences that would ensue. In 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭǳǎ ƛnvolved in evaluating the likelihood that any particular 

threat would eventuate was significantly altered by the formidable range of harms that hostile 

actors had demonstrated that they were prepared to inflict. Some of these include: 

1. Engaging in criminal activity such as doxxing [See 7.0]. 
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2. Production and publication of slander, mis/disinformation and innumerable other 

irrational/illogical statements with obviously severe implications [See 6.0]. 

3. Engaging in cyber criminal activity, such as a subscription bombing/DOS attack [See 10.2]. 

4. Creation and publication of deepfake pornography that integrated the Collective Shout 

ǘŜŀƳΩǎ ƭƛƪŜƴŜǎǎ όŀƭǎƻ ŀ ŎǊƛƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǇǊƻǎŜŎǳǘŜŘ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀύ ώ{ŜŜ фΦмϐΦ 

5. Participating in charge-back fraud [See 11.3]. 

These actions provided undeniable evidence to Collective Shout that the hostile actors they faced 

already presented a very real threat to their safety, and even if the severity of the consequences 

thus far had stopped short of a physical altercation, the trajectory of escalation demonstrated that 

this was well within the realms of possibility. 

Such considerations, when applied to the threats received by Collective Shout, greatly increased 

their capacity to instill fear among the intended targets for their personal safety. The extent to which 

these attacks were successful in inflicting the emotional state of fear is less relevant than the way in 

which they created a need. Collective Shout was forced to take actions to protect their personal 

safety because the strategic implications of ignoring such threats carried an objectively intolerable 

degree of risk. At the absolute bare minimum, the abuse involved creating a need for Collective 

{ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ǘƻ maintain a heightened state of vigilance [See Figure 78]. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ туΥ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŜƳŀƛƭ ǿŀǎ ǎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ōƻŀǊŘΣ ǘƘǳǎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊ 
had already consolidated a considerable amount of information about the organisation. 

In addition to being a criminal offence in Australia to use electronic information communications 

ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ όǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ŀ ΨŎŀǊǊƛŀƎŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜΩύ ǘƻ ƳŜƴŀŎŜΣ ƘŀǊŀǎǎ ƻǊ ŎŀǳǎŜ 

offence, the example in Figure 78 is a useful and illustrative example of how hostile actors 

endeavoured to instil fear in Collective Shout. It is impossible to determine the credibility of the 

threat, but it is also nearly impossible to dismiss. Indeed, the allusions to No Mercy is used here as 

another way of articulating a rape threat, and this is paired with explicit claims to knowledge of 

/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǿƘŜǊŜŀōƻǳǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ƛƳƳŜƴǎŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ƛǎ 

also impossible to know the dispositions of that audience. 

Although the majority of people are unlikely to engage in sexual violence, recent research still 

nonetheless shows that, in Australia, roughly 20% of the adult population have perpetrated one or 
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more forms of sexual violence.54 With that in mind, we can also reasonably infer that the 

demographic distribution of the participants in the abuse of Collective Shout, along with their 

psycho-social characteristics, are more likely than not to feature an overrepresentation of anti-social 

ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊŀƭ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎƛŜǎΦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŀǎǎŀƛƭŀƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ ŀƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

they had no way of knowing which, if any, of the people who sent threats like that which is featured 

ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ тф ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŜǊŜ άŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƴŜŀǊέ ώǎŜŜ CƛƎǳǊŜ тфϐΦ 

 

Figure 79: These are screenshots of two comments posted to a Collective Shout post on X. The user, in both cases, tags 
DǊƻƪΣ ·Ωǎ !L ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦ Lƴ ōƻǘƘ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ DǊƻƪ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎ ŎƛǘƛƴƎ ǇǊƛǾŀŎȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ōǳǘ 
the intended message was very clearly communicated. The posts also provided a demonstrative reminder of the very low 
barrier to entry presented by AI tooling, and a couple of examples of how they could be easily weaponised for the purposes 
of locating Collective Shout. 

It would appear that the effect intended by hostile actors was to saturate the lifeworlds of their 

targets with hostilities as part of a broader strategy of achieving submission through brute force. 

That is, the threats individually delivered harm to the extent made possible by the contents of the 

message, but by integrating a decentralised system of participation, the combined impact of 

numerous threats by different anonymous figures served to convey additional meaning. Namely, 

that Collective Shout was not facing one hostile, but many, and crucially, that this large and 

anonymous group of hostile figures were, in effect, everywhere.  

Strategically speaking, this imposes conditions that leave very few options. Practically all of the 

ŜǾŜǊȅŘŀȅ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ǘŜŀƳ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜŘΥ 

especially in light of the doxxing, it was clear that hostile actors knew at least some of their locations 

already, and were presumably equipped to extend that knowledge to incorporate other people and 

their respective locations too. Maintaining a constant state of vigilance across nearly all spaces in 

which one operates is psychologically and emotionally draining, not to mention unsustainable. 

Moreover, the recurring references to friends and family will have multiplied the severity of the 

impact proportionately. 

The threats to personal safety were also regularly inscribed with misogyny, particularly through the 

ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŎǳƴǘέΦ55 The following example of a webform submission to the Collective 

Shout website is archetypal [see Figure 80]. 

 
54 [ŀǳǊŀ 5ƻƘŜǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ /ƘǊƛǎǘƻǇƘŜǊ 5ƻǿƭƛƴƎΣ ΨtŜǊǇŜǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ŜȄǳŀƭ ±ƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ŀ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ {ŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ !Řǳƭǘ 

!ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴǎΩΣ Australian Institute of Criminology Statistical Bulletin 45, 10 Jul, 2024, 
https://www.aic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-
07/sb45_perpetration_of_sexual_violence_in_a_community_sample_of_adult_australians.pdf  
55 Lƴ !ǳǎǘǊŀƭƛŀƴ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨŎǳƴǘΩ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎΣ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƻƳŜ ŀǊŜ 

(paradoxically) positive. However, context is key, and in the context of talking to a woman, about women, and 
especially when the expression is meant to be interpreted as negative, it is safe to assume the term is being 
used as a misogynistic expression aimed at debasing women. 

https://www.aic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-07/sb45_perpetration_of_sexual_violence_in_a_community_sample_of_adult_australians.pdf
https://www.aic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-07/sb45_perpetration_of_sexual_violence_in_a_community_sample_of_adult_australians.pdf
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Figure 80: An abusive and threatening webforms submission made to the Collective Shout website. Observe the 
ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άŎǳƴǘέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǳǎŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘŜŘ 
to belittle the organisaǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŘǾƻŎŀŎȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ŀ ƳŀƴƴŜǊ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ώǎŜŜ сΦпϐΦ 

In other contexts, the misogyny was far more explicitly articulated, such as in the example in Figure 

81. This webform submission integrated a mixture of memes, sociopolitical references and sexist 

narratives to convey an unambiguously misogynistic message. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ умΥ ! ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǿŜōŦƻǊƳ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜƳŜΣ ά/ƘŀŘ ¢ƘǳƴŘŜǊŎƻŎƪέΣ 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ нлмлǎ ƻƴ пŎƘŀƴ ǘƻ ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƻŦ ΨŀƭǇƘŀΩ ŀƴŘ ΨōŜǘŀΩ ƳŀƭŜǎ 
that themselves took hold via the proliferation of the manosphere and incel cultures. The submitted email asserts 
ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴȅ Ǿƛŀ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ΨǇŀǘǊƛŀǊŎƘȅΩ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ 5ƻƴŀƭŘ ¢ǊǳƳǇ όǘƘŜ ΨƳŀƪŜ 
ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴȅ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŀƎŀƛƴΩ ƭƛƴŜ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀ Ǉƭŀȅ ƻƴ ¢ǊǳƳǇΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ǎƭƻƎŀƴΣ ΨƳŀƪŜ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŀƎŀƛƴΩύΦ 

First, the user very clearly makes a threat against the personal safety of Collective Shout with the 

ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άΧƘǳƴǘώƛƴƎϐ Řƻǿƴ ŀƴŘ ƪƛƭƭώƛƴƎϐ ŀƭƭ ȅƻǳ ŦǳŎƪƛƴƎ ŎǳƴǘǎέΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ 

ensures that the threat is interpreted as uniquely and specifically crafted to harm women. The user 

ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ŀǎǎŜǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŀǊŜ ΨǎŜȄ ƻōƧŜŎǘǎΩΣ άǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅέΣ ǘƘŀǘ άŜȄƛǎǘ ǘƻ ǎŜǊǾŜ ƳŜƴέΣ ǘƘǳǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƴƎ 

the target within an extremist iteration of patriarchal rhetoric. The user also makes reference to 

similar ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴƛǎǘ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ сΦл ōȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻƳŜƴ ŀǎ άǿƻǊǘƘƭŜǎǎ ŦǳŎƪ 

ƘƻƭŜǎέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀŎŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘǊŜŀǘǎ ƻŦ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜΣ άL ǿƛƭƭ ǊŀǇŜ ŀƴȅ ǿƻƳŀƴ L ǿŀƴǘέΦ 
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8.2 Content Designed to Engender Fear of an Escalation of Abuse 

The project to cultivate fear within the Collective Shout team for their personal safety was derived 

from the extremely severe harms that were articulated, most notably rape and death threats, which 

were then compounded by systematically eliminating spaces in which Collective Shout could feel 

safe. In this way, hostile actors were able to rely on the actions of a minority to effect further harms 

via a majority. The harmful precedents discussed in 9.1 provided a foundation for further developing 

a concurrent fear of hostile actors as an existential threat. In this way, hostile actors appear to have 

concentrated on engendering fear of what kinds of abuse could manifest, or how the abuse could 

escalate even further. 

 

Figure 82: A post on X aimed at threatening Collective Shout. 

This is evidenced in the many communications sent to Collective Shout that appear to have been 

designed to engender fear within the organisation by focusing less on what the sender was 

personally willing to do, and instead by highlighting the scope of harms that Collective Shout should 

ŜȄǇŜŎǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ aǎ ¢ŀƴƪŀǊŘ wŜƛǎǘΩǎ 

ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΩǎ ǿŜōŦƻǊƳΥ 

Name: No 
Email: no@no.com 
Subject: Knock it off 
Message: People are going to find out where you live if you don't fucking knock it off 

 
The user does not make a threat directly, but instead implies that unless Ms Tankard Reist, and 

presumably Collective Shout more broadly, do not cease their activities (i.e., their transgressions 

against patriarchal power dynamics [see 5.0]) she will be personally targeted. The exact nature of 

ǿƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƛǊŜ ƛŦ ǎŀƛŘ άǇŜƻǇƭŜέ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ άŦƛƴŘ ƻǳǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ώǎƘŜϐ ƭƛǾŜώŘϐέ ƛǎ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘΩǎ 

imagination. 

 

Figure 83: Many indirect threats, such as this Instagram DM to Collective Shout, were quite specific when articulating the 
harm that they expected others would inflict on the organisation. 

In this way, hostile actors leveraged a uniquely flexible tactic for abuse; participants were able to 

distance themselves from the risks of engaging directly in threatening behaviour by instead recycling 

the threats of others. It is unlikely that this logic would, in practice, prevent or assist in a defence 

against prosecution, but the commentary of some users indicates that such concerns were held by at 

least some hostile actors. For example, an anonymous email sent to Collective Shout featured the 

following: 
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άΧ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ǇŀƴŘƻǊŀϥǎ ōƻȄΣ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ƳŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ Ǝƛŀƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŜǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 

better left alone, so for your own sakes before you are in actual real life danger, you are 

messing with 4chan users, and those guys are infamous so consider stopping this whole 

ordeal for your safetyέ ς Emphasis added by the author. 

This relatively lengthy email, after including multiple indirect threats, concluded with a statement 

which was consistent with what appears to have been a common desire amongst hostile actors, 

which was to participate in the abuse, but to avoid exposure to legal consequences:  

άΧL ǿƻƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǿƛǎƘ ȅƻǳ ŘŜŀǘƘ L ǿƛǎƘ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ōŜ ŦƻǊƎƻǘǘŜƴ ƭƛƪŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ȅƻǳ όL 

ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ǘƻ ǎŀȅ ōǳǘ L ƪƛƴŘŀ ŀƳ ǾŜǊȅ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭ ƴƻǘ ǘƻ ōǊŜŀƪ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ŀōǳǎŜ ƭŀǿǎύέΦ 

Similar anxieties about the possible legal consequences of participating in the abuse of Collective 

Shout were also expressed by users in their deliberation over activities such as charge back fraud 

[see Figure 124; see 11.3]. 

In other cases, messages designed to engender fear of an escalation of abuse integrated othering 

ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŀŘ ƘƻŎ άƛƳŀƎƛƴŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘΣ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ 

ǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ .ŜƴŜŘƛŎǘ !ƴŘŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǘƘŜory of national identity:  

άLǘ ƛǎ imagined because the members of even the smallest nation will never know most of 

their fellow-members, meet them, or even hear of them, yet in the minds of each lives the 

ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛƻƴέ56 

Participation in the abuse of Collective Shout appears to have frequently involved a perceived or 

assumed membership of a much larger group of people who shared common values and objectives, 

i.e., hostility towards Collective Shout. The social construction of an abstract, idealised, dynamic and 

ŜǇƘŜƳŜǊŀƭ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǳǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǿƘȅ ƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ 

involved in activities that otherwise would rely on a formalised social structure to function.57  

In essence, it seems that references to the abusive behaviour of others was, in addition to facilitating 

abuse, a means of connecting to the social architecture upon which participants relied. For example, 

we can see in the repeated references to an imaginŜŘ άǿŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜŘ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ упΦ  

 
56 .ŜƴŜŘƛŎǘ !ƴŘŜǊǎƻƴΣ ΨLƳŀƎƛƴŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΥ wŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǇǊŜŀŘ ƻŦ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƳΩΣ The New 

Social Theory Reader (Routledge, 2020), pp. 282-288. 
57 Howard Rheingold, The Virtual Community: Homesteading on the Electronic Frontier, (MIT Press, MA, 2000); 

IƻǿŀǊŘ wƘŜƛƴƎƻƭŘΣ Ψ{ƳŀǊǘ aƻōǎΥ ¢ƘŜ bŜȄǘ {ƻŎƛŀƭ wŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ όtŜǊǎŜǳǎ tǳōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎΣ /ŀƳōǊƛŘƎŜΣ a!Σ нллнύΦ 



Page | 82  

 

Figure 84: A series of comments posted by the same user on X threatening Collective Shout. Note, the author has 
ŎƻƴǎƻƭƛŘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭǎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƛƳŀƎŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǘΩǎ ǘŜȄǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƭŜŦǘ ǳƴŀƭǘŜǊŜŘΦ 

The user is integrated into various articulations of threats that rely upon the cooperation of an 

ǳƴƴŀƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇ όƛΦŜΦΣ άǿŜ ƘŀǾŜέΣ άǿŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƪƴƻǿέύΦ tƻǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 

ƪƛƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƴǾƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛr own membership of the imagined 

community, and it contributes to processes that promote the individualised construction of the 

social group by other people.  

Over time, posts that promoted the actions of other members of this imagined community 

empowered participants with the perception that their actions were supported and/or endorsed. It 

is also possible that these social mechanisms triggered additional psychosocial processes that can 

enable anti-social behaviour, such as deindividuation, but confirmation of this possibility was beyond 

the scope of this investigation. In any event, we can still see how an imagined community informed 

the abuse of Collective Shout, such as in the example featured in Figure 85. 

 

Figure 85: A screenshot from a reply-post on X. Note the tagging of Ms Tankard Reist as well as Collective Shout, as well as 
the presence of incitement and the explicit suggestion that participants use tactics that engender fear. 

Lƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ урΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇƻǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƛǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ 

άƎǳȅǎέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀōǳǎŜΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ 

employs tags to Collective Shout to ensure that the menacing sentiment reaches the intended 

target.  

The role of the imagined community works seamlessly with indirect threats that served to engender 

ŦŜŀǊ ƻŦ ŜǎŎŀƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ усΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎέ ǿƛƭƭ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 

sentiments as the poster, and would, if given the opportunity, participate in the lynching and/or 

pillorying of Collective Shout.  
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CƛƎǳǊŜ усΥ !ƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ŀƭǎƻ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ ΨYŀǊŜƴΩ ƳŜƳŜ ώǎŜŜ мнΦлϐΦ 

Similarly, in Figure 87, a user presents a pseudo-rhetorical question that relies on the assumption 

ǘƘŀǘ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎȅōŜǊ ŀōǳǎŜ ōȅ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅ ƳƛƴŘŜŘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǿŀǎ ƛƴŜǾƛǘŀōƭŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ǘŀƎǎ 

a prominent anti-Collective Shout social media commentator, Madam Savvy, to tap into an existing 

audience of people who the user presumably knew would also share the same views [see Figure 87]. 

 

Figure 87: An indirect threat suggesting that Collective Shout should and will be victims of a cyber attack. 

The imagined community with which participants in the abuse of Collective Shout appear to have 

associated or connected themselves and misogyny regularly overlapped. For example, in Figure 88 

ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǇǊŜǎǳǇǇƻses that there is a group of others 

willing to accommodate/support the endeavour. In this case, the misogyny is inscribed in the 

ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ΨǊŀǇŜ ƳƻŘΩ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǾƛŘŜƻ ƎŀƳŜΣ ŀƭƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΣ 

but also suggesting that the production of further materials that locate rape as the basis for 

entertainment is acceptable or otherwise permissible behaviour [see Figure 88]. 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ ууΥ ! ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘƘǊŜŀǘ ǘƻ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƎǊŀǇŜΩ ŜƳƻƧƛ ŀǎ ŀ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ǎȅƴƻƴȅƳ ŦƻǊ ΨǊŀǇŜΩΦ 

Lƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ уфΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪǎ ŎƻƴǾŜȅǎ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ΨǇŜƻǇƭŜΩ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǎŜŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 

Collective Shout with the intention of combining murder with sexual desecration [see Figure 89]. The 

ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜΣ ƛΦŜΦΣ άŦǳŎƪǎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƻǊǇǎŜǎέΣ ƛǎ ŀ strong indication of misogynistic sentiment 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇƻǳƴŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άŎǳƴǘέΦ 

 

Figure 89: A misogynistic webform submission to the Collective Shout website. 

Similar sentiments are also expressed in Figure 90, but in this case a mixture of themes/narratives 

ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ώǎŜŜ сΦо ϧ сΦпϐ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘΦ IŜǊŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊΩǎ ΨƘƻǇŜǎΩ ŦƻǊ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ όƛΦŜΦΣ 

that they are raped, murdered, and/or killed as a result of septic infection) assumes the existence of 

people with the intentions and means to make these ideas manifest.  
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Figure 90: A screenshot of a webform submission to the Collective Shout website. Note the inclusion of an antisemitic 
ǊŜƳŀǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƳŀƛƭ ŦƛŜƭŘΣ ƛΦŜΦΣ άWŜǿǎ Ŏŀƴ ƪƛǎǎ Ƴȅ ŀǎǎέΦ Lǘ ǎŜŜƳǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǎǘ ǿƻǊŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀ ƳƛǎǎǇŜƭƭƛƴg of 
ΨǿƘƻǊŜΩΦ 

A very similar assumption about the existence of hostile actors is embedded in the message featured 

in Figure 91, but this example features additional archetypal signifiers of misogynistic sentiments, 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ άōƛǘŎƘέΦ 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ фмΥ ! ǳǎŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴǎ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǳƴŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ άŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎέ Ǿƛŀ ŀ 5a ƻƴ CŀŎŜōƻƻƪΦ 

Imagined community is deployed by participants in Figure 92 where a user on X contributed to the 

cultivation of a fear of escalation by referencing the slogan of the hacktivist group, Anonymous [see 

Figure 92]. 
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Figure 92: A reply to a Collective Shout post on X by Caitlin Roper that aims to convey menacing sentiment by implying that 
she has been targeted by the hacktivist group Anonymous. 

.ȅ ƛƴǾƻƪƛƴƎ !ƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǎǘƛƭŜ ŀŎǘƻǊ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƛƴŦƻǊŎŜ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {ƘƻǳǘΩǎ 

perception of being situated in an adversarial position against a large, decentralised and capable 

enemy. Threats like that which is featured in Figure 92 were reinforced further still when other 

hostile actors made similar references to Anonymous [see Figure 93]. 

 

Figure 93: A DM sent to Collective Shout on Instagram. 

In Figure 93, the user has implicated the hacktivist group in an ultimatum: Either Collective Shout 

must cease their pursuit of campaign objectives, or the organisation will be targeted and suppressed 

via cyber attacks launched by Anonymous. Importantly, we have no way of evaluating the credibility 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƘǊŜŀǘΦ hƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ !ƴƻƴȅƳƻǳǎΩ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ƘŀŎƪǘƛǾƛǎǘ ŎŀƳǇŀƛƎƴǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

decentralised and structureless, yet nonetheless efficacious, execution of harassment campaigns. 

Cloaked in strategic ambiguity, Anonymous deliberately promotes the appearance of being everyone 

and no one.  

8.3 Content Designed to Inflict Emotional Distress. 

The majority of abusive messages sent or addressed to Collective Shout appear to have been 

intended to serve the sole purpose of inflicting some kind of emotional distress. In this respect, one 

will clearly see that a very large proportion of all the content discussed in this report performed the 

function of inflicting emotional distress, but it is still important to examine them as their own 

category of abusive conduct. Apart from the opportunity to further explore the variety of abuse to 

which Collective Shout was exposed, the materials communicated to the organisation that focussed 

on eliciting a negative emotional response provides uniquely valuable insights into the 

narrative/rhetorical tactics hostile actors assumed would be the most effective. 
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The results of this investigation concluded that the majority of communication that appears to have 

been designed primarily to elicit a negative emotional response involved a focus on violence and/or 

misogyny. This might seem like a superficial observation, but when considered within the broader 

context of other abusive campaigns carried out within the public sphere over time, it is important to 

note that the focus of the abuse is usually less violent and consistently less gendered. For example, 

the abuse of environmentalist organisations or anti-racial discrimination groups involve similar 

tactics, but with less violence or recourse to misogyny. In short, the significance of the dominant 

themes in the abuse of Collective Shout lies in the overrepresentation of gendered and violent 

themes, of which both appear to be directly attributable to the fact that Collective Shout is 

composed of women. 

For example, violence is regularly articulated as a part of online abuse, but the focus on sexual 

violence appears to be overwhelmingly reserved for female targets. There was also a clear and 

recurring pattern of sexual violence throughout the data examined during this investigation, and this 

aligns with the overarching and unifying theme of misogyny that is consistent across nearly all the 

abuse [see Figure 94].  

 

Figure 94: A remarkably violent comment posted as a reply to a Collective Shout post on X. Note the layers of misogyny 
ŜƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜΩǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛōƭȅ ƛǊƻƴƛŎ ǘǿƛǎǘ ƻŦ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǘŜŀƳ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘe 
production of pornography. 

Figure 95 features a particularly extreme example of sexual violence that integrates very clear 

ǎƛƎƴŀƭǎ ƻŦ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ ǎŜƴǘƛƳŜƴǘ όƛΦŜΦΣ άŀ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƘƻƭŜǎέύΦ 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ фрΥ !ƴ ŀōǳǎƛǾŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ /ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ {Ƙƻǳǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƳŜŘƛŀ ǇƻǎǘΦ bƻǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨϪΩ ǘƻ ǘŀƎ aǎ 
Tankard Reist. 

Messages like that which is featured in Figure 95 appear to have been designed to engender a 

negative emotional response that is exclusive to females. The author of the post uses a particularly 

degrading and dehumanising depiction of women as nothing more than orifices for male sexual 

gratification, but then pairs this with an expressed desire to penetrate them with machetes.  
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In this respect, the emotional responses that this message can elicit are inherently and categorically 

ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ŀ ŦŜƳŀƭŜΩǎ 

capacity to imagine what it would feel like to have a long, heavy, broad-ōƭŀŘŜŘ ƪƴƛŦŜ άǎƘƻǾŜŘέ ƛƴǘƻ 

their vagina will necessarily exceed that of a male. The experiential insights afforded by the lived 

experiences of having a vagina, of being a woman, are very difficult (if not impossible) to replicate 

amongst a population that do not have access to the same qualia. As a result, the emotional impact 

of depictions of violence such as the genital mutilation in Figure 95 is comparatively blunted for male 

audiences. Similar (but not identical) principles apply to remarks that involved rape [see Figure 96] 

as well as commentary concerning reproductive functions exclusive to females (i.e., menstruation, 

pregnancy and child birth) [see 6.0]. 

 

Figure 96: An abusive message sent to Collective Shout that includes a reference to rape (coded via the use of the word 
ΨƎǊŀǇŜύΦ 

Indeed, comments and messages such as that which is featured in Figure 97 were clearly intended to 

elicit a negative emotional reaction that tapped very specifically into female (i.e., gendered) 

experiences.  

 

Figure 97: An abusive and misogynistic DM sent to Collective Shout. 

Lƴ CƛƎǳǊŜ фтΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ƛǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜȄƛǎǘ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴȅ ǿƻƳŀƴ ǿƘƻ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ 

had children must, as a result, be miserable. This is reiterated at the conclusion of the message with 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŜŘ ǊŜƳŜŘȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΩǎ ǇǊŜǎǳƳŜŘ ǳƴƘŀǇǇƛƴŜǎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎǇŜƴŘ άƳƻǊŜ ǘƛƳŜ 

ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅέΦ wŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƻ ŦŜǊǘƛƭƛǘȅ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ƛƴ сΦл ƛǎ ŘŜǇƭƻȅŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ Ǿƛŀ 

άōŀǊǊŜƴ ǿƻƳōŜŘ ŎǳƴǘέΦ aŜǎǎŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƪƛƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŎƻƳǇŜƭƭƛƴƎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƛǎƻƎȅƴƛǎǘƛŎ 

sentiment held by the participants in the abuse, but also provides some insight into their 

motivations. 

This is because the communicative purpose/function of abusive messages varied. Some were 

intended to carry threats, instill feelings of fear, humiliation, anger etc. In most cases, we can infer 

that the actions of hostile actors were informed by motivations such as the desire to express anger 

or contribute towards the broader resistance against the presumed undue and unjust influence of 

Collective Shout [see 7.2]. However, the motivation for including materials such as references to 

being childless or infertile can only be explained by a corresponding desire to inflict the emotional 

harms that such materials can elicit. In other words, there is no way to explain why these kinds of 
































































































