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Abstract

The ascent of digital media has enabled women to broadly disseminate feminist ideas
and challenge dominant gender ideologies, significantly shaping contemporary
feminism. This study examines the counter-discourses produced by participants in the
Greek website A, mpa?, and explores how elements of postfeminism, as well as the
site’s construction as a ‘safe space’, influence such discursive productions. Focusing
on the concept of interdiscursivity, | adopt a Feminist Critical Discourse Analysis
perspective to analyse online popular discursive resistance to hegemonic notions of

gender.

Two main overarching discourses found to be operating within the context of
the website are feminist discourses and ‘middle ground’ discourses. The latter is an
original type of discourse, suggesting an equidistant position between feminism and
anti-feminism. As an effect of the contradictory nature of postfeminism, ‘middle
ground’ discourses trigger the articulation of feminist discourses, which contest the
postfeminist individualising language of ‘middle ground’, anti-feminist, and gendered
discourses. The competing relationship between feminist and ‘middle ground’
discourses is further demonstrated in cases of administrative intervention to reinforce
the website’s safety. Crucially, it is participants’ supportive exchange of personal
experiences that establishes A, mpa? as a feminist safe space, in which relationships
of bonding and, ultimately, feminist identities are developed. | argue that the case of
the Greek website of A, mpa? confirms the transformative potential of feminist

Internet.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In recent years and against the backdrop of the ascent of digital platforms and social
media, the affordances of the Internet have given women unprecedented opportunities
for broadly disseminating feminist ideas, shaping new modes of discourse about
gender-based forms of inequity, and constructing expressive outlets to share personal
accounts of oppression, which are connected to systematic forms of injustice
(Pruchniewska & Duffy, 2017; Jackson, 2018; Vickery & Everbach, 2018, among
others). The incentive for the present study has been my interest in the ways in which
users of the Internet, particularly women,! involved in online public deliberation
position themselves alongside gender ideologies and negotiate gendered/sexist
discourses, by articulating counter-discourses, which, in turn, give rise to alternative

subject positions (Sunderland, 2004).

Women are considered to have a history of using media, popular culture, and
the Internet as tools of engaging with feminist practices, such as feminist activism
(Harris, 2010). Contemporary online feminism, enabled by the advances in digital
technologies, has taken new directions, from blogs (Keller, 2016), hashtags (Dixon,
2014; Vickery & Everbach, 2018), to social media, such as Tumblr (Connell, 2013)
and Facebook (Bates, 2017), and mobile phone apps (Rentschler, 2014). These ‘new
directions’ in feminism, facilitated by digital media, could be considered the fourth
wave, which, according to Munro (2013: 23), is fulfilled by the emergence of ‘a “call-

out” culture, in which sexism or misogyny can be ‘“called out” and challenged’.

1 Although | am aware of the fact that the Internet allows people to choose the identity they project,
including that relating to gender, through personal communication with the administrator, | know that
she and the majority of the members/participants in the site are, in fact women. Therefore, it is
reasonable to assume that the discourse I analyse in my work is mainly produced by women.



Rather than the overt, institutionally sanctioned injustice experienced by women in
the past, the focus of contemporary online feminism is the more subtle forms of
sexism today. For instance, female users of digital platforms share their personal
stories of microaggressions that come up in their daily social interactions,
discrimination in the workplace, or an imbalance of housework duties (Place, 2017),
thus contributing to the larger feminist project by bringing into the public sphere their
lived reality and challenging normative assumptions about everyday female

experiences (Pruchniewska & Duffy, 2017).

This revival of feminism through digital media can be situated within a
broader popularisation of feminism in the media (Jackson, 2018: 34). The increased
visibility of feminism wields an adjustability which seemingly allows for ‘just about
everything’ to be ‘(re)signified as a feminist issue’ (Gill, 2016: 619). This cultural
‘cool’ of feminism established by mainstream and digital media, termed postfeminism
(Gill, 2007; 2016; Gill & Scharff, 2011), is said to complicate and trivialise the
feminist terrain, through an individualising language of choice, rights, and freedom
(Jackson, 2018). Because of this, contemporary feminism and its digital
manifestations have been critiqued on the basis of their focus on individual
empowerment, instead of larger scale change, due to their co-optation by
neoliberalism, within which feminism is packaged as a commodity (Cullen & Fischer,
2014; Jackson, 2018). Nevertheless, the significance of contemporary online
feminism is difficult to overstate, which is why women’s engagement with feminism
through digital platforms has been a focus of recent research in both local and global

contexts (Baer, 2016; Matos, 2017; Pruchniewska & Duffy, 2017; Flores et al., 2018).

In October, 2017, the revival of feminism was marked by the fall of

Hollywood mogul Harvey Weinstein, charged and fired for decades of sexual abuse.
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What followed was a torrent of accusations against multiple high-profile men in the
media, politics, and other industries, ranging from inappropriate behaviour to forced
sexual misconduct to rape. This resulted in the creation of the #MeToo movement,
which spread virally as a hashtag on Twitter, and demonstrated the prevalence of
sexual assault and harassment in the workplace. The movement received great
coverage by the media worldwide and opened a widespread discussion on subjects
that feminists have long considered as legitimate sources of concern, both in offline

and online contexts.

The effect of the #MeToo movement inevitably spread on the Greek web.
Digital platforms with explicit or implicit feminist allegiances might have been
developing transnationally for quite a few years now, but on the Greek web, it is only
recently that users have been motivated to confront gendered discourses and
collectively construct spaces to that end. For instance, in 2014 approximately, a Greek
Facebook page, titled Nau, ioou pisoydviye (‘Yes, you’re a misogynist’), was created,
to shed light on issues of everyday sexism and misogyny both offline (from the
workplace and the streets to mainstream media) and online (instances of trolling and
flaming against feminists and women, in general). Other online initiatives (i.e.
Kamena Soutien, Fyllo Sykis, which later became To Mov) existed before the Yes,
you're a misogynist page, but they did not quite have the reach and impact that the
latter did. However, multiple cyber-attacks were launched against Yes, you're a
misogynist, leading to its removal from Facebook more than once and suggesting the
proliferation of a hegemonic, antagonistic anti-feminist culture, which targets digital

platforms with explicit feminist allegiances.

Notwithstanding, the cultural context had changed globally, which is possibly

why in May, 2018, the A, mpa? website, the research focus of my study, was launched
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by the Greek free press online newspaper LIFO. What is interesting about A, mpa? is
that it started off as a daily advice column in the digital version of LIFO; the
columnist answered and posted anonymous questions she received, while readers
were encouraged to share their insight in the comments section. This gradually led to
the creation of an online community of ‘regular’ users, the majority of whom were
apparently women, who discussed issues relevant to the questions and answers.
Interestingly, the content of the column became distinctly feminist. This community
of participants in the column eventually consolidated into a website, launched as ‘a
site that speaks to women’. The column occupies a separate thread, but the contents of
the rest of the site’s sections are co-produced by the administrator, the team behind
the site, and its readers/commenters. The latter, in particular, are invited to publish
their own texts and share their personal stories/experiences. What all those stories
have in common is that they regard issues of gender, sexism, privilege, difference,
and access, thus connecting the personal with the political, as the popular feminist

slogan suggests.

My interest in this particular website stems from my personal involvement
with it as a reader, from its ‘column days’, when I first became aware of a bottom-up
formation of a community created by women of all ages, engaging substantively with
feminist issues — albeit in a much less direct way than within typical feminist

platforms.

As | mentioned above, research on feminist digital media has focused on
digital platforms which are labelled as feminist and/or activism-oriented, while, to my
knowledge, no such studies exist regarding the Greek web. As a result, niche virtual
communities, like the community of the Greek website A, mpa?, and their users’

practices are under-researched, as they are usually classified as either banal or trivial.
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My study attempts to fill these gaps, by discussing the case of A, mpa? as a digital
‘safe space’, that is a platform for making personal accounts of oppression more

salient, for sharing knowledge, and for building solidarity among women.

In my study, | explore the ways in which, through posts and comments,
participants in the website draw upon feminist discourses to resist what Sunderland
(2004) calls ‘damaging discourses’ (See section 2.1), to refer to hegemonic gendered
discourses. Moreover, | look into how such discursive productions are influenced by
both the broader postfeminist cultural context and, on a local level, by administrative
work to construct the website as a ‘safe space’. My study poses the following research

questions:

1. What, if any, alternative, counter-discourses are articulated by the participants in A,

mpa?, in relation to hegemonic gendered discourses?

2. How are these discourses influenced by postfeminist culture (i.e., the current
developments in the condition of womanhood, as shaped by neoliberalism and
postmodernism)? More specifically, which elements of postfeminism are transferred

into the participants’ discursive productions?

3. How do the moderators’ technological and discursive practices to establish and

ensure the website’s safety affect the discourses produced by participants?

The present study is situated within a cultural context characterised by
contradictory elements, i.e. the increased visibility of feminism, postfeminism, and
anti-feminism, and conducted from a feminist Critical Discourse Analysis
perspective, which examines the ways in which gender ideology and power relations

get reproduced, negotiated, and contested in popular discourse, with a focus on social



transformation (Lazar, 2007). The broader aim of this study is to contribute to the
growing body of research on feminist sociolinguistics and feminist digital media, by
advancing our knowledge, theorisation, and understanding of feminist and gender

ideologies vis-a-vis popular talk on the web, particularly the Greek web.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

This chapter presents some key terms and theoretical concepts which relate to the
research questions guiding the study. In the first section, I review Sunderland’s (2004)
work on damaging discourses, linking it to Faludi’s (1991) discussion of anti-feminist
backlash American women faced in the 1980s, and contemporary conceptualisations
of backlash, as shaped by digital platforms and reified in the emergence of the Men’s
Rights Movement (Jordan, 2016; Hodapp, 2017). Discursive resistance to such
discourses has been termed ‘linguistic intervention’ (Sunderland, 2004). Although I
am particularly interested in alternative discourses premised in feminism, my study is
informed by all these discussions, as | am aware of the fact that normative
assumptions about gender and anti-feminism, which are pervasive in offline contexts,

are transferred and reproduced in online contexts, as well.

In the second section, | discuss the term postfeminism and its main features,
contextualising popular talk on gender and feminist discourse produced by lay
audiences online within postfeminist culture. In the third section, | address literature
on digital discourse more broadly, particularly with regard to its relation to identity
construction, focusing on the potential of online contexts to shape subjectivities and
produce alternative content. The fourth section specifically refers to feminism in
online contexts. In the fifth section, | extend my discussion to the concept of safe
space online, focusing on virtual communities created by women with feminist
sensibilities to counter hegemonic representations of gender, through debate and

exchange of personal experiences.



2.1 Damaging discourses and linguistic intervention

Feminist approaches to language see discourse as the main locus for the construction
and contestation of gendered and sexist meanings (Sunderland, 2004). Sexist
language, as discussed by Spender (1980), has attracted less attention, since it is
believed that a given word’s meaning always varies in context and cannot, therefore,
be seen as straightforwardly ‘sexist’ (Sunderland, 2004: 192). According to
Sunderland (2004: 193), discourses, through their mediation of social practices and
understandings, have the potential to do broad damage. By ‘damage’, she refers to the
ways in which discourse can bias thought, restricting individuals’ ‘identities’ and
‘inner workings’, as well as perpetuating stereotypes and sexist beliefs, which
permeate personal and social relations, institutions and social structures (2004: 194).
From both a feminist and discourse perspective, the damaging potential of a given

discourse must be relevant to more than just an individual (Sunderland, 2004: 196).

Even though ‘damaging discourses’ refers to hegemonic gendered discourses,
we can perhaps draw a parallel between such discursive representations and backlash
(Faludi, 1991), as the movement (and discourse) against Second Wave feminism has
been termed. By backlash, Faludi describes the anti-feminist movement developed in
the 1980s in the U.S., whose central argument was that feminist advances were, in
fact, responsible for women’s unhappiness. Feminism was seen to promote
materialism over moral values and as seeking to dismantle the traditional familial
support system, as a result. By taking a regressive and negative stance against
women’s rights, backlash proponents defended a prevailing order, despite seeing

themselves as social outcasts, rather than guardians of the status quo (Faludi, 1991).



The Second Wave of feminism might be arguably a thing of the past, however,
backlash is not. Contemporary backlash is seen to be reified in the rise of the Men’s
Rights Movement (Jordan, 2016; Hodapp, 2017). The movement was created online
as a platform for individuals who believe the world is currently going through a “crisis
of masculinity’, which feminism is primarily responsible for. Feminism is, thus, seen
as the predominant contributor to male oppression, a view which is supported by
Men’s Rights groups’ core principles; contemporary society is seen as gynocentric,
based on male sacrifice and the placement of women on a pedestal, and feminism is
seen as misandry (hatred of males) and as an oppressive force, a threat to men
(Hodapp, 2017). Jordan (2016) draws a distinction between anti-feminist backlash,
i.e. the complete rejection of feminism, and the acknowledgment of the achievements
of earlier feminist movements, i.e. the endorsement of gender equality, on the one
hand, and the claim that modern feminism is obsolete and unnecessary (see section

2.2).

Nevertheless, it is precisely the innumerability and diversity of discourses
which allow for the discursive undermining of authority and power (Fairclough, 2001;
Sunderland, 2004: 30). This diversity means that discourses should not be considered
in isolation, but rather as parts of orders or networks, i.e. discourses being co-
articulated and operating alongside. The concept of interdiscursivity is thus central to
this study. Interdiscursivity refers to the co-articulation of different discourses and
genres in the same text (Jgrgensen & Phillips, 2002). This property of discourse is
seen as key to both discourse change and social progress, encouraging a rethinking of
text meanings (Sunderland, 2004). In the case of damaging discourses, for instance,
whereas some individuals might be damaged, others will recognise them for what

they are, resist them, and become empowered in the process (Sunderland, 2004: 194).



The possibility of change is recognised and strived for by feminism. If
gendered discourses can and do damage, the feminist project entails attempting to
redress this, through contestation of the existing social order via language
(Sunderland, 2004). Sunderland calls this sort of contestation ‘linguistic intervention’,
i.e. the articulation of ‘counter-discourses’, which, according to Fairclough (2001:
235), ‘put at risk by what happens in actual interactions’ and, thus, have the potential
to ‘disturb’ hegemonic discourses. Intervention in discourse can occur as: |i.
deconstruction of discourses through meta-discoursal critique, ii. principled,
intentional non-use of discourses seen as damaging, iii. principled, non-
confrontational use of discourses seen as non-damaging, iv. principled,
confrontational use of discourses seen as non-damaging, v. facilitated group
discoursal intervention by people other than feminists and discourse analysts, and vi.
‘rediscursivisation’ (i.e. rethinking and rearticulating a text using a different

discourse) (Sunderland, 2004).

Even though my preferred terms for the present study are hegemonic
discourses of gender/gendered discourses and counter-/alternative discourses, since
they are generally used more frequently throughout literature, I find that Sunderland’s
respective ‘damaging discourses’ and ‘linguistic intervention’ are synonymous. Her
work on the contestation of gendered discourses through linguistic intervention is,
thus, relevant to my study on the discursive resistance to gendered discourses in
popular talk on the web. Finally, even though my main focus is on counter-discourses,
| am aware of the fact that said discourses, arguably feminist in terms of their content,

can be contested by backlash discourses (Lazar, 2005: 17).

2.2 Postfeminism
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Gill (2007) has argued that postfeminism is one of the most important terms in the
lexicon of feminist cultural analysis. However, there is no consensus among scholars
over its meaning. Broadly, the term is used in different ways in the literature. It can be
used to signify an epistemological break within feminism, that is, the ‘intersection of
feminism with a number of anti-foundationalist movements, such as postmodernism,
poststructuralism, and postcolonialism’ (Brooks, 1997: 1). It can also refer to the
historical shift after the height of Second Wave feminism, characterised by the idea
that feminism is a thing of the past, its ‘pastness’ either mourned or celebrated
(Tasker & Negra, 2007). A third way in which the term is used is to describe the
backlash against feminism, i.c. the idea that feminism is responsible for women’s
unhappiness (Faludi, 1991), an idea premised on fears about the collapse of

hegemonic masculinity (Whelehan, 2000).

Gill (2007) argued that postfeminism can be thought of as a ‘sensibility’
shaped by the values of neoliberalism and contemporary consumer culture and made
up by the following elements. These include a shift from the objectification in the
representations of women to their subjectification; women are portrayed as active,
desiring sexual subjects, instead of submissive and passive objects; the recast of the
body, shaped through consumer choices, as a key site of identity, power, and control
(Phipps, 2014), which creates a tension between the body as a locus of empowerment
and the body as a site of control, through practices of self-surveillance and discipline
(Gill & Scharff, 2011; Baer, 2016); an emphasis on individualism, choice, and
empowerment; a makeover paradigm; and the reassertion of natural sex differences
(Gill, 2007; Gill & Scharff, 2011). Drawing on McRobbie’s (2004) work, Gill (2007)
argues that postfeminist culture is characterised by a doing and an undoing of
feminism. According to Gill & Scharff (2011), this ‘double entanglement’

11



(McRobbie, 2004) of postfeminism (feminism both taken into account and
repudiated) indicates that it should not be seen as merely backlash, a view supported
by Jordan (2016), who distinguishes between the two, in her discussion of Men’s
Rights Groups in the U.K. Overall, contemporary feminism is seen as being co-opted,

de-politicised, and distracted by neoliberalism (Cullen & Fischer, 2014).

All of the above illustrate the pluralistic and contradictory nature of
postfeminism (Mills, 1998; Gill & Scharff, 2011; Adriaens & Van Bauwel, 2014).
According to Fairclough (2001), contradictions are potentially emancipatory, enabling
the production of competing, oppositional discourses. Billig et al. (1988), agreeing
with Fairclough, also see contradictions, in the form of ideological dilemmas, as
productive. Along the same lines, Sunderland (2007) argues that contradictions,
inherent in postfeminism, are manifested in contradictory discourses, co-existing with
each other. Her view of postfeminist discourse, however, differs from the one
suggested by Gill (2007) and McRobbie (2004), in that postfeminist discourses are
seen as competing with traditional gendered discourses and co-existing with ‘a critical
anti-sexist discourse and a feminist discourse of agency and self-value’ (Sunderland,

2007: 218).

The present study adopts the view of postfeminism as fraught with
contradictions, thus agreeing with Gill & Scharff (2011) and Sunderland (2007), but it
is sceptic towards the confluence of contemporary feminism with neoliberalism,
which has been seen as eliciting a form of nostalgia for earlier forms of feminism
(Cullen & Fischer, 2014). Contrary to accounts such as McRobbie’s (2009) rather
dismal claim concerning the lack of a popular public feminist discourse available for
women to challenge and disrupt their ‘postfeminist pathologies’, I regard the website

of A, mpa? as functioning within, but not fully constrained by, the contemporary
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postfeminist context. Agreeing with Sunderland (2007), | also argue in favour of the
emancipatory potential of contradictions inherent in postfeminism, as they might
culminate or appear in counter-hegemonic discourses, which aim at destabilising

normative roles and rendering gendered discourses unsustainable.

2.3 Digital discourse and identity

In the last decades, the Internet has been a significant domain of research in
sociolinguistics, with a focus on media practices that aim to construct identities (e.g.
Papacharissi, 2011; Georgakopoulou, 2013; Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich,
2014; Bolander & Locher, 2015; Georgalou, 2016, among others). Research in
discourse analysis sees identity work as an essentially discursive and relational
process, that is, as socially constructed (Gee, 2011; Garcés-Conejos Blitvich, 2018;
Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich, 2019; Vasquez & Sayers China, 2019).
Throughout the relevant literature, aspects of the Internet, such as anonymity,
disembodiment, and deindividuation, have been emphasised and explained in terms of
their appeal to users. Besides that, deindividuated contexts are seen as conducive to
the positioning of individuals as members of relevant social categories (Bucholtz &
Hall, 2005; De Fina, Schiffrin, & Bamberg, 2006; Glnthner, 2007; Bou-Franch &
Garcés-Conejos Blitvich, 2019). According to the Social Identity Model of
Deindividuation Effects (Reicher et al., 1995), the loss of self-awareness in
deindividuated environments accentuates the salience of the social, rather than
individual, identity. This agrees with new media scholars’ view of the Internet as a
form of participatory culture (Shirky, 2010), where communities are formed through

ideas and language (Lehdonvirta, 2010).
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Moreover, the Internet has been studied in terms of its potential to provide
spaces for alternative content, allowing the publicity and recognition of concerns that
might otherwise remain peripheral or invisible (Warf & Grimes, 1997; Sassen, 2002;
Matos, 2017). Sassen (2002: 382), in particular, suggested that the Internet can
‘facilitate the emergence of new types of political subjects’, which lie outside the
formal political system. Agreeing with Sassen, Chouliaraki (2010) and Bou-Franch
(2013) point out that Internet data reveal the stances and positionings of ordinary
citizens, who are afforded the opportunity to express their views and contribute to the
public sphere. The Internet can, thus, be an important resource for studies linking

discourse and identity.

In this study, I draw on Matos (2017) and Sassen’s (2002) work to examine
the A, mpa? website as an example of an online space for alternative content, one that
is distinct from the majority of the sites labelled as ‘women’s sites’. | address the way
the medium’s affordances appeal to participants, who engage in practices of
anonymous self-disclosure, for instance, and who are offered the opportunity to
produce alternative discourses, often overlooked by mainstream media. Research on
the discursive construction of identity in interaction, finally, has built a foundation for
my analysis of the grassroots discursive practices of participants in A, mpa?, through

which they construct feminist identities.

2.4 Digital feminism

As noted above, the overarching aim of this study is to contribute to the body of
research in the fields of new media sociolinguistics and Internet feminist studies, by

analysing the discourse of the participants in a Greek feminist-oriented website.
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Despite the growing body of research on digital counter-discourses in online
communities of women with feminist sensibilities, to my knowledge, there is a gap in
the literature concerning the contemporary Greek context. | attempt to fill that gap by
looking into the discursive realisations of feminist concerns, as they become subjects
of local struggle, situated within transnational feminisms, amid the context of
postfeminism debates. This section reviews some relevant literature on feminist
online spaces and the discussion is extended to digital safe spaces, their features and

the implications of establishing and maintaining safety online.

The range of theories on the relationship between feminism and digital culture
has been termed cyberfeminism. These theoretical perspectives, which have been
developed in an important area for feminists and social scientists, are focused around
the way women make use of new technologies for empowerment and for the
articulation of discourses in favour of gender equality (Matos, 2017). As Orgad
(2005) puts it, cyberfeminism refers to women’s worldwide networking through their
different experiences with technology, to create their own spaces of resistance in
between the patriarchal structures of the Internet. Another, more radical approach to
cyberfeminism is the one suggested by Haraway’s (1991) notion of cyborg politics.
She describes a genderless utopia in the web, which can be achieved through the
ideological interruption of the ongoing attempts of dominant discourses to explain the

world in a ‘common language’ (Haraway, 1991: 164, cited in Koerber, 2001).

The recent revival of feminist movements and gender politics on the Internet,
mainly evidenced by feminists’ use of Twitter to draw attention to gender-based
forms of inequity (Cole, 2015), culminated in the rise of #MeToo, in October, 2017.

As a movement against sexual harassment and sexual assault, #MeToo became viral
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internationally, making clear that digital platforms can be identified as stakeholders
with the power to achieve social transformation (Vickery & Everbach, 2018), by
shaping new modes of discourse about sexism and gender and ultimately altering and

shaping feminism in the 21% century (Baer, 2016).

Despite the fact that certain aspects of digital culture have been found to
perpetuate sexism (Marwick & Miller, 2014), research has shown that the Internet
allows women to publish online and debate issues of concern, by creating online
spaces and communities. Matos (2017) has pointed out that such spaces can be
significant in shaping perceptions and identities, as they provide opportunities for
critical debate and for articulation of counter-discourses, which go against normative
representations of gender. Others (Harris, 2008; Shaw, 2013; Connelly, 2015; Kanali,
2015; Shorey, 2015; Jackson, 2018; Vésquez & Sayers China, 2019) have also
stressed that the Internet comprises a familiar, readily accessible resource for feminist
‘world’ building through self-expression, allowing women and girls to take alternative
subject positions, counter hegemonic, gendered discourses, and build solidarity.
According to Retallack et al. (2016), this bonding enables participants in online
communities to confront ‘postfeminist pathologies’ (McRobbie, 2009), at a moment
when, in the West, feminism has become associated with women’s lifestyles and
liberty to shop (Matos, 2017). Contrary to populist mass media, online, it is women
who have control of (their) representation, deciding whether and how their experience

will be depicted publicly (Orgad, 2005).

This view on the significance of digital platforms in the revival of feminism
and the opportunities for activism and political organization that they provide is not
shared by everyone, of course. Whether this reinvigoration of digital feminism is

leading to wide-reaching change is a matter of debate (Munro, 2013). Both Matos
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(2017) and Orgad (2005), for instance, observe that there are certain constraints in the
transformative potential of online spaces for alternative content, and these either
regard the fact that discussions in such spaces are not totally immune from the
prejudices that exist within society (Matos, 2017) or relate to particular affordances,
such as anonymity, which might result in the privatisation of the experience and its
subsequent separation from the public political agenda (Orgad, 2005). Razer (2013)
dismisses digital feminism altogether, seeing it merely as an expression of neoliberal
hyper-individualism. As Singh (2017) has stated, however, digital feminism may as
well be viewed as an appropriate and effective response to neoliberalism and, it might
be added, negative aspects associated with postfeminism, rather than as their (partial)
product. While I do not wish to idealise digital feminism, I nevertheless believe that it
should not be dismissed as simply a manifestation of the influence of neoliberalism
and/or as a byproduct of a postfeminist ‘sensibility’ (Gill, 2007). In agreement with
Singh (2017), I maintain that feminism online differs from previous forms of political

engagement, in that it offers new ways of inserting feminism into the public sphere.

2.5 Safe spaces

The notion of ‘safe space’ appears frequently in the literature on digital feminism.
Feminist safe spaces are defined as ‘subaltern counterpublic spheres’ or ‘parallel
discursive arenas’, where participants invent and circulate counter-discourses, which
permit them to formulate oppositional interpretations of their identities (Fraser, 1992:
67). Alternatively, feminist safe spaces are accessible discursive spaces, in which

women develop feminist identities and alternative feminist histories through personal
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reflections and interactions with one another, forming a ‘networked counterpublic’

(Keller, 2016: 80).

The discursive construction of identity within the context of a feminist safe
space is achieved mainly through women’s personal storytelling and interaction with
one another (Clark-Parsons, 2018: 2135). In these contexts, participants are invited to
speak freely, without any judgment, and share personal stories of navigating ‘unsafe’
space, either online or offline, thus creating a discursive boundary around the website
as a safe space, formed in contrast and in relief to damaging discourses (Rentschler,
2014; Clark-Parsons, 2018). Thus, these digital spaces can be seen as accomplishing
the slogan ‘the personal is political’, by means of connecting individual women’s

personal stories to larger narratives of inequality.

In online contexts constructed as safe spaces, open discussion is encouraged so
long as members respect one another’s personal authority and emotional wellbeing,
echoing politics of validation and care (Rentschler, 2014). Safe spaces online are,
therefore, collectively constructed, and, since they depend both on what is expressed
and on how those who are present listen to and respond (Brownlie, 2018), they are
seen as ‘relational work’, that is, as constantly unfolding social processes rather than
as sites with structures which pre-exist participants’ interactions (Clark-Parsons,

2018).

It can be inferred, then, that maintaining a safe space online might become
problematic without constant moderation and self-reflexivity (Clark-Parsons, 2018).
This is mainly done by moderators, who, through their technological affordances and
discursive practices, encourage discussion, while also protecting members from

certain types of content (Rentschler, 2014). On their part, participants also negotiate
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with available technology, as well as its limitations, to produce and enforce particular
notions of safety (Clark-Parsons, 2018). While online communities constructed as
safe spaces might rely on the assumption that members share a common set of
expectations for what a safe space looks like, these expectations tend to come to light
only when conflicts arise (Rentschler, 2014; Clark-Parsons, 2018). A paradox is, thus,
created: safe spaces are simultaneously open to and limiting of discourse, which
points to their always incomplete nature (Rentschler, 2014; Clark-Parsons, 2018). By
virtue of being online sites and as a result of their fluid and incomplete nature, the
absolute safety of spaces cannot be ensured; boundaries both maintain and undermine

a space’s safety (Brownlie, 2018; Clark-Parsons, 2018).

The features of safe spaces on the Internet, as outlined throughout literature,
appear in the A, mpa? website, which this study examines. In effect, in several
instances, the administrator explicitly refers to the website as a ‘safe space’. To that
end, | analyse the implications of online safe spaces’ paradoxical nature as they

appear in A, mpa? participants’ discursive productions.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This chapter presents the methodological framework that was employed to conduct
the analysis, aiming to comply with the objectives of this study, namely, the analysis
of the alternative discourses produced in opposition to hegemonic, gendered
discourses, by the A, mpa? participants. The chapter is divided into three sections. In
the first section, | describe the data this study examines from the website. In the
second, | discuss the approach of feminist Critical Discourse Analysis and how it
applies to my own research. In the third section, | describe the procedure | followed in

conducting this study.

3.1 Data

The data for this study include:

e 23 articles posted in the website by its readers or by the site’s contributors,

e 16 question — answer pairs, copied from the Dear A, mpa... advice column,
which currently occupies a separate thread in the website, in which readers
send their questions to the administrator, who then responds and publishes
them, and

e an overall of 820 comments posted under both the articles and the Q&A posts.

Data collection was guided by searching for five hashtags, which, to my

knowledge, are chosen by the moderators of the site, even in the cases of readers’ own
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submissions. The hashtags opted for were: #FEMINISM, #SEXISM, #MISOGYNY,
#PATRIARCHY, and #SEXUAL HARASSMENT. In searching for these hashtags,
my rationale was that | do not impose my own beliefs on the dataset, but consider the
moderators’ choices instead. This means that, while I adopt a feminist perspective, |
am mindful of the critique against Critical Discourse Analysis, concerning the
partiality of its methods (Widdowson, 2004). The interpretations of lay participants

are, therefore, taken into account.

Nevertheless, hashtag selection was not arbitrary; rather, it stemmed from both
my perspective and my research questions. The premise of this study has been that the
participants in the website, regardless of their orientation towards feminism, i.e.
whether they self-identify as feminists or not, do address issues which are central to
feminism. It seems reasonable, then, that the selected hashtags refer to topics directly
associated to feminism, in an attempt to address the research questions as
exhaustively as possible. Besides, the posts and Q&A pairs that appeared under those
hashtags were among the most viewed/discussed ones, which | confirmed after

personally contacting the administrator.

It has to be said that the posts and/or Q&A pairs do not exclusively address the
topics suggested by the particular hashtags. On the contrary, each post and Q&A pair
was tagged under multiple hashtags, which accounted for many different topics.
Finally, it must be noted that, due to the semantic proximity of the words that
functioned as hashtags, it was sometimes the case that the same post would appear in
more than one out of the five hashtags selected. This was not, however, considered to

be a problem, as every hashtag was adequately represented in the dataset.
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The selection criteria for which particular posts and Q&A pairs were chosen
for analysis were the number of comments and the appeal each item received.
Specifically, selected were only posts and Q&A pairs which a. received over 15
comments and, b. had been ‘trending’ (had been viewed and shared multiple times
after they were published), as indicated by the number of views and shares each item

had received. This aimed at ensuring the representativeness of the dataset.

It must be noted here that the articulation of counter-discourses is not
exclusively observed in the posts/comments that comprise my data set, i.e. posts that
are closely associated with feminist issues, as suggested by the hashtags they are
posted under. For instance, the #MOTHERHOOD hashtag includes posts (and
comments) in which resistance to gendered discourses of motherhood does occur, as
well. However, my option is justified by the fact that the selected hashtags were

directly related to the specific research objectives of the study.

3.2 Feminist Critical Discourse Analysis as Analytical Stance

The analysis adopts a feminist Critical Discourse Analysis perspective, as it aims at
examining the ‘complex, subtle, and sometimes not so subtle ways in which
frequently taken-for-granted gendered assumptions and power asymmetries get
discursively produced, sustained, negotiated, and contested in specific communities
and discourse contexts’ (Lazar, 2014: 182). Specifically, the analysis explores gender
ideologies and social identity processes vis-a-vis popular talk on the web (Bou-Franch
& Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2014), in which dominant ideologies are contested. The
focus on popular talk on feminist issues, in particular, is premised on an attempt to

‘dissolve the dichotomisation between academic feminism, associated with “theory”,
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and grassroots feminism, associated with “practice”” (Lazar, 2007: 146). Feminist
CDA is, finally, particularly interested on the discourse of postfeminism (Lazar,

2004), which is important for the present study as well.

As a critical perspective, feminist Critical Discourse Analysis has developed
as an intersection of Critical Discourse Analysis and feminist studies; the key features
of CDA are i) the focus on the relationship between language and power, and ii) a
commitment to critiquing and transforming the role of language in the creation and
maintenance of inequitable social relations (Fairclough, 1993, 1995). Feminist CDA,
then, is interested in the ways in which gender ideology and gendered power relations
get reproduced, negotiated, and contested in representations of social practices and in

people’s social identities in texts and talk (Lazar, 2007: 150).

Therefore, while impartiality is sought for during the process of data
collection, the present study does not pretend to adopt a neutral stance. According to
Lazar (2007: 146), addressing critics of CDA, who see it as lacking in ‘objectivity’
and ‘scientificity’ (Widdowson, 1995), the feminist position raises as problematic the
notion of scientific neutrality itself, as ‘failing to recognise that all knowledge is

socially and historically constructed and valuationally based’ (Lazar, 2007: 146).

The foci of analysis in this study include the contextual cohesion of the texts
under examination, choices in lexis and topic, the contents of discourse, propositional
structures, argumentation, implication, and subject positioning. Therefore, the
analysis is not only about what is said (contents), but also about how it is said
(discursive realisations in text). As Jaworski and Coupland (1999, cited in
Sunderland, 2004) point out, several discourses may be apparent within a text. This

has been termed interdiscursivity, and it is important for this study, as well.
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Interdiscursive analysis (Fairclough, 1992), that is, the analysis of the interactions
among discourses within particular texts, is influenced by Bakhtin’s (1981) ideas of
heteroglossia and the dialogicality of texts. The ‘multivoicedness’ (Talbot, 1995;
Sunderland, 2004) of texts indexes social and cultural changes within contemporary,
postfeminist society and contributes to the ‘form(ul)ation of complex, hybrid

identities’ (Lazar, 2007: 152).

3.3 Procedure

The analytical procedure followed was a close reading of the data set under
examination, in order to identify the discourses articulated by the participants of the
website, and differentiate them in terms of stance (Sunderland, 2004: 27).
Identification of a discourse requires its provisional recognition and looking into its
linguistic features. The procedure | followed was guided by Sunderland’s (2004: 46)
proposed process of discourse identification and discourse naming, which is done
‘conceptually, using the distinction between “descriptive” discourses and
“interpretive” discourses, and formally’. My focus is on interpretive discourses, which
refer to either substance (i.e. a ‘feminist’ discourse) or how one discourse relates to

others (i.e. hegemonic discourse, counter-discourse).

Conceptually, discourses were provisionally identified by the systematicity of
the ideas, opinions, and concepts (Mills, 1997), as distinct ways of ‘seeing the world’.
This means that a certain degree of repetition (Fairclough, 2003) of linguistic features,
such as lexical choice and modality, and concepts (contextual cohesion) was required

for a discourse to be ‘recognisable’ as such. Linguistic features, both ‘presences’ and
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‘absences’ (i.e. what possibilities do/do not appear), as well as the producers’ explicit
or implicit evaluations of ideas, knowledge, beliefs, and practices — what Walsh
(2002: 39) calls “affinity with or distance from the ideas of represented subjects’ —
were carefully examined in the process of discourse provisional and interpretive

identification.

Formally, identified discourses were also named according to Sunderland’s
(2004) proposed patterns for discourse naming. One pattern is ‘adjective + discourse’,
which can be used for interpretive discourses — a feminist discourse and a
psychoanalytical discourse, for instance. This pattern can be also used to indicate
relationships between discourses (i.e. a hegemonic discourse), and what a discourse
may be seen to do (functionally achieve) (i.e. an ‘empowering’ discourse). Another
pattern is the ‘a Discourse of + (abstract) noun’ (i.e. a Discourse of ‘personal choice’),
to indicate substance. Lastly, another pattern is the use of a specially created phrase
preceding discourse (i.e. ‘Gender similarities’ discourse), for lack of a better, briefer
name. This naming pattern may require explanation on the part of the analyst, as the
name might not be self-explanatory. Scare quotes are used to emphasise the

discourses’ interpretive nature.

Finally, as Sunderland (2004: 47) points out, discourse naming from an
interpretive and critical perspective is not a neutral activity. Therefore, it is important
for the analyst to be explicit in her documentation (e.g. that a feminist perspective is

adopted), and reflexive about her analytical and naming practices.
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Chapter 4: Findings

The results of the qualitative analysis of the data set, comprising posts made by both
the administrator and members, question — answer pairs from the Dear A, mpa...
column/section, and comments posted by members under both the posts and the

column, are presented in this chapter.

In the data set under examination, participants produced discourses in the
discussion of the following central topics: sexual assault, sexual harassment, consent,
and rape culture. Other topics included gender stereotypes, (internalized) misogyny,
male privilege and abuse of power, sexist humour, body positivity, menstruation, and
pornography; these are all areas of interest for contemporary transnational feminism,

marked by the emergence of the #MeToo movement.

The analysis revealed that the majority of the discourses produced by
participants in the A, mpa? website were alternative, feminist discourses, as a means
of contesting hegemonic gendered ones. However, it was also discovered that anti-
feminist discourses (backlash) were also produced, a finding which was not initially
expected, but which, nonetheless, confirms that sexist ideologies that largely pervade
society are reproduced within the Internet; at the same time, the Internet can sustain
‘counterhegemonic’ discourses, which challenge such ideologies (Warf & Grimes,
1997: 260). Interestingly, another type of discourse was also identified, which
contested both feminist and anti-feminist discourses, thus confirming Gill’s (2007)
and McRobbie’s (2009) claim about the contradictory nature and the ‘double

entanglement’ of postfeminism (see section 5.4).

Overall, four main types of interpretive discourses were identified:

26



(a) General discourses

(b) Feminist discourses

(¢) ‘Middle ground’ discourses

(d) Backlash

General discourses appear across the entire data set, but the rest of the
discourses appear in particular sections. Specifically, feminist discourses are
articulated in every post and every answer in the question — answer column that are
posted by the administrator. ‘Middle ground’ discourses and backlash largely appear
in the comments sections of the website, while, in some instances, traces of them can

be identified in other posts, in which such discourses are critiqued by the poster.

According to Fairclough (2001: 233), ‘any text is a link in a chain of texts,
reacting to, drawing in, and transforming other texts’, which leads to the production of
‘hybrid” discourses, and interdiscursivity. Interdiscursivity can be described as ‘the
complex, interdependent configuration of discursive formations’ (Fairclough, 1992:
68), and refers to relationships of dominance/marginality, mutual support, opposition,
foreground/background, and hierarchy, between discourses. Interdiscursivity appears
in the data set under examination, as well; general, feminist, ‘middle ground’, and
backlash discourses are seen to overarch other discourses, which are linked,
networked, and constituting ‘orders of discourse’ (a term adapted from Foucault, in
Sunderland, 2004). It has to be said that the identified discourses constitute a partial
set; analysts from different social groups or those who adopt a different perspective
than the feminist one this study adopts could have identified other discourses, or

evaluated differently the ones spotted here (cf. Sunderland, 2004).
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4.1 General discourses

By general discourses, | refer to the discourses which participants draw upon
regardless of their stance toward the topic of discussion. In that sense, these
discourses are seen as having a certain degree of flexibility, as participants draw upon
them to elaborate their points or to support their arguments. The rest of the main
discourses identified, in contrast, do relate to particular stances, or ideological

positions. General discourses are presented in the following table.

Table 1. General discourses

« A discourse of ‘personal choice’ « A medical discourse
o A ‘battle’ discourse « A biology/nature discourse
« A psychoanalytical discourse « A marketing discourse

Some of these discourses may overlap (e.g. a medical discourse and a
biology/nature discourse). The flexibility of those discourses is demonstrated by the
fact that a medical discourse, for instance, can be linked to a feminist discourse about
rape victims, to justify their response to assault (‘freezing’, i.e. physical inability to
react/fight). However, it can also be drawn upon by participants with a hegemonic
view of sexual assault, according to which the instinctive bodily response to assault is

‘fight or flight’, to discredit the claims of victims who ‘froze’.

4.2 Feminist discourses

By feminist discourses, | refer to the discourses articulated from an anti-sexist, anti-
patriarchal ideological position. | see these discourses as alternative, or counter-
discourses, as they compete with hegemonic gendered discourses (Sunderland, 2004).
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In the process of identification and naming of feminist discourses, | tried to mirror
Sunderland’s (2004) and other already documented gendered discourses, when
possible. Some of the discourses in this category are complementary. For instance, an
academic feminist discourse and an activist discourse are often co-articulated and
mutually support each other and other feminist discourses, in participants’
posts/comments. Feminist discourses are also seen to be produced as counter-
discourses to ‘middle ground’ discourses, and backlash. The feminist discourses

identified are presented in the table below:

Table 2. Feminist discourses

e Academic feminism discourse e Discourse of ‘body positivity’

e Activist discourse e Discourse of ‘female sexuality’

e Discourse of ‘hegemony of e Discourse of ‘sisterhood’
patriarchy’ e Discourse of ‘safe space’

e Discourse of ‘cost of patriarchy’ e Discourse of ‘consent’

e ‘Patriarchal double standards and e Discourse of ‘speaking out’
contradictions’ discourse e <Critique  of  postfeminism’

e Discourse of ‘social construct’ discourse

e ‘Gender similarities’ discourse e Discourse of a ‘new era’

e Discourse of ‘necessity of e ‘Power as responsibility’
feminism’ discourse

e ‘Consciousness-raising’ discourse e ‘Body vs. mind’ discourse
or ‘Learnability of feminism’ e Discourse of ‘equality’
discourse e Discourse of ‘struggle’

e Empowering discourse

4.3 ‘Middle ground’ discourses

This category describes an overall anti-sexist discourse, which, however, criticises the
perceived ‘excesses’ of contemporary feminism. These discourses can be interpreted
in the context of the larger sociopolitical discursive struggle over gender equality and

persisting hegemonic gender ideologies.
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Table 3. ‘Middle ground’ discourses

o Discourse of ‘excessiveness of

contemporary feminism’

o Discourse of ‘commodification of

contemporary feminism’
o Discourse of ‘harmed cause’

‘Contemporary  feminism  is
victimising women’ discourse
Discourse of ‘ideal victim’® —
Discourse of ‘rape culture’
‘Middle ground between

o ‘Not everything needs to be feminism and misogyny’
politicised’ discourse discourse
o Discourse of ‘personal ‘Women should not be so
responsibility’ sensitive’ discourse
Liberal discourse of ‘free speech’
4.4 Backlash

Backlash is a term borrowed by Faludi (1991), to describe the anti-feminist discourse,

according to which feminism is responsible for women’s unhappiness. Discourses of

backlash identified in the data set under examination are presented in the following

table.

Table 4. Discourses of backlash

o ‘There is no patriarchy’ discourse
o ‘Equality now achieved’

discourse

e ‘Gender differences’ discourse
o Discourse of the Men’s Rights

Movement
o ‘Psychologising’ discourse

‘Egalitarian’ discourse

Discourse of ‘personal choice’
‘Corruptive  late  modernity’
discourse

Discourse of ‘morality’
Anti-liberalism discourse
Discourse of ‘victim blaming’

The analysis conducted and the discourse identification process that followed

brings to light the discursive tensions that exist within the context of a feminist-

oriented website, in cases when topics of interest to contemporary feminism are

subjects of debate. Indeed, feminism seems to be a highly contested subject. More

specifically, three ideological positions become salient: a feminist perspective, a

sceptical, middle ground approach towards feminism, and an anti-feminist view. The




various discourses that fall under the four, overarching, types of discourses, are
related to each other in complex ways. It has to be mentioned that, contrary to what
the term ‘ideological position” would suggest, traces of different discourses,
belonging to different overarching discourses, might appear in a single comment or
post. This might be obvious in the case of feminist discourses and ‘middle ground’
discourses, since they are both premised on an anti-sexist perspective, but it is less
obvious in the case of competing discourses, such as feminist discourses and backlash.
However, this is justified by the nature of my data set, which comprises comments
posted in the context of online polylogues, with interlocutors engaging in debate and

argumentative processes.

In the following chapter, | am presenting a discussion of my analysis informed
by FCDA on the ways that participants in the online community of A, mpa?
discursively challenge gendered discourses. In compliance with the objectives of this
study, my discussion focuses on the feminist and ‘middle ground’ discourses most
frequently articulated, in relation to postfeminism and to the website’s discursive
construction of safety. Even though general discourses and backlash were identified,
as well, they fall beyond the scope of this research, therefore, they will only be
discussed in terms of their interdiscursive links to feminist and ‘middle’ ground

discourses and not separately.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

In this chapter, 1 am discussing the discourses produced and/or drawn upon from an
anti-sexist perspective, namely, feminist and ‘middle ground’ discourses. Due to
space and time limitations, | am presenting the ones which are recurrent within my
data set, omitting those which are infrequent. | suggest that feminist discourses
constitute counter (or alternative) discourses, since they are articulated from a
counter-hegemonic, feminist standpoint, whereas ‘middle ground’ discourses
challenge feminist discourses, suggesting an equidistant position between feminism

and anti-feminism.

In the first section of this chapter, I analyse an introductory post written by the
administrator a few days after the site was launched. This post and its accompanying
comments become the starting point of my analysis, because they reveal the emerging
tensions within the context of the site, which might be seen as foundation for the
articulation of two distinct types of discourses; feminist discourses and ‘middle
ground’ discourses relate to two essentially competing ideological positions,
circulating in A, mpa? from the very beginning of the site. Feminist and ‘middle
ground’ discourses are analysed in the second and third section, respectively, with
particular emphasis on the effect of postfeminism and the website’s status as a ‘safe
space’ in their re/production. In the final section of this chapter, | further discuss my
findings against the backdrop of the existing literature, as a way of responding to my

research questions.
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5.1 Introduction: “Why A, mpa? is a site that speaks to women”

A few days after A, mpa? was launched, the website’s administrator posted an article

to explain and justify its promotional line as ‘a site that speaks to women’. While

some readers applauded the website’s explicit ‘female turn’, others reacted negatively

and criticised

it, worrying that the perceived ‘gender-neutral’ tone of the column,

which they saw as its biggest strength, would be compromised. In response to such

criticisms, the administrator posted an article, from which the following extract is

drawn:2

1)

Why A, mpa? is a site that speaks to women?

Explanation for the subtitle, a post that I did not think would be

necessary

Let’s start from something elementary: this is not a site for women
ONLY. This is the most common question I’ve received. There is
nothing that suggests ‘only’. A site that speaks to women means that it
addresses them, but it does not use language that only they understand,
and that’s because we all speak the same language, because we are all

human, women and men.

Yes, it speaks to women. We did not decide it. We realised it. It is
neither a marketing strategy, nor a matter of labelling, nor some master
plan for accumulating wealth. A, mpa? started for fun, evolved into
speedy dialogue, and, little by little, through participation, started to
transform into something more concrete. Indeed, the trivial has been
substituted by something else, which I wouldn’t call ‘heavy’, but

which nonetheless has a presence and a message, that came from the

2 The full article can be found in Appendix A. The reader can refer to Appendix B for the original

version in Greek.

3 The extracts from the data set presented here as examples were translated by the researcher.
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daily exchange of views. Through the randomness of the questions, a
necessity, a worry slowly emerged and the space of A, mpa? became a
space for mutual support on subjects that — it is sad but true — are not
discussed elsewhere in the same manner, publicly. [...]

| chose this post for detailed analysis, because it provides insight on the
content of the website in general and it can be seen as an attempt on the
administrator’s part to establish the overall ideological position of the site for its
current, as well as its potential participants, some of whom might be dubious about
the initiative. The post is also interesting because it demonstrates that, even for a
largely feminist audience, or, rather, an audience that is critical of sexist ideologies
and practices, and adopts a sexism-awareness perspective, the explicit naming of the
new website as one that is for women was not entirely received in a positive way. In
fact, it was the word choice women which seemed to have caused a debate over whom
the site is addressed to and who is, or feels, excluded. It is argued that the particular
text is interesting in terms of the ideological implications it entails, at least for the
present study, on the basis of the fact that some participants disagreed with the
explicit naming of women in the website’s promotional slogan, and on the fact that

this naming was a conscious choice of the administrator, who stands by it.

The lexical items why and explanation in the title and subtitle, respectively,
indicate that the function of the text is, broadly speaking, an explanation and a
justification of the site’s promotional line. Thus, the interactional role of the writer is
that of defender of not merely her website’s promotional line/subtitle (a site that
speaks to women), but, crucially, her website’s content and orientation. It can be
inferred that the subject position constructed by the team behind the website for its

participants has been one that a few among them did not comply with. Indeed, the
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subtitle of the site raised questions, which the administrator and writer of the post
attempts to answer in the particular post. The administrator’s stated surprise for those
reactions illustrates that she must have attributed certain presupposed ideas to the
participants, which evidently are not verified. Thus, an additional, explanatory post

was required, perhaps to re-establish common ground with her critics.

The writer explains that her website is not for women only, which appears to
have been the most common misconception among the readers of the site. The most
prominent pattern in the syntactic structure of the text is declaratives of the form This
is not.../This is..., while the types of conjunction mostly used are coordinating and
correlative (It is neither a marketing strategy, nor a matter of labelling ..., a good or a
bad girl, being smart... or beautiful...). In terms of modality, therefore, most of the
statements made by the author are reported as categorical truths, and the tense used is
Simple Present (Men are not a unitary group, just like women aren’t, Women are
ordinary people). Simple Present, a terminal point of modality, along with non-
modalised clauses of negative and positive polarity (it is not a secret — on the
contrary, it is evident, This is not a website that speaks about life...IThis is a site that
speaks to women), are indicators of the writer’s categorical commitment to the truth of
her propositions. These grammatical and syntactic choices, thus, point to her main
objective, i.e. to explain and possibly clarify what she feels certain readers have
misunderstood. It can also be claimed that she attempts to explicitly define her
website for what it is versus what it is not. The website, then, might ‘speak to
women’, but not exclusively; its participants do not speak a language that only women
understand. In this statement, the writer seems to reject views concerning a perceived

inherent difference between males and females; both men and women are humans and
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speak the same language, therefore there is no way that a man would not understand

what a site that speaks to women talks about.

The writer goes on to deny accusations, which, one could infer, have been
levelled against her by certain readers (i.e. that the promotional line of the site was
just for marketing purposes, that the website is making rough and unjust distinctions
and labels its readers according to their gender, and that its creator is in it just for the
money). The accusation that the website was launched for profit reasons, in particular,
is stated in a sarcastic and exaggerated way (...nor is it a master plan to accumulate
wealth.), implicitly suggesting the absurdity of such claims. Evident here are
interdiscursive links to a discourse against political correctness: within the current
social context, the increased awareness concerning feminist issues (among others)
coexists with resistance to sexism-awareness discourses and, therefore, social
transformation. A discursive form of such resistance — or, in Faludi’s (1991) terms,
backlash — is the discourse against political correctness. For opponents of political
correctness, the latter is dismissed as a matter of ‘verbal hygiene’ (Cameron, 1995);
more importantly, it is seen as a ‘trend’ that capitalises on the rights of minorities.
Therefore, (online) initiatives/spaces, where individuals from marginalised groups
interact and exchange opinions to empower themselves, are perceived to be exploiting
human rights and, ultimately, superficial. Ostensibly, the site of A, mpa?, which

adopts a feminist perspective, is criticised on the same grounds.

The writer briefly recounts the history of the development of the site, which
she claims started for fun, random, but, through participation, evolved into something
more concrete. Words of the semantic field of chance, such as randomness and trivial,

are used to counter accusations that the administrator has an agenda. Also emphasised
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is the element of collectivity and participation, which can be seen as foregrounding
the participants, rather than the administrator; it has been the readers/commenters of
the initial column that have built a virtual community, which possibly inspired the
transformation of the column into a website. The development of the website, then, is
presented as a bottom-up process; through democratic debate and dialogue, it became
apparent that the community of participants (commenters) shared common worries,
which apparently were more substantial than what the ‘triviality’ of an online advice
column would suggest. The abstract nouns presence and message here relate to the
idea of a community of concerned users with a voice, united by the same worries. The
administrator was merely catering to her readers’ needs, as they emerged from
democratic dialogue. The fact that, instead of the noun website, the lexical choice here
is space, triggers the collocation of ‘safe space’ and can, therefore, be seen as an
attempt by the administrator to establish her website as an accessible discursive space,
where women can speak freely and seek support, forming a networked counterpublic
(Keller, 2016). Space for mutual support also has interdiscursive links to a discourse
of psychotherapy. The evaluative adverb unfortunately, besides revealing the writer’s
stance vis-a-vis the issue discussed, might further support the implicit claim that the

creation of the website was, indeed, necessary.

The lexical choice of women, then, is justified by stating that the majority of
the participants are actually women. Again, the administrator stresses that this, too,
happened naturally (not purposefully). She offers two possible reasons for this,
strategically presented as more viable explanations than the conspiracy claims
addressed before: the administrator is herself a woman and thus knows women’s
problems, and she has evolved personally through the years. This final statement
becomes clear right away; she wishes there had been such a medium when she was
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growing up, when, as a teenager, she felt suffocated by the contradictory and unjust
standards she had to live up to. Said standards are metonymically referred to as
specific dilemmas (good girl vs. bad girl etc.) in the text. The writer uses words from
the semantic field of struggle and oppression to refer to the experience of growing up
a woman, such as problems, suffocation, lose, struggle, effort, anxiety. It can be
claimed that such a choice is an ideological one: by associating the experience of
being female with negative aspects, the writer implicitly criticises, thus revealing her
stance towards, gendered discourses (Sunderland, 2004). Such discourses are seen to
be putting pressure on young girls and possibly being detrimental to their
development. The writer herself wishes that there had been a medium to make her
aware of the patriarchy and the way it operates when she was growing up. This could
perhaps illustrate that she hopes her website can assume an educational role for
contemporary teenage girls, who could be proposed as the website’s ‘ideal’
participants. By referring to younger women who are just starting to find the answers
(to their questions concerning the patriarchy?), the writer points to the recent wider,
global awareness on feminist issues, which again is reported as categorical truth
(Those who do not see it are blind). Through those language choices, the writer draws
upon a ‘new era’ discourse; it is suggested that we live in an era where more and more
women are becoming aware of the constraints that the society forces upon them and
are resisting gendered discourses, attempting to form alternative identities than the

ones prescribed to them in the context of patriarchy.

The writer unapologetically stands by her —rephrased and repeated eight times
throughout the text— statement that the website is for women (We do not need to
justify it or explain ourselves). The exclusive ‘we’ refers to the team of people behind
the website, who seemingly share her vision about it, rather than its
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readers/commenters (who are ambivalent towards the site). Nevertheless, the entire
post is, functionally, a justification/explanation and the writer herself intends it to be
s0. There seems to be a paradox here, but if the grammatical cohesion of the text (i.e.
coordinating conjunctions, such as and, but, neither...nor, and declaratives in
contrastive pairs, such as We did not decide it. We realised it.) and its content are
considered, it can be assumed that, while the writer feels that she needs to justify the
promotional subtitle, it was a conscious choice that she does not regret. Indeed, the
short, declarative sentences and the minimal use of conjunctions contribute to the
overall assertive tone of the text. The writer clarifies that nobody is excluded from
participating in the website, only to state right away that the comfort of its male
readers are not her primary concern. For those who are already suspicious about the A,
mpa? initiative, this could come across as a warning and perhaps as potentially
threatening, and, in perhaps a defensive remark, the writer makes an implicature:
those who disagree with the promotional subtitle are the ones who are not comfortable
with themselves. The writer is, thus, drawing upon a popular sexist argument (that
women who find sexism offensive are just afraid to admit its realistic basis), and
subverts it, using the rationale behind common sexist arguments to call sexism into

question.

To those who feel that men are excluded, the writer counters by recounting
instances of men who support the site, because why not? This rhetorical question
could function as a linguistic means to oppose a ‘Gender differences’ discourse
(Sunderland, 2004), according to which men and women are fundamentally different
and, therefore, have different interests (i.e. cosmetics are seen as women’s domain).
Since none of the male participants required a special explanation for the promotional
subtitle addressing women, the writer finally explicitly addresses her intended
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audience. It is some women who have expressed worries about the lack of a male view
in the website. These women are also addressed directly and asked not to be so afraid
of displeasing men. The proposition here is that what they really worry about is not
the lack of a male perspective; it is men’s hurt feelings. By urging them directly not to
worry about displeasing men, the writer challenges the gendered discourse of women-
as-men’s-pleasers, which has been used to suppress women’s own needs and voices t0
accommodate men’s. Moreover, the writer challenges the overarching ‘Gender
differences’ discourse (Sunderland, 2004), by stating that men, as well as women, are
not unitary groups. This is done through a discourse of ‘individuality’, prominent in
postfeminism (Sunderland, 2004; 2007, Gill, 2007), to suggest a feminist idea of
‘gender similarities’, instead of explicitly supporting a discourse of ‘social construct’.
This serves as an example of how an individualising language of postfeminism can be
used in a subversive way: if individual men can be interested in what individual
women like, then men and women are not so different after all; it is society that has
convinced them they are. By extension, if men have no problem participating in the

site, the fears of some female participants are ungrounded.

The writer repeats that nobody is excluded, because (or provided that!) both
men and women live in the same universe as the team behind the website does. This
can be read as an implicit reminder of who sets the tone in the online community (the
administrator and the moderators of the site); men and women may be equally invited
to participate, but that is as long as they care about the same issues that the people in
charge of the site do. Throughout the text, the writer draws upon a discourse of
‘equality’, through the repetition of claims that men and women are humans, women
are normal people, and nobody is excluded from participating in the website. For a
reader who consciously adopts a feminist perspective, such statements might echo an
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‘egalitarian’ discourse, often drawn upon by backlash proponents, to suggest that
feminism is really about female superiority (otherwise it would be called
‘egalitarianism’). Interdiscursively, the co-articulation of competing discourses (i.e.
feminist and backlash) can be viewed as a strategic appropriation of common
backlash arguments, to undermine gendered discourses. Indeed, interdiscursivity is
seen as key to both discoursal change and social progress (Sunderland, 2004: 30). The
writer instead proposes that the topics covered by the site do have a gendered
dimension, but it is her firm belief that female issues are human issues (because
women are humans) that affect men’s lives. Thus, it seems that the articulation of
recognisable gendered and backlash claims is broadly deployed in the text, as a

discursive strategy to challenge gendered discourses in a subversive way.

The comments posted under the article confirm that the promotion of the new
website as one for women divided its audience, the former readers of the column. In
fact, from the total 32 comments, half of them (16) applauded the initiative, whereas
the other half expressed discontent. What is interesting here, however, is that, contrary
to what the initial post suggests, both female and male commenters are against an
explicitly female-oriented website, as half of the comments in which disagreement

with the initial post is expressed are posted by (self-identified) male posters.

Indicatively, a male commenter posted the following comment (comments in

square brackets are added by the researcher, for clarification purposes):

2 No, the A, mpa? column wasn’t addressed to women only. That’s the
point. Personally, [by reading the column] | became a better person, it
helped shape my perception a lot. | was thinking about recommending
it to others, so that they, too, benefit from this perspective. Now |
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hesitate to recommend it, because it is “targeted to women”. It is not a
matter of misogyny. Neither does it matter that the majority of the
readers are women. First of all, how do we know and, secondly, what
happened to the “rights” of “minorities”? A site that wishes to appeal
to everyone should say so. It is just like opening a “female” bar. A man
would feel like an interloper there. Of course, | understand that Lena
wanted to create a site for women. And A, mpa? [the column] was just
collateral damage. Alright, what can we do. We should just deploy a
bit more machismo, to justify the “male perspective”. (jokingly) The
next step is a subtitle that reads “Men and dogs are prohibited”. And
then again there’s the issue of objectivity. How do I know that [the
administrator] won’t pick the side of the woman in a potential question

of mine (end of joke)?

The commenter does not comply with the demands of the reading position that
the initial post constructs for him, i.e. the position of a male participant in the website,
who does not feel excluded. In fact, he states that he feels like an interloper, through
the deployment of rhetorical questions (how do we know), sarcasm (what happened to
the “rights” of “minorities”?, (jokingly)), and exaggerated statements (“Men and
dogs are prohibited”). By these discursive strategies, the commenter expresses a fear
that the objectivity of the website is now compromised, because it is a ‘site that
speaks to women’. It could be argued, however, that a promotional line alone, given
that, at the time the comment was posted, the website had just been launched, does not

justify such a fear.

Interestingly, women who disagree with the site’s subtitle, do not seem to be

merely afraid of displeasing men, as suggested by the initial post:

3) Lena, at first | became angry and then sad. | am a woman and | have
been participating in the comment section of the old site, because | was

under the impression that | was participating in a website that is
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nothing like Madame Figaro and Men’s Health, in which gender is
explicitly named. [I was participating in a site] That is aware of the
existence of both genders, but does not explicitly address either. That,
even if 100 women and 1 man read it, would never be presented as a
site for women. Precisely because it is a site that speaks about life, the
universe, and everything, that was my impression. That speaks to
women, to men, to teenagers of both genders, without saying ‘I am for
women, but alright, you men are welcome, too’. Everybody was
welcome, sans labels. Enough with the labels. ‘It is a site for women,
who are humans’ is sexist, in my opinion, because it automatically
states the self-evident, and what is self-evident should not be stated,
since that’s precisely how inequality is sustained. It is Similar to a
human saying, | am a human, | have two hands, therefore, | am a
human. It is redundant to say so, it is unnecessary. | could say so much
more. | will continue reading the site because | like your writing, Lena,
but I no longer want to participate in the comments section. | hope my
comment is posted, because I’ve observed that lately, in the previous
site, polite comments submitted in good faith, in which, however, the
poster expressed their opinion, were excluded or were posted and then
deleted after a while. What are you afraid of, a different way of
thinking? | was used to expressing my opinion in here, always politely
and with prudence, and my comment would get posted. Has anything

changed?

In this comment, the poster differentiates between the old site (referring to the
column in the LIFO website) and the new, stressing the gender neutrality of the
former, which is presented as its strength. This is realised through the repetition of the
conjunction ‘that’, by which the inclusivity and the ‘unisex’ nature of the old column
is foregrounded, as well as by distinguishing between the old column and other online
magazines, in terms of their targeted audience. Repetition of impression (in | was
under the impression) further asserts this distinction, pointing to the poster’s thwarted
expectations in light of the frustrating (angry) and sad reality. As modality markers,
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such lexical items expressing the speaker’s beliefs (in my opinion, that was my
impression) highlight her disappointment, and convey her own criticism towards the
new website, which is characterised as sexist. The main discursive strategy that the
commenter deploys, then, is that of ‘projection’, the claim that the target (the
administrator), in explicitly addressing women, is enacting the sexism she purports to
critiqgue. Bonilla-Silva (2002: 54) refers to this strategy as the ‘reverse sexism’
argument, which is used to protect the speaker from claims of sexism and position
herself as promoting equality. In Anderson and Cermele (2014), the ‘reverse sexism’
argument is said to be a common anti-feminist rhetorical strategy, therefore, it may be
argued that the poster’s comment echoes a discourse of backlash. In her view, the
administrator’s promotional practices are ‘labelling’, thus maintaining inequality. By
distinguishing between other online magazines, which target either female or male
audiences, and the old column, and between the old column and the new website, the
commenter likens the A, mpa? site to traditional women’s websites/magazines, which
she has been consciously avoiding. This association, read in combination with another

commenter’s claim:

4) [...] I must admit that when | saw the pink banner that addressed
women, for a second there | got afraid that | would be reading about

fashion and diets everywhere.. [...]

indicates that women (A site that speaks to women) are associated with negative
qualities (triviality, superficiality), to the point that the mere naming of women in the
website’s promotional line causes defensive knee-jerk reactions, even from female
participants. It becomes clear, then, that female participants who are sceptical about
the explicit naming of women in the website’s promotional slogan are not necessarily

coming from a place of fear of displeasing men. Rather, they seem to be worried
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about being associated with negative attributes and being reduced to stereotypes. In
light of this, the administrator’s choice can indeed be seen as an ideological one, in
that she challenges such hegemonic sexist representations of femininity as superficial,

by reclaiming the word.

The controversy that the website’s promotional line sparked among its
participants unveils the ideological weight still carried by the word ‘women’, which
gives rise to tensions and discursive struggle among participants in the site. This
struggle is rooted in hegemonic representations of gender, as they are negotiated
within a context in which counter-discourses are becoming more and more accessible.
Apart from a wider ideological tension, in a more local context, this controversy
relates to the website’s discursive boundaries, as they are made explicit by the
administrator. In targeting a specific audience, which she believes has been previously
deprived from such a platform, the administrator is seen as excluding another
audience. This can be viewed as a realisation of the paradoxical nature of online safe
spaces, which can be ‘safe’ for certain individuals only, whereas others will feel
threatened and restricted (Rentschler, 2014; Clark-Parsons, 2018); as has been

claimed, it is when conflicts arise that this paradox becomes evident.

In conclusion, the creation of the A, mpa? site was marked by the controversy
that its arguably feminist orientation ignited. | suggest that this discursive tension
provides the grounds for the articulation of the two distinct discourses which | discuss
in the following sections, namely, feminist and ‘middle ground’ discourses. In terms
of the website’s ‘ideal participant’, she is constructed as a feminist social being,
producing feminist discourses in line with the overall position of the community.

Participants who resist this subject position often articulate ‘middle ground’
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discourses, occupying the ‘middle ground’ between feminism’s perceived ‘excesses’

and traditional gendered discourses and discourses of backlash.

5.2 Feminist discourses

The increased visibility of feminist discourses in the digital media can be situated
within a significantly broader popularisation of feminism in popular culture and the
media in general (Munro, 2013; Jackson, 2018, among others). Once invisible and
often disparaged, feminism is now presented as ‘cool’ by popular culture and
mainstream media, a condition which has been problematised as a distinctive
sensibility connected to neoliberal values and expressed through an individualising
language of choice and empowerment (Gill, 2007; Jackson, 2018), which has been
termed postfeminism. This cultural ‘cool’ of feminism, nevertheless, coexists with an
antagonistic, anti-feminist culture, which proliferates both online and offline. Still, the
wide dissemination of feminism via mainstream and digital media is an important
discursive resource for women engaging in online activities with implicit or explicit
allegiances to feminism (Jackson, 2018). Whether such activities are activism-
oriented or remain at the level of ‘micro-politics’, such as sharing and understanding
women’s own everyday experiences of sexism and misogyny, women who engage in
them employ the language of academic feminism to counter sexism and rape culture,

dissolving the dichotomisation between academic and grassroots feminism.

Participants of A, mpa? employ an academic feminism discourse, which can
be seen as ‘subordinate’ to an overarching feminist (counter-)discourse. By ‘academic

feminism discourse’, I refer to the discursive reproduction of terminology and
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theoretical concepts introduced by feminist theorists in participants’ popular talk.
Such concepts are, for instance, patriarchy, male privilege, rape culture, etc. While the
majority of the site’s commenters draw upon feminist discourses, the administrator
and the rest of the team behind the website produce feminist discourses exclusively.
This is telling of the overall tone of the website, primarily decided by the
administrator, and it explains why such discourses are dominant in the users’
comments as well. In other words, participants who produce feminist discourses can

be seen as complying with the demands of the ‘reading’ position constructed for them.

Before moving on to the analysis of characteristic examples, it must be said
that the number of the discourses (feminist and ‘middle ground’) identified in the data
set under examination is quite large. This has been due to the size of the data set itself,
which was, indeed, constructed and examined in perhaps a moment of
overzealousness on the researcher’s part. Unfortunately, the discourses identified and
presented in the previous chapter are more than what can be extensively analysed in
the limited space of this section. Recognising that the scope of the present study
perhaps does not do justice to the richness of discourses articulated by the participants
of A, mpa?, I must limit my discussion to the analysis of characteristic examples of
the most dominant — in terms of frequency of production — discourses identified. To
that end, and in order to make the analysis more coherent, 1 make sure that in the

examples | have selected to present here multiple discourses are co-articulated.

Apart from the introductory post analysed in the previous section, the
administrator’s discursive contribution to the website is largely limited to the advice
column, which has a special thread in the site. In the following example, the

administrator replies to an anonymous question, in the advice column:

47



(5) Q: Why is it that, while we have the term misogyny, there is no

misandry? — that is the question
A: If there isn’t, where did you find it?

Oh, I am not sure if it is really a good idea to keep writing about stuff
that are not matters of opinion, but rather, now clarified and widely
accepted as facts - just for the sake of those who do not wish for the
status quo to change. | think that, by defending what is right, what is
self-evident and acceptable for the thousandth time, that oppression is
an up-down process, and that the bottom-up reaction to it is neither
equal to it nor the same, | am not establishing the truth. Sometimes I
think that, by analysing over and over again that there can be no such
thing as reverse sexism and racism, | am just wasting my time. We are
all wasting our time, time which could be spent more creatively, going
deeper into what we already know, instead of arguing over whether or
not misogyny exists, since there are men who are having a hard time

too. Aren’t you tired already? [...]

The administrator’s answer can be viewed as an example of what Sunderland
(2004: 203) calls discoursal intervention, which refers to the ‘ways in which
alternative, perhaps oppositional voices rise up to challenge dominant or hegemonic’
gendered discourses. In this example, however, the administrator does not simply
challenge gendered representations, but she goes further to explicitly challenge
backlash discourses, such as the discourse of the Men’s Rights Movement and a
‘There is no patriarchy’ discourse. She does so through ‘principled, confrontational
use’ of feminist discourses (Sunderland, 2004: 203), traces of which are identified in

her answer to what she seems to have perceived as a provocative question.

The recognisable discourses traced in the administrator’s answer, named from
a feminist perspective, are an academic feminism discourse, a discourse of ‘hegemony

of the patriarchy’, and a discourse of ‘cost of the patriarchy’. Traces of a general
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‘battle’ discourse are evident, as well, realised through the verb defending and the
noun side, by which it can be inferred that a battle between two discernible sides is
going on; the side that the administrator seems to be identifying with or consider
herself a part of is defending itself from an implied attack by an opposing side. The
discourse of ‘hegemony of the patriarchy’ is co-articulated with and complemented by
an academic feminism discourse. Two propositions are made evident in the discourse
of ‘hegemony of the patriarchy’: that the status quo is patriarchal and that the
patriarchal status quo is a given, a well-established, undeniable fact. Discursive traces
of ‘hegemony of the patriarchy’ can be identified in the noun phrases status quo,
hegemonic tendency, not a secret and not matters of opinion, as well as the noun facts
and the abstract noun truth. Moreover, discourse of ‘hegemony of the patriarchy’ is
realised through the adverbs obviously and indeed, the determiner all in all genders,
the pronoun everyone, the adjectives self-evident, clarified, right, acceptable, and the
modified (intensification) adjective widely accepted. In terms of modality, such
statements, as well as the deployment of a scientific fact (the earth is round)
paralleled with the relational clause there are unequal opportunities and a power
asymmetry between the genders, support the categorical proposition that the
patriarchy is hegemonic, a claim which cannot be contested, just as the shape of the
planet cannot be doubted. Additionally, by referring to all genders as responsible for
the reproduction of sexism, the administrator aligns herself with feminist ideas
concerning the patriarchy, according to which, when feminists advocate and identify
as striving for female emancipation, they are not engaging in a conflict of women vs.
men, but as people challenging the patriarchal social structure that is reproduced by
and affects all regardless of gender (hooks, 2004). Finally, a discourse of ‘cost of the

patriarchy’ is also evident here, identified in the abstract noun oppression, which is
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associated with evaluatively negative things, the verb impacts, by which negative
effects are suggested, and the modified noun phrase restrictive stereotypical roles.
The emphasis here is, thus, not just on the systemic and oppressive nature of the

patriarchy, but also on its negative consequences for everyone.

The co-articulation of a discourse of ‘hegemony of the patriarchy’ and of an
academic feminism discourse reveals the administrator’s stance on gender ideologies
and her allegiance to feminism. This is apparent in lexical items taken from the field
of academic feminism and gender studies, such as patriarchy, misogyny, systemic
oppression, and concepts, such as the distinction between bottom-up oppression and
up-down resistance. The argument here is that the idea of ‘reverse sexism’, often
proposed by backlash proponents, is misinformed. Indeed, Bearman et al. (2009: 14)
argue that ‘a key feature of sexism and oppression against any group is the power
differential’ between the oppressor and the oppressed. It does not stand, then, that
prejudice by itself is oppressive, but for oppression to exist the backing of a societal

system of institutional power is required.

Overall, the administrator’s answer can be read as an answer to (and
contestation of) discourses of backlash, such as a ‘there is no patriarchy’ discourse
and the discourse of the Men’s Rights Movement. Through the deployment of a
discourse of ‘hegemony of the patriarchy’ and a discourse of ‘cost of the patriarchy’,
supported by an academic feminist discourse, the administrator answers a question
which she evidently interpreted to be conflictual. Indeed, from a feminist perspective,
the reader’s question could be seen as echoing backlash arguments about feminism
being built on a fallacy; according to the rhetoric of backlash and its contemporary
proponents, the Men’s Rights Movement, patriarchy is the ultimate feminist myth, in

their efforts to create an enemy and to conceal a perceived historical gynocentrism in
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society (Hodapp, 2017). The confrontational and dismissive tone of the
administrator’s answer, evident in rhetorical questions (...where did you find it?,
Aren’t you tired already?, | wonder what the point is..., What are you doing here?,
Did you come to change our minds?), patronising and sarcastic statements (...men...
are having a hard time too, google it, spare us the high school talk, the ABC, the
earth is round), and the stated denial to answer similar questions in the future,

emphasise the oppositional nature of the feminist discourses she draws upon.

To return to the ‘battle’ discourse identified in the administrator’s response, it
can be inferred that the two opposing sides suggested are feminists and anti-feminists,
in other words, those who seek to change the status quo and those who want to
maintain it. By implication, it is anti-feminists (proponents of backlash) who are the
offensive force, while feminists, with whom the administrator (and, by extension, the
website) identifies, are the defensive force. The latter are represented as guardians of
the truth, since what they are trying to defend has already been established, as
suggested by the lexical items from what could be called the semantic field of ‘truth’
(i.e. widely accepted, right, self-evident, among others). However, the mere existence
of interdiscursive links to discourses of backlash, even if these are included so that
they can be contested, undermines the categorical statements made by the
administrator with regard to the ‘widely accepted’ and ‘self-evident’ nature of the
patriarchy. Ironically, in this era of post-truth politics, ‘alternative facts’ and ‘fake
news’, a growing number of people promote the idea that the Earth is flat (Flat
Earthers Movement). A feminist, critical reader is, therefore, aware that the
administrator’s propositions are not entirely true, for the contemporary post-truth

social reality and the burgeoning presence of anti-feminism online ‘complicate any
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straightforward recourse to “reality” and, thus, make “speaking truth to power” a

problematic endeavor’ (Gill, 2017: 608).

It is hard to imagine that the administrator herself ignores this aspect of
contemporary social reality. After all, the proliferation of backlash and gendered
discourses is precisely why online spaces such as A, mpa? are created. Why, then, is
the perceived indisputability of feminist ideas repeated throughout the text? A
possible answer may be related to the website’s discursive construction as a ‘safe
space’. It is not that feminist ideas are universally accepted, it is that they are accepted
in the particular context of the website. By implication, those who oppose feminist
ideas have no place in the site’s community. The alienation of backlash and gendered
discourses, which are seen as damaging (Sunderland, 2004), reinforces the site’s
safety by opening it up to a particular audience (Rentschler, 2014), that shares its

ideological orientation.

As has been mentioned, participants are invited to submit their own opinion
articles and share personal experiences. Most of those articles are directly or
indirectly related to feminism, and, as such, they present opportunities for
participatory engagement with feminism in the comments section (Retallack et al.,
2016). Through the supportive and affective exchange of participants’ personal
experiences and opinions, feminist discourses are produced (Orgad, 2005). The
following article, posted under the hashtag #FEMINISM, is an example of how a user
contributes to the broader feminist discussion of consent and offers her personal,
anecdotal experience on the issue. Due to space-related limitations, only a few
paragraphs of the post will be included here, but the reader can refer to Appendix A

for the complete version analysed.
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(6)

Consent
“No means no” and a small personal story

[...] We must move beyond the question of whether girls are
“provocative” or not and instead focus on how boys behave. The point
isn’t to teach girls to protect themselves, the point is to teach boys the
meaning of consent early on. [The point is that boys] Learn the
elementary “do you want to?” “Yes, I do”. [The point is that boys]

Learn yes.

[...] For a large number of women it is very difficult to say “no” for
many reasons. Because they have learnt to be compliant, agreeable and
nice, they have learnt to be “good girls” and not to upset anyone, they
have learnt to please others, even if it is at their own expense. Or they
cannot say “no”, because they are not sober or because they are
paralysed from fear. If someone does not or cannot say anything, that
doesn’t signify consent. We cannot see that as consent. Only an

enthusiastic “Yes” is consent. [...]

This article was posted by a reader of A, mpa? who regularly contributes to the

site. It is another example of ‘linked, related, networked discourses’ constituting an
‘order of discourse’ (Sunderland, 2004: 31), specifically, a feminist discourse
overarching several others. This post presented some difficulties; while provisional
discourse identification was relatively easy — indeed, several discourses are apparent—
there is a high degree of overlap between the identified discourses. Effectively, the
same lexical items can be seen as traces of different discourses, tightly linked to and
mutually supportive of each other. Moreover, in some instances, such traces are more
obscure than others, thus making it hard to conduct an exhaustive, neat analysis of
particular linguistic features. However, this is precisely why this post is a good

example of interdiscursivity (‘the complex, interdependent configuration of discursive
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formations’, Fairclough, 1992: 68, cited in Sunderland, 2004), as a variety of

discourses are produced and drawn upon.

A more dominant discourse, which the poster draws upon, is a feminist
discourse of ‘consent’. The interpretively named discourse of ‘consent’ describes the
way in which the issue of consent is discussed from a feminist standpoint. As such, it
IS a competing counter-discourse to a gendered rape culture discourse, namely, a
discourse which normalises rape and is premised on hegemonic societal attitudes
about gender. Traces of the discourse of ‘consent’ include the repetition of the noun
consent and the lexical item yes, modified by the adjective enthusiastic (an alternative
version is [say] yes enthusiastically), through which a strict definition of consent as
an enthusiastic ‘yes’ is attempted. The discourse of ‘consent’ is complemented by an
activist discourse associated with digital feminism, traced in references to popular
feminist slogans, such as ‘no means no’, ‘enthusiastic yes’, feminist movements
(MeTo0), and the noun campaign. A proposition of discourse of ‘consent’ is that the
issue of consent must be viewed in positive terms, i.e. as actually saying yes to the
encounter, instead of as not refusing it. An implication of differentiating between
saying ‘yes’ vs. not saying ‘no’ is that the former suggests an agentive social actor
with the capacity to consent, whereas the latter suggests some degree of passivity,
which could potentially obscure the fact that the individual’s capacity to consent is
limited. Indeed, from a feminist standpoint, the prerequisite of consent is both capable
of and does express her agreement to the act, a view which is made explicit in the post
thorough the conditional sentence If someone cannot or does not say anything, that
doesn’t signify consen., the modalised clause We cannot see that as consent, and,

finally, the categorical clause Only an enthusiastic yes is consent.
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A further implication of this discourse is that, in defining consent in terms of
the capacity to say ‘yes’ and of explicit agreement, the so-called ‘grey zone in
consent’ is problematised. The term ‘grey zone’ or ‘grey area’ in consent, sometimes
mentioned as ‘grey rape’, refers to sexual encounters for which consent is unclear or
experiences which, while not technically falling under a legal definition of sexual
assault, do feel violating to women who participate in them. ‘Grey zones’ have been
widely discussed by feminist journalists and writers, such as Sileo (2018), who has
argued that the idea of ‘grey zones’ in consent is a manifestation of the pervasive rape
culture in society, which disregards the fact that, within the patriarchy, women have
many reasons not to explicitly refuse a sexual encounter, even though they may wish
to. As such, it offers a very narrow definition of rape and assault (‘rape myths’), in
order to eventually blame the victim for inviting rape. In response, the feminist
position proposes an oppositional discourse to rape culture, that of consent: instead of
defining rape and assault as unwanted sexual experiences to which victims say ‘no’,
the focus should be on an equally narrow definition of consent, as a condition in
which both parties can and do give an unequivocal yes. Anything other than that

would be non-consensual.

In the post, a feminist discourse of ‘consent’ is supported by two linked
discourses, which serve to justify the particular conceptualisation of the issue of
consent suggested by the former. The poster draws upon a discourse of ‘cost of the
patriarchy’, explicitly stated in the text (What you are describing is part of the cost of
patriarchy), and mainly traced in the parts of direct reported speech, where she
recounts a personal story. This particular part is a case of ‘manifest intertextuality’, in
that the actual words of another text (a dialogue between friends) are drawn in. A

discourse of ‘cost of the patriarchy’ is further supported by a discourse of ‘struggle’,
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and complemented by a ‘patriarchal double standards and contradictions’ discourse,
which, in turn, is supported by a discourse of ‘social construct’, forming a complex

network of related, feminist counter-discourses.

The discourse of ‘cost of the patriarchy’ is traced in lexical items or clauses
which suggest negative consequences or situations deriving from the patriarchal social
order, such as the noun expense (even at their own expense) and oppression, the
modifying adverb painfully (painfully accurate), and the phrase confusion has led
even good guys to sometimes have sex without the girl’s full-on consent, that is, to
rape, in a sense. This final sentence reads a bit peculiarly from a feminist perspective.
It is part of an excerpt of direct reported speech, which essentially recounts the
contribution of women to the perpetuation of rape culture, by actually occupying the
role of ‘hard to get’, that society forces upon them. In the excerpt, the fact that it is
society that prescribes such a role is expressed via the passivisation socially required.
What follows is a series of examples of women acting in ways perceived as
problematic (i.e. many women say ‘no... ... but the man judges from how strong the
resistance is..., others say no to sex... even though that’s what they want, others
pretend to be drunk to justify...), thus, foregrounding a woman’s agentive role in
perpetuating stereotypical gendered representations and almost completely
backgrounding the potential societal consequences entailed in women resisting such
representations. It is women’s behaviour then that is ‘confusing’; however, the
speaker employs a nominalization (confusion), potentially to avoid appearing to be
directly blaming women. The consequence of such ‘confusion’ is apparently non-
consensual sex, but this proposition is conveyed through mitigating expressions
(sometimes, in a sense), which can be seen as reducing the negative polarity of the

word rape, which is itself rediscursivised as sex without full-on consent. By
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implication, a possible alternative reading of this proposition could be ‘women’s
confusing behaviour leads even good guys to rape’. Therefore, it becomes apparent
that, in that excerpt of direct reported speech, the identified discourse of ‘cost of the
patriarchy’ draws in a discourse of ‘personal responsibility’ (‘women must stop
confusing men’, instead of ‘society’s double standards must stop’), which, in this
context, possibly echoes a rape culture discourse that deflects responsibility from
perpetrators and blames rape on women’s contradictory behaviour (Ehrlich, 2003:

122).

In her response, the poster implicitly attempts to redress this, albeit in a non-
confrontational way, by articulating a discourse of ‘cost of the patriarchy’, which not
only emphasises the fact that women are indeed socialised to behave in certain ways
and not others, but also foregrounds men’s contribution to the maintenance of this
social phenomenon. Men might get confused, but they are the ones who ultimately
profit from these gendered ideologies (men themselves (subconsciously) want it this
way, so that women are not degraded in their eyes as being easy). This position is
supported by the production of a discourse of ‘social construct’ and a ‘patriarchal
double standards and contradictions’. The former is traced in the passivisation socially
required, the verb grow up (Women grow up with these beliefs too), and the sentence
They see it as the natural order of things, which implies that the ‘order of things’ is
anything but natural, thus challenging essentialist normative representations of gender
(Connell & Pearse, 2015). The latter is identified in expressions regarding the double
standards by which women are judged more harshly for behaving in similar ways to
men, and the distinctively different subject positions they are required to take up in
patriarchy, i.e. women as men’s pleasers (Women have learnt to be compliant,

agreeable and nice, they have learnt to be ‘good girls’, not to upset anyone, they have
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learnt to please others...). The ‘patriarchal double standards and contradictions’
discourse can be seen as competing to popular ‘gender differences’ discourses
(Sunderland, 2004: 52), which are drawn in only to be challenged. Also emphasised is
the contradictory ways in which women are seen in patriarchy and the conflicting
subject positions society forces upon them, i.e. the fact that, while they are not
allowed to want sex for sex’s sake, they are seen as sex objects in our patriarchal
society. They are both required to be submissive, compliant, men’s pleasers, and, at
the same time, they are expected to deny their sexuality (to say ‘ves’ enthusiastically
is considered scandalous, provocative and reprehensible) and resist men’s sexual
pursuit, so that they are not seen as easy. A discourse of ‘gender similarities’ is also
implicitly suggested in Women are not allowed to want sex for sex’s sake, since one
can make sense of it only by inferring what is absent from the proposition: that

women do ‘want sex for sex’s sake’, just like men.

In articulating a discourse of ‘cost of the patriarchy’ and a ‘patriarchal double
standards and contradictions’ discourse, a general discourse of ‘struggle’ is often
drawn in, evident in lexical items such as difficult, hard, a long [process], great
strength is required, challenge, and try. The idea is that women are, indeed, struggling
within the context of the patriarchy, which oppresses and restricts them. Another
aspect of this restriction is evident in the production of a discourse of ‘female
sexuality’, traced in references to female masturbation, which is still seen as a taboo
by many women, who find it hard to admit doing it, to women’s fear of their own
sexuality, and to the sexist view that pornography is a man’s domain. Within the
patriarchy, then, female sexuality is affected by the double sexual standards
concerning men and women, which are seen as fundamentally different; however, the

articulation of a discourse of ‘female sexuality’, even if it is done through illustrating
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its patriarchal demonisation, still foregrounds the fact that women do have sexual
desires, and, as such, it can be seen as a counter-discourse to the broader ‘gender

differences’ discourse (Sunderland, 2004: 52).

Finally, traces of a ‘consciousness-raising’/‘learnability of feminism’
discourse are evident in the poster’s article, in lexical items from the semantic field of
knowledge (learn/unlearn, know, becoming aware, we have been taught), which is
associated with a sort of resistance oriented towards the ‘undoing’ of patriarchy to
achieve social transformation (shake off, throw in the garbage). ‘Consciousness-
raising’ here is slightly different from Coates’ (1999, cited in Sunderland, 2004: 66)
discussion of it from an aspect of ‘self-disclosure’. That’s why an alternative name is
proposed, pointing to a discourse touching upon the issue of feminist education (or
feminism as potentially educative); if hegemonic gendered representations are taught
to us since birth, alternative representations of gender, proposed by feminism, are also

learnable and may in fact be taught (cf. Martin, Nickels, & Sharp-Grier, 2017).

Most of the discourses analysed above are supported by a discourse of
‘necessity of feminism’, characterised by the representation of feminism as still timely
and beneficial to everyone, regardless of gender. This discourse, co-articulated with

other feminist discourses, is identified in the following comment:

(7) [...]%*In feminism, men are not useless, they are accepted. The system
doesn’t work without them, it needs them, because they are allies, not
slaves. [...] They create and build in order to live with women, just
like women create and build in order to live with men. Not separately,
as an apartheid. Together. In a family. In which they equally help each
other at home, outside, in raising children. In which they will have sex

without stereotypes and taboos, without being scared of getting or

4 Parts of this comment, which are irrelevant to the present discussion, are omitted.
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being obliged to get pregnant by any guy, because otherwise they are
worthless. [...] Feminism is called that because it entails
empowerment. It pushes women higher to reach men’s level. Not to
bring men down. It wasn’t named humanism, because it doesn’t talk

just about everyone, it specifically talks about women. [...]

Do not attack feminism, which has helped powerless women, girls,
trans people, gays, lesbians, many people. It has helped me. Do you
have a problem with overthrowing the status quo? With the removal of
the ‘old’ from the public sphere and its replacement with younger
voices, open-minded men and women oriented to the ‘new’ [...]? You

don’t want that? Or is it that you’re afraid of being left out? [...]

The discourse of ‘necessity of feminism’ is evident in the poster’s account of the ways
in which individuals and particularly women have been helped or empowered by
feminism (It pushes women higher to reach men’s level, has helped powerless women,
girls, trans people, gays, leshians, many people, It has helped me). From this
perspective, feminism is seen as a progressive force oriented towards modernity
(younger voices, open-minded men and women oriented to the ‘new’), opposing to
conservative, hegemonic forces representing the past (...the status quo? With the
removal of the ‘old’ from the public sphere...). If the status quo, discursively
constructed as obsolete, takes up vital space from people whose voices are not heard,
but who, however, could offer a more contemporary and inclusive perspective, the
necessity of feminism lies in making those voices heard, to achieve social
transformation to a more progressive end. Moreover, in clauses describing the effects
of feminism (mentioned above), feminism, along with its pronoun it, is the
grammatical subject of transactive actions. This is seen as denoting agency; indeed,
feminism is almost personified (pushes, has helped) — it can perhaps be imagined as

some sort of invisible guardian angel! The emphasis here is on the necessity of
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feminism, whose effects are presented in rather positive terms (with the exception of
its potential to dismantle the status quo). These positive effects of feminism are
conveyed by a discourse of ‘equality’, traced in lexical items and phrases such as
together, live with, men...are allies, equally, etc. The main idea here is that, contrary
to popular arguments of backlash, according to which feminism is redundant and/or
about female supremacy, feminism is necessary, because it promotes equality and

serves the powerless.

Through the co-articulation of a discourse of ‘necessity of feminism’ and a
discourse of ‘equality’, feminism is represented as an almost idyllic situation, at least
in terms of its social effects. A social reality based in feminism has at its core men and
women collaborating with each other on equal terms. However, it is men who are
referred to as women’s ‘allies’, a position based on the idea that, while the patriarchy
affects everyone, men are the privileged ones. To bring the point home, the
commenter draws in a competing discourse of ‘egalitarianism’ (backlash discourse),
which he attempts to challenge. In brief, even though feminism promotes equality, it
is not blind to the obvious unprivileged position of women, who are seen as suffering

the most within the patriarchy.

The example that follows is a comment posted under a personal story, which
seemed to spark controversy among participants. In it, the author recounts her own
negative experience of dating her university professor, ultimately problematising the
unequal power dynamics in such relationships. Interestingly, the readers’ uptake of
the story divided them, as almost half of the commenters heavily criticised the author,
while the other half expressed sympathy and validated her negative feelings. As is
perhaps expected, commenters’ critique of the story was premised on the fact that the

narrated experience was a consensual one, whereas the point of departure in
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comments of support was the inherent power asymmetry in relationships like the one

described by the author. The debate that ensued in the comments section led the

administrator to write an article expressing her support to the author and addressing

the criticisms levelled at the latter, in an attempt to re-establish the website’s safety,

which was perhaps seen to be compromised by the negative, at times arguably harsh,

comments that the story received. The comment, extracts of which | present here®,

was posted by the author of the story, in response to critique against her article.

Again, a variety of feminist discourses are articulated within it:

(8)

[...] Perhaps an elaborate self-flagellation on my part would be more
satisfying to some, but, as I’ve already written, that would concern me
only. My responsibility for the incident is different from the
professor’s, and there is nothing I can do for those who are naive
enough to believe that, because | am not referring to specific
consequences | had on a personal and academic level, those did not
exist. | am not interested in getting pitied, | am interested in sharing. |
care about myself and other women with similar or worse experiences
being able to speak out without fear. | do not care about protecting
people in positions of power, power which they exploit because they
have PERMISSION, in order to gain things unrelated to their
institutional role. In my mind, thus, who has what responsibility is
clear. I have made my peace with what happened long before someone
urged me to ‘get over it, gurl’ online. I managed to safeguard myself
during the course of that ‘relationship’, I subjected myself to the
harshest critique, so that | learn from the whole experience, | was not

unfair to anyone, | did not become insensitive, spiteful, petty.

[...] I do not regret my post at all. 1 do not regret publishing it, |
continue to believe that this particular website is the best online space

of the Greek web for me and my story and similar stories. | still believe

>The full comment can be found in Appendix A. Parts of the comment, which are deemed as irrelevant

to the study, have been omitted.
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that it is a safe space, because of both Lena and the commenters.
Despite the attempts of certain people who have power, who have
permission, who have a reason to be afraid of the ‘fall’ and who will
do anything to avoid it, we will be meeting each other with empathy
and sensitivity, we will be drinking beer, we will be discussing,
writing, claiming our own space of expression, and we will be telling

our stories.

The dominant discourses articulated in this comment are a discourse of ‘power

as responsibility’, a discourse of ‘speaking out’, and a discourse of ‘safe space’.

Discourse of ‘power as responsibility’ is traced in the repetition of the nouns power

and responsibility, which, along with their collocations (permission, positions of,

exploit, asymmetry), as well as lexical items from the semantic field of responsibility

(institutional role), reveal the ideological position of the commenter on the issue of

power associated with an institutional position. The following example, which is an

extract of the same comment, can perhaps be read as an exposé, which, in turn, can be

viewed as contestation of what could be called a discourse of ‘power as permission’:

9)

[...] This particular professor was carefully cultivating the image of a
radical, an abolitionist of everything hegemonic, opposing to all sorts
of asymmetry. This was done on purpose, as a kind of mating call
addressed to his students, whom he privately complimented to get in
bed with him, and, thus, become some sort of mentor-lover and boost
his ego. Despite his exclamations about ‘equality everywhere’ inside
the amphitheater, in his romantic relationships (with his students), he
made sure to maintain this asymmetry of power, in order to manipulate
and get his. He attempted to intimidate us in not speaking, because, if
we did, it would be revealed that he dated his students systematically.
To make sure that we wouldn’t speak to each other, he made us drift

apart [...]
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The commenter criticises the arguably widespread practice of powerful men
exploiting their power, as was brought to light by the #MeToo movement. Even
though it is not explicitly stated, one can infer that what is suggested here is an
alternative discourse based on the idea that institutional power comes with
responsibility, not a free pass; the discourse of ‘power as responsibility’ can, thus, be
seen as emphasising the interests of the powerless, contrary to hegemonic

representations of power from a scope of dominance/submission.

A discourse of ‘speaking out’ can be viewed as an oppositional discourse to
normative representations of women as silent, compliant, and submissive, in that it
challenges the dominance of men’s voices in the public sphere. As such, it can further
be seen as an empowering discourse. It is evident in the repetition of the phrasal verb
speak out, as well as in the overall unapologetic tone of the comment (I do not feel
that | must apologise, it is only me who chooses, | am not obliged, It is my life, etc.),
conveyed in the repetition of the pronouns I, me, myself (the ultimate expressions of
identity); in stressing her subjectivity, the commenter produces an empowering
discourse of ‘speaking out’, which entails an assertion of visibility and the voicing of
experiences that would otherwise probably have remained obscured (Orgad, 2005).
Underlying here is the element of collectivity and community, suggested by the
reference to other women, who are encouraged to produce their own constructions to

challenge sexism (Orgad, 2005; Munro, 2013).

A discourse of ‘speaking out’ is co-articulated and supported by a discourse of
‘safe space’ and a discourse of ‘sisterhood’, traced in the verb sharing, the noun
phrase without fear and safe space; if (more) women need to speak out and actively
assert control of representation/over content, this can only be achieved in a space

which facilitates such transformations, i.e. a space in which they can speak without
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fear of being judged. The notion of safety implicit here echoes politics of validation
and care (Rentschler, 2014) in response to participants’ self-disclosure. This process
is, indeed, a relational one (Clark-Parsons, 2018), as it significantly depends on the
reactions of the interacting individuals and the boundary-maintenance work done by
the administrator (because of both Lena and the commenters). Primarily, however,
what draws a discursive boundary around the website as a safe space, formed in relief
to unsafe space, is women’s personal storytelling (Rentschler, 2014). A discourse of
‘sisterhood’, traced in the repetition of the inclusive we, the pronouns each other, our,
and the nouns empathy and sensitivity, then, is complemented by a discourse of ‘safe
space’ and a discourse of ‘speaking out’ — and can be seen as opposing a gendered
‘women beware women’ discourse (Sunderland, 2004: 90); it is suggested that in
developing spaces in which women can speak out and affectively exchange personal
experiences, a sense of commonality is created, which, in turn, builds relationships of

camaraderie and bonding (Orgad, 2005: 156).

Overall, in terms of functionality, those discourses can be viewed as
empowering; the discursive representation of women as agents, (inter)acting in
solidarity and engaging in forms of participation that they may not have in other
contexts of their social world, points to the transformative potential of feminist, digital
safe spaces, as they enable the formation of alternative identities and the discursive
resistance of hegemonic gendered representations (Fraser, 1992; Orgad, 2005; Keller,

2016; Retallack et al., 2016).

With regard to the influence of postfeminism in participants’ discursive
productions, a ‘critique of postfeminism’ discourse was identified. In my dataset, this
discourse is usually co-articulated with a discourse of ‘female sexuality’ and a

discourse of ‘body positivity’, to contest the over-sexualisation of women by
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(mainstream) media and feminine beauty ideals that women are socially pressured to
conform to, by constantly monitoring their bodies (Gill, 2007). The influence of
postfeminism, then, might be that the body is a salient topic of discussion among
participants (Gill & Scharff, 2011), but is nonetheless discussed in terms of its

precarity in contemporary society (Baer, 2016).

The way body politics and gender power asymmetries are negotiated in digital
interactions by participants in A, mpa? not only reveals that the latter embrace
feminist identities online, against the persistence of postfeminism and anti-feminism
on/offline (Clark-Parsons, 2018; Jackson, 2018), but also that ‘postfeminist
pathologies’ (McRobbie, 2009) are treated as objects of critical analysis and
deconstruction. | suggest that this can be viewed as a type of grassroots linguistic
intervention (Sunderland, 2004), which highlights the potential of online spaces such
as A, mpa? to make feminism more accessible and ‘facilitate the emergence of new

types of political subjects’ (Sassen, 2002: 382, cited in Matos, 2017).

5.3 ‘Middle ground’ discourses

The effect of elements of postfeminism (Gill, 2007) is evident in ‘middle ground’
discourses, which can be seen as occupying the space between feminist discourses
and discourses of backlash. This means that, in terms of stance, while ‘middle ground’
discourses are not characterised by the increasingly vitriolic anti-feminism of
(contemporary) backlash, contemporary feminism is approached with scepticism.
Interestingly, though, ‘middle ground’ discourses seem to approximate backlash
rather than feminist discourses. Nevertheless, ‘middle ground’ discourses are an

original type of discourse, in that, contrary to backlash, gender inequalities are, in
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fact, acknowledged. Still, ‘middle ground’ discourses can be viewed as an indicator of
today’s broader persistent resistance to feminism (Jackson, 2018; Vickery &

Everbach, 2018).

Compared to feminist, ‘middle ground’ discourses are marginal in my data set.
They are most often articulated in the comments section of posts touching upon
topics, which are seen as controversial. Such topics are, for instance, the issue of
consent, as emerging in personal stories of negative sexual experiences that may fall
under a so-called ‘grey area’. Generally, such discourses are articulated in comments
under posts in which the author makes explicit her feminist allegiances and/or
identity, a fact that seems to confirm contemporary resistance to feminism, as

mentioned above.

A case in point was a personal story, in which the author narrated an incident
that made her feel violated. Broadly speaking, two types of responses were posted in
the comments section, having as a starting point the author’s non-reaction at the time
of the incident. Some commenters validated the writer’s feelings, expressed their
support, and debated on the social implications in women’s passivity in similar cases
of discomfort, even violation — thus reinforcing the safety of the site as a space in
which women forge bonds of solidarity through their coalitional ties and lay
experiences, which are transferred into knowledge (Orgad, 2005; Rentschler, 2014).
However, the majority of the commenters understated the author’s feelings of
violation and interpreted her non-reaction as a personality defect (weakness),
articulating a series of mutually supportive ‘middle ground’ discourses, i.e. a ‘not
everything needs to be politicised’ discourse, a discourse of ‘personal responsibility’,

a ‘women should not be so sensitive’ discourse, and an ‘ideal victim’ discourse.
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Suggested was a narrow definition of sexual assault and violation, key to which is
physical force and violence. An ‘ideal victim’, then, would be physically forced
through threat. In any other case, the individual is not a victim; she is personally
responsible for not establishing her boundaries. By implication, instead of blaming
structural patriarchy and projecting her own personal issues onto something out of her

control, for personal comfort, she must resolve her personal struggle on her own.

On a similar note, a commenter expressed the following view:

(10) [...] There are many possibilities.

I don’t think that one can figure out why SHE did not say no, if,
instead of identifying her own, personal reason for not saying no, she
goes “it is society’s fault, it is society that needs to change, so that I
don’t feel this way again”. Therefore, until society changes, she will
keep having rapid heartbeats, she will keep feeling paralysed whenever
she remembers about the incident, and she will continue wondering

why she didn’t react.

Honestly, was any woman’s soul ever really, objectively, and
essentially relieved at the response “it’s society’s fault”? There could
not possibly be a more vague response to an individual’s self-
disclosure. If we are discussing about women IN GENERAL, then we

can talk about society.

It is as if someone told you that she was afraid that the rain would
flood her house, and you responded by talking about climate change.

In this comment, a ‘contemporary feminism is victimising women’ discourse
and a discourse of ‘personal responsibility’ are recognisable. The former is visible in
future tense clauses will keep having rapid heartbeats, will keep feeling paralysed,
will continue wondering, and can [not] figure out, suggesting symptoms of physical

discomfort and confusion, which are associated with what the commenter believes to

68



be an irrational and pointless insistence on tracing behavioural manifestations to
structural forms of oppression. The proposition here is that feminist accounts of
systemic oppression are deterministic, because they do not move beyond a mere
explanation, towards actual transformation of women’s realities. Hence, by
regurgitating what might have been (many possibilities) in a vague way, feminism
does not actually emancipate women, because it puts them in the position of a victim
that passively waits until society changes, while it could be offering targeted,
individual solutions. Such victimisation is presented via psychophysical
manifestations, simultaneously drawing upon a medical and a psychological

discourse.

Moreover, a ‘contemporary feminism is victimising women’ discourse is
evident, albeit implicitly, by the rhetorical question Honestly, was any woman's soul
ever really, objectively, and essentially relieved at the response “it’s society’s fault”?.
The proposition here is that feminists advocating against a structural struggle does not
relieve women, who end up feeling essentially powerless against something much
larger than them. Finally, this discourse is realised through the sarcastic ‘flood -
climate change’ analogy, which suggests that the insistence of feminism to interpret

everything as political, besides actually holding women back, is also ridiculous.

A discourse of ‘personal responsibility’ is traced by the capitalisation of she
(in this context reading as ‘her in particular’), the pronoun own, the noun individual,
and the adjective personal, which suggest subjectivity and individuality.
Intertextually, this discourse can be seen as linked to postfeminist ideas about
personal empowerment, which disregard the fact that existing structural gender norms
determine possibilities for individual action, and, as such, cannot be challenged on an

individual level (Gill, 2017).
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In a broader perspective, the implications of these discourses in terms of how
they reflect postfeminist ideas and how they relate to the concept of ‘safe spaces’
seem to be paradoxical. On the one hand, a postfeminist focus on addressing social
injustice by asserting personal qualities, such as confidence and resilience, has been
described as non-disruptive, but, rather, as ‘neoliberalism and patriarchy-friendly’
(Gill, 2017: 618). On the other hand, feminist digital ‘safe spaces’ have been
problematised as far as their potential for social transformation is concerned, due to
potential constraints entailed, such as the privatisation of the experience and the bias
of self-responsibility (Orgad, 2005). ‘Safe spaces’, then, might run the risk of turning
into echo chambers. Ironically, participants who articulate ‘middle ground’ discourses
seem to be subverting these propositions, by associating social transformation and
empowerment with a look inward, rather than outward. By implication, what would
make the website an echo chamber without a purpose would precisely be to advocate
against the socially constructed patriarchy, instead of underlining personal

responsibility.

The effect of moderating practices for the maintenance of the site’s safety in
the discursive practices of the participants is most clearly exhibited in the following

comment, in which the commenter articulates ‘middle ground’ discourses:

(11) Members are equal and sympathetic, but if [commenter]® or anyone
else says something that A, mpa or her partners dislike (we all
remember the magnificent “you aren’t forward-thinking”) they are
cannibalised by some ‘do-gooders’, just like now. The girl in the story
should be protected, but [commenter] cannot leave the conversation
unless she admits ‘Mea Culpa’. [...] They nearly accused her of

“overreacting”, just because she had an opinion that A, mpa disagrees

6 The commenter has been anonymised to protect her identity.
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with. Sure, we should keep our readers, but we can hang [commenter]

out to dry. [...]

The comment was posted under an article by the administrator (refer to
Example 8 for context). In terms of the comment’s functionality, it was written to
defend a commenter against the administrator, who had confronted her when she
implicitly doubted the genuineness of the website-is-a-safe-space initiative. More
importantly, however, the comment is seen to implicitly invoke a liberal discourse of

‘free speech’, as well as a discourse of ‘excessiveness of contemporary feminism’.

Besides defending a fellow user, the commenter expresses her discontent at
the administrator’s practice of posting an entire article (instead of a comment, for
example) in defense of a user’s story, reprimanding the commenters who responded
negatively to it, and of arguing with individual users. Those were seen as practices of
censorship on the part of the administrator. Therefore, the commenter articulates a
liberal discourse of ‘free speech’, traced in the verbs dislike and disagrees with, which
express intolerance, as well as in verbs/verb phrases describing verbal processes, such
as says, cannot leave the conversation, admits. Even the verb cannibalised and the
verb phrase hang... out to dry refer to verbal processes of ‘flaming’. The commenter,
thus, seems to suggest that the administrator’s preoccupation with maintaining a safe
space, in which members can share their stories freely, without any judgment, leads
her to censor opposing views, therefore compromising the democratic and impartial
nature of the site, and, one might argue, the safety of the users who express such
views. A liberal discourse of ‘free speech’, then, implicitly suggested in this
comment, can be seen in this context as an opposing discourse to the discourse of
‘safe space’. Additionally, it illustrates the paradoxical nature of online safe spaces as

open to, and, at the same time, limiting of discourse (Rentschler, 2014). As
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demonstrated in the comment, this aspect of safe spaces comes to light when conflicts
arise (Clark-Parsons, 2018). Finally, it can be assumed that the commenter’s safety is
associated with a lack of response whatsoever on the administrator’s part; however,
that could potentially compromise other participants’ safety. It is, thus, confirmed that
the safety of a space depends not just on who is included or excluded and what is
expressed, but also on how others respond (Brownlie, 2018). Even though the
administrator’s intervention cannot be viewed as a case of censorship — she did
approve comments such as the above — it can be seen as enforcing a particular notion

of safety: one that reflects feminist politics of validation and care (Rentschler, 2014).

A discourse of ‘excessiveness of contemporary feminism’, traced in
exaggerated statements, such as hang [commenter] out to dry, they are cannibalised,
until she admits ‘Mea Culpa’, and They nearly accused her of ‘overreacting’, in the
adjective magnificent and the noun ‘do-gooders’, used sarcastically, and the manifest
intertextuality of “you are not forward thinking”, has intertextual associations with
the discourse of the Men’s Rights Movement, which constructs feminism as an
oppressive, authoritarian force, which recruits unintelligent, blind followers, and
which, in reality, adopts the same methods it purports to contest. This resonates with a
liberal discourse of ‘free speech’, as the commenter implicitly challenges the idea that
contemporary feminism gives voice to all women; instead, it is suggested that, in
reality, contemporary feminism, which the administrator is seen to promote, is
intolerant and alienates those who do not blindly accept its doctrines, by labelling

them as conservatives (not forward thinking) and attempting to silence them.

5.4 Alternative discourses, postfeminism, and safe spaces
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To complete this chapter, I am going to bring my research questions and findings

together.

With respect to the first research question of the study, it was found that,
broadly speaking, participants in A, mpa? do produce feminist discourses, through
processes of supportive and affective exchange of personal experiences (Orgad, 2005;
Clark-Parsons, 2018) and critical debate (Matos, 2017), as revealed by the number of
personal stories posted and of supportive comments those received. The anonymous
and disembodied nature of the Internet, as well as the discursive boundaries drawn
around the site both by women’s personal storytelling and by the administrator’s
interventions, seem to allow these women to develop supportive relationships of
camaraderie that probably would have otherwise never occurred (Orgad, 2005;
Rentschler, 2014). Participants’ articulation of feminist discourses can be, thus,
viewed as a form of participatory engagement with feminism, which provides an
important discursive resource for women to challenge gendered discourses (Matos,
2017), to resist postfeminist discourses (Jackson, 2018) and confront postfeminist
pathologies (Retallack et al., 2016), and, ultimately, to construct feminist identities

(Jackson, 2018).

However, discussions that take place in the site are not totally immune from
hegemonic ideologies that exist within society (Matos, 2017), as proved by the
identification of ‘middle ground’ discourses in the comments section. Even though
such discourses seemingly adopt an anti-sexist perspective, they, nevertheless, present
intertextual links to discourses of backlash and propose postfeminist ideas of
individual choice, to resist feminist discourses seen as promoting a counter-productive

politicisation of everything. Regarding the second research question of the study,
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then, the contradiction entailed in the anti-sexist — in terms of stance — orientation of
‘middle ground’ discourses, which dovetail with discourses of backlash, can be seen
as an effect of postfeminism (Mills, 1998; Sunderland, 2007; Gill & Scharff, 2011)
and as a manifestation of what McRobbie (2009) described as a ‘double
entanglement’, i.e. the simultaneous incorporation and repudiation of feminist ideas in
postfeminist contexts. Agreeing with Billig (1988), Fairclough (2001), and
Sunderland (2007), the contradictory nature of ‘middle ground’ discourses has
ostensibly productive and emancipatory effects within the context of A, mpa?; it
triggers the articulation of feminist discourses in response, and, more importantly, in
opposition. This becomes particularly evident in cases of linguistic intervention by the
administrator, who explicitly challenges ‘middle ground’ discourses to reinforce the

website’s safety and re-establish it as a feminist space.

Besides contradictions, another aspect of the influence of postfeminism in the
participants’ discursive productions of feminism and gender is that a discourse of
‘personal choice’, with an emphasis on individuality, was often invoked. Also, the
issue of female sexuality was a frequent topic of discussion. However, an interesting
observation was made here: contrary to Gill’s (2007) critical discussion of the current
condition of feminism (postfeminism) as a ‘sensibility’, and McRobbie’s (2009)
description of postfeminism as a problematic, pro-capitalist re-appropriation of
‘girlie’, within the community of A, mpa?, such problematic elements were criticised

and discursively resisted by the majority of the participants.

Against a backdrop of increased visibility of feminism in the media, on the
one hand, and a proliferation of an antagonistic anti-feminism on/offline, on the other,
the circulation of ‘middle ground’ discourses reveals the emerging tensions in the

contemporary feminist landscape, and can be viewed as a discursive attempt to
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compromise between two opposing ideologies (feminism and anti-feminism) in a

postfeminist environment (Gill, 2016).

Overall, the case of A, mpa? seems to confirm literature on the empowering
and transformative potential of digital feminist spaces (Orgad, 2005; Retallack et al.,
2016; Matos, 2017; Singh, 2017, among others). The articulation of feminist
discourses in the website points to the existence of evolving feminisms in the
contemporary social context. These are not necessarily constrained by a tenacious
postfeminist environment, contrary to McRobbie’s (2009) arguably bleak prognosis
for the future of feminism. To dismiss feminist digital spaces such as A, mpa? as
byproducts of neoliberalism and postfeminism (Razer, 2013) disregards the fact that
they comprise a familiar, readily accessible resource for participatory engagement
with feminism (Jackson, 2018). As my analysis demonstrated, though not explicitly
labelled as feminist, A, mpa? functions as a space in which participants challenge
gendered discourses, anti-feminism, and postfeminism, and embrace feminist

identities through the discussion of feminist issues.

Finally, with regard to the third research question, i.e. the effect of
administrative boundary-maintenance work to construct the website as a ‘safe space’
on the discursive practices of the participants, it was found that administrators’
practices were both encouraging and limiting of discourse(s). What this means is that
readers were generally (explicitly) encouraged to share their personal stories and
speak out freely, and were mostly validated when they did, both by commenters and
by moderators. However, in cases in which commenters responded negatively to
posters’ personal stories, the administrator often intervened either to express her
disagreement or to remind that participants are required to respect both disclosers’ and

potential readers’ emotional wellbeing, when commenting. My analysis revealed that
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this sort of intervention almost always caused conflict between certain participants,
who seemed to feel that they were being silenced, and the administrator, whose
preoccupation was to ensure that the site remains welcoming of marginalised voices.
This confirmed the conceptualization of safe space as ‘relational work’ in literature;
safe spaces are constantly unfolding social processes, rather than sites with structures
that pre-exist participants’ interactions (The Roestone Collective, 2014, cited in
Clark-Parsons, 2018). Indeed, even in an arguably feminist website, constructed as a
safe space, participants do not necessarily comply with its rules, producing gendered
and/or anti-feminist discourses. Thus, it appears that by virtue of being an online site,

the absolute safety of a space cannot be ensured (Rentschler, 2014; Brownlie, 2018).
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Chapter 6: Conclusion

In this study, | examined the alternative, feminist discourses produced by
participants in the Greek website A, mpa?, through which they resisted gendered
discourses. As a public forum in which feminist issues are negotiated by lay readers,
A, mpa? functions as a communicative space, formed in sharp relief to unsafe spaces
on/offline. Apart from feminist discourses, the analysis unveiled the existence of an
original, distinct type of ‘middle ground’ discourses, which proposed an equidistant
position between feminism and anti-feminism. Drawing upon the concept of ‘safe
space’ and the theoretical discussion on postfeminism, I looked at how these related to
and affected participants’ discursive productions. My analysis adopted a feminist
Critical Discourse Analysis perspective, to explore gender ideologies and social
identity processes vis-a-vis participants’ popular talk, in which dominant ideologies
were either contested through feminist discourses or reproduced through ‘middle

ground’ discourses.

The findings indicate that feminist digital spaces like A, mpa? provide an
important tool for constructing a feminist identity, through the production of feminist
discourses, against the persistence of postfeminism. These discourses can be viewed
as both a result of and a condition for the site’s function as a safe space, established
by the administrator and the participants’ affective exchange of experiences. The
existence of competing, ‘middle ground’ discourses, however, reflects that
participation in A, mpa? is not practiced in a uniform way. In this case, the site’s

safety is suppressive, a fact that is not accepted well by those participants who are put
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off by what they perceive as contemporary feminism’s excesses, and suggest

postfeminist ideas of individual empowerment.

The main contribution of this study is that it provides insight into what
happens in the landscape of contemporary Greek feminism, which largely unfolds
online, as is the case globally, as well. Given that the only other study on Greek
feminism comes from the field of anthropology and dates back more than 20 years
ago (see Cowan, 1996), the present study illuminates the situatedness of digital Greek
feminism in transnational feminism(s), in a cultural context of feminism’s increased

visibility.

At the same time, while anti-feminism and postfeminism persist in both online
and offline contexts, this study draws attention to the existence of a concessional
stance with regard to feminist issues, one which is distinct from backlash, in that it is
a blend of anti-feminist and anti-sexist views. In that sense, it differs from
postfeminism, as well. An important implication of this study derives from the
uniqueness of this stance, which might point to ideological change; on the one hand,
anti-feminist and postfeminist ideas still prevail, but, on the other, structural
inequalities can no longer be ignored. It remains to be seen whether the existence of a
discourse which accounts for both actually leads to socio-political and ideological

change.

Another implication of this study regards the nature of digital feminist safe
spaces and whether they can transcend their digital boundaries and effectuate a
change in offline contexts. While more and more women’s private, personal
experience is placed in the public arena, in spaces where their personal authority and

emotional wellbeing are respected, while it is hard to overstate the transformative
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potential of digital feminism, the question remains as to what the social and political
meanings of such a shift are. As | was writing this chapter, the A, mpa? team posted
an article in which they appealed to the site’s readers to participate in forming an
association, in order to demand a change of the law on sexual assault and rape, to

include the notion of consent.

The explanatory and interpretive nature of this study raises a number of
opportunities for future research to refine and further elaborate the findings on digital
feminist safe spaces. The fact that the issue of sexual assault and consent is one of the
most widely discussed among feminists worldwide suggests that this study could be
extended in search of the psychological implications of sharing personal stories of
rape online, for instance, and thus the therapeutic potential of feminist digital safe
spaces could be elaborated. Or, to paraphrase Gill (2017), the affective and psychic

life of feminism, rather than postfeminism, could be examined.

Lastly, as mentioned above, future work could and should examine whether
participation in digital feminist platforms and production of alternative discourses can
combat the privatisation of the experience and the reduction of the political to the
personal, and achieve social and political transformation, while at the same time

outlining the conditions for such a transformation.
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Example 1.

Appendix A

Complete Translated Examples

Why A, mpa? is a site that speaks to women

Explanation for the subtitle, a post that | did not think would be
necessary

Let’s start from something elementary: this is not a site for women
ONLY. This is the most common question I’ve received. There is
nothing that suggests ‘only’. A site that speaks to women means that it
addresses them, but it does not use language that only they understand,
and that’s because we all speak the same language, because we are all
human, women and men.

Yes, it speaks to women. We did not decide it. We realised it. It is
neither a marketing strategy, nor a matter of labelling, nor some master
plan for accumulating wealth. A, mpa? started for fun, evolved into
speedy dialogue, and, little by little, through participation, started to
transform into something more concrete. Indeed, the trivial has been
substituted by something else, which I wouldn’t call ‘heavy’, but
which nonetheless has a presence and a message, that came from the
daily exchange of views. Through the randomness of the questions, a
necessity, a worry slowly emerged and the space of A, mpa? became a
space for mutual support on subjects that — it is sad but true — are not
discussed elsewhere in the same manner, publicly.

And it is not a secret — on the contrary, it is evident — that the vast
majority of the participants, both sending the questions and
commenting, are women. It happened naturally, even though it took
some time, maybe because I am a woman and I know a woman’s
problems. Maybe it happened because all of these years | myself have
changed. | wish there had been a medium when | was sixteen to
explain me why | felt so suffocated between being a good or a bad girl,
being smart, therefore ugly, or beautiful, therefore ornamental. | wish
someone had told me then ‘don’t play this game, it is designed for you
to lose’. I figured this out through struggle, through years of effort, and
the balance was found relatively recently. | see the same anxiety in
some younger women, who feel they are starting to find the answers.
Those who don’t see it are blind.

Yes, it is a site for women. We do not need to justify it or explain
ourselves. Of course, everyone is welcome in a site for women. Why
wouldn’t they? We do not exclude anyone by stating that we speak to
women. We are not obliged to make men feel comfortable in A, mpa?
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Example 5.

by addressing them explicitly. Those who are already self-confident do
not wonder about the subtitle. It was a man who came up with the idea
of the website’s creation. It was a man that wrote to us about the
invocation of natural law as a means of legitimising misogyny (you
should read it, it is very good, it hasn’t been posted yet). It was a man
who told me that he read about cosmetics, because, why not. Men keep
subscribing to the site, posting comments. None of them required a
clarification. And I answer to women who say that a ‘male perspective’
will be missed: don’t be so afraid of displeasing men. Men are not a
unitary group, just like women aren’t either. Look at the men who
participate in the website. There’s the ‘male perspective’ that you are
afraid of missing. We continue looking for people, men and women,
who live in the same universe as we do. Women’s issues are people’s
issues that affect men’s lives.

This is not a website that speaks about life, about the universe and
everything. There can be no such thing. This is a site that speaks to
women. Women are ordinary people, therefore, the site speaks to
anyone interested in reading what is posted in it.

Thanks again from the bottom of our hearts to those who have started
to subscribe and post comments, which are increasing, and we invite
everyone who’s still considering it. Come, the door is open for
everyone. And subscription is very simple!

Your rationale is understandable and respected it’s just that I must
admit that when | saw the pink banner that addressed women, for a
second there | got afraid that | would be reading about fashion and
diets everywhere.. It’s just that I’ve been reading you for years and |
was sure this is not the case. In any case though I believe that your
audience will remain faithful and that the community will become even
bigger!

Dear “A, mpa”: Why is it that, while we have the term misogyny,
there is no misandry?

Q: Why is it that, while we have the term misogyny, there is no
misandry? — that is the question

A: If there isn’t, where did you find it?

Oh, I am not sure if it is really a good idea to keep writing about stuff
that are not matters of opinion, but rather, now clarified and widely
accepted as facts - just for the sake of those who do not wish for the
status quo to change. I think that, by defending what is right, what is
self-evident and acceptable for the thousandth time, that oppression is
an up-down process, and that the bottom-up reaction to it is neither
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equal to it nor the same, I am not establishing the truth. Sometimes |
think that, by analysing over and over again that there can be no such
thing as reverse sexism and racism, | am just wasting my time. We are
all wasting our time, time which could be spent more creatively, going
deeper into what we already know, instead of arguing over whether or
not misogyny exists, since there are men who are having a hard time
too. Aren’t you tired already?

The answer to “why” exists, it is not a secret. If you want to find out,
google it. Just let me make this one clear once more: these things are
not matters of opinion. What is a personal matter is on which side you
want to be. That | accept. | accept that someone does not want things to
change, especially if he is at the top. But spare us the high school talk
about how men are the system’s victims, because the courts award
child custody to women or because they get recruited by law. That’s
the stuff I used to hear when I was a student and didn’t know the
answer. Now | know it and the vast majority of the readers here know
it too, and most of them know it even better than me.

I don’t know about you, dear commenters, and of course I am not
trying to tell you what to do with your time, but sometimes | wonder
what the point is in bothering with the ABC, explaining the same
things to strangers all over. | have decided that I will no longer answer
such questions.

Anyway, for the history, the term misandry exists, obviously, and it
has content, you did not just come up with it. There are women who
hate men and | suppose that there are men who hate men too, in that
any sort of hate can exist. Because those of us who accept that the
earth is round, we also accept that there are unequal opportunities and
a power asymmetry between the genders, and we understand that
misogyny is not a word that simply refers to men hating women, but
rather a tendency that is hegemonic by all genders against women, that
is, also by women towards themselves. If you do not accept that this
tendency is indeed hegemonic, if you do not accept that the patriarchy
is the systemic oppression of women by everyone (by their husbands,
by their siblings, by their mothers, by their bosses, by their own
selves), which impacts men as well by attributing them restrictive
stereotypical roles,

Then,
What are you doing here?

Did you come to change our mind?

Consent

“No means no” and a small personal story
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[...] We must move beyond the question of whether girls are
“provocative” or not and instead focus on how boys behave. The point
isn’t to teach girls to protect themselves, the point is to teach boys the
meaning of consent early on. [The point is that boys] Learn the
elementary “do you want to?” “Yes, I do”. [The point is that boys]
Learn yes.

The reasons why I didn’t talk about “No means no”, which has been
the official slogan of consent for the last decades, before #MeToo,
have been complex. [...] [One of them was that] “No” should be the
last resort, when things have already gone wrong, when boundaries
have already been overstepped. Because, in real life, our “no” is
demonstrated in multiple ways, before we actually say it out loud.

[...] For a large number of women it is very difficult to say “no” for
many reasons. Because they have learnt to be compliant, agreeable and
nice, they have learnt to be “good girls” and not to upset anyone, they
have learnt to please others, even if it is at their own expense. Or they
cannot say “no”, because they are not sober or because they are
paralysed from fear. If someone does not or cannot say anything, that
doesn’t signify consent. We cannot see that as consent. Only an
enthusiastic “Yes” is consent.

[...] Of course, what we must resolve first is that, in our society,
female sexuality is considered a taboo issue. Women are not allowed to
want sex for sex’s sake and to say “yes” enthusiastically is considered
scandalous, provocative, and reprehensible.

Because women, seen as sex objects in our patriarchal society, in order
to be valued, they must be “hard to get”. For them, sex is the primary
means of exchange. If they offer it to everyone for free, they are
“cheap”. [...]

A friend sent me the following message, which | found very accurate.
Painfully accurate:

“Women are socially required to pretend to resist to parts of sexual
intercourse as part of the game. For instance, many women say ‘no, I
don’t want it from behind’, but the man judges from how strong the
resistance is and moves on accordingly. Others say no to sex and if you
don’t pressure them for at least ten minutes, they don’t let go, even
though that’s what they want; others pretend to be drunk to justify
having sex on the first date. Especially a few years ago, if you didn’t
insist a little, you rarely had sex. | remember how this girl once freaked
out when she told me ‘oh no, I don’t want sex, I’d rather stay friends’
and I got up and answered ‘O.K. friends then’. This kind of confusion
has led even good guys to sometimes have sex without [the girl’s] full-
on consent, that is, to rape, in a sense.”

I answered: “What you are describing is part of the cost of patriarchy.
Women have learnt that the man has to try hard, to assert, to chase
after them, so that they aren’t seen as easy, while men themselves
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(subconsciously) want it this way, so that women are not degraded in
their eyes as being easy, and that’s how we get to the fact that no does
not mean no. [...] That’s why the campaign of “No means no” was
replaced by the idea that consent is an enthusiastic YES”.

[...] Women grow up with these beliefs, too; that they have to behave
like that. And they don’t even see it as an obligation. They see it as the
natural order of things, the way genders work, as normal and right. It is
not easy for any woman to challenge that.

Consider that, traditionally, even women themselves are afraid of (they
do not accept) their own sexuality. Female masturbation has only
started to be seen as normal in the last decades. And there are surely
women who find it hard to admit doing it.

It was only recently that pornography has been “permitted” to women.
And if a woman watched pornography and said “heck no, that’s not for
me” and felt disgust, it may never occur to her that she feels that way
not because she would not enjoy pornography in theory, but because
the way pornography works, according to patriarchal standards, yes, it
is scary to a large extent, because it is abusive.

It is really hard to shake off the thin veil that covers reality, which you
don’t even know is there, until you look for it. The process of
becoming aware of how the whole thing has no purpose, apart from
oppression, of how it is constructed, not “natural”, is a long one.

One needs to try to unlearn what she has been taught all her life. Great
strength is required to throw in the garbage the way we have been
taught that each gender should behave. [...]

[...] T avoided replying to comments (with the exception of one),
because | do not feel that I must apologise for my post. | tried not to
hurt or offend anyone, especially the girls involved in the story and the
readers here, who, if anything, did me the honour of reading me. | had
specific aims when | wrote this story, which made me omit many facts
[...] but, actually, it is only me who chooses the degree to which 1
expose myself and | am not obliged to disclose my personal story in all
detail, in an attempt to convince, to gain sympathy, to shut people’s
mouths or satisfy their curiosity. It is my life and, while 1 may sign as
[commenter], | am not an avatar.

Perhaps an elaborate self-flagellation on my part would be more
satisfying to some, but, as I’ve already written, that would concern me
only. My responsibility for the incident is different from the
professor’s, and there is nothing I can do for those who are naive
enough to believe that, because | am not referring to specific
consequences | had on a personal and academic level, those did not
exist. I am not interested in getting pitied, I am interested in sharing. |
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care about myself and other women with similar or worse experiences
being able to speak out without fear. | do not care about protecting
people in positions of power, power which they exploit because they
have PERMISSION, in order to gain things unrelated to their
institutional role. In my mind, thus, who has what responsibility is
clear. I have made my peace with what happened long before someone
urged me to ‘get over it, gurl’ online. I managed to safeguard myself
during the course of that ‘relationship’, I subjected myself to the
harshest critique, so that I learn from the whole experience, | was not
unfair to anyone, | did not become insensitive, spiteful, petty. That
particular professor was carefully cultivating the image of a radical, an
abolitionist of everything hegemonic, opposing to all sorts of
asymmetry. This was done on purpose, as a kind of mating call
addressed to his students, whom he privately complimented to get in
bed with him, and, thus, become some sort of mentor-lover and boost
his ego. Despite his exclamations about ‘equality everywhere’ inside
the amphitheater, in his romantic relationships (with his students), he
made sure to maintain this asymmetry of power, in order to manipulate
and get his. He attempted to intimidate us in not speaking, because, if
we did, it would be revealed that he dated his students systematically.
To make sure that we wouldn’t speak to each other, he made us drift
apart. Getting ghosted might had hurt me, but losing my friends, to
whom | owe some of my best memories as a student, hurt me more.
When | found out that he was responsible for this loss, | decided to
speak out about what had happened. [...]

| do not regret my post at all. 1 do not regret publishing it, | continue to
believe that this particular website is the best online space of the Greek
web for me and my story and similar stories. | still believe that it is a
safe space, because of both Lena and the commenters. Despite the
attempts of certain people who have power, who have permission, who
have a reason to be afraid of the ‘fall’ and who will do anything to
avoid it, we will be meeting each other with empathy and sensitivity,
we will be drinking beer, we will be discussing, writing, claiming our
own space of expression, and we will be telling our stories.

Also, it is possible that at home nobody said no to anyone, therefore
she didn’t learn how to say no. Also, perhaps she had never felt that
sort of fear before, in that position (her lying down and the man
standing), maybe it was the first time she felt paralysed and a “you can
get up” voice was not activated, because that hadn’t happened to her
ever before. There are many possibilities.

I don’t think that one can figure out why SHE did not say no, if,
instead of identifying her own, personal reason for not saying no, she
goes “it is society’s fault, it is society that needs to change, so that |
don’t feel this way again”. Therefore, until society changes, she will
keep having rapid heartbeats, she will keep feeling paralysed whenever
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she remembers about the incident, and she will continue wondering
why she didn’t react.

Honestly, was any woman’s soul ever really, objectively, and
essentially relieved at the response “it’s society’s fault”? There could
not possibly be a more vague response to an individual’s self-
disclosure. If we are discussing about women IN GENERAL, then we
can talk about society.

It is as if someone told you that she was afraid that the rain would
flood her house, and you responded by talking about climate change.

Members are equal and sympathetic, but if [commenter] or anyone else
says something that A, mpa or her partners dislike (we all remember
the magnificent “you aren’t forward-thinking”) they are cannibalised
by some ‘do-gooders’, just like now. The girl in the story should be
protected, but [commenter] cannot leave the conversation unless she
admits ‘Mea Culpa’. How else can we interpret equality if even when
you don’t personally attack someone or become rude, you get
messages “it’s not like that”, “maybe you are wrong”, “you are
cynical”. They nearly accused her of “overreacting”, just because she
had an opinion that A, mpa disagrees with. Sure, we should keep our
readers, but we can hang [commenter] out to dry. In a site which is ad
personam in character, it must become clear that you cannot, as the
site’s protagonist, “flame” a commenter, because it is possible then that
other commenters will follow and that’s not nice at all. I didn’t like
what happened, [commenter] simply expressed what many of us
thought and what we thought isn’t even bad. It’s good.
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Appendix B

Original Examples

INoti To «A pra;» givor £va 60T TOV PIAGEL GTIS YOVOIKES
E&nynon yra tov vmotitho, éva moat wov dev wepiueva ot Go. ypeiaotel

Ag Eexvnoovpe amd o amdo: dev givar éva adit MONO yia yvvaikec.
Eivow n mo ovyvn epdtnomn mov £xel £pBet. Aev mpokvmtel amd movbevd
10 «uovoy. 'Eva ot mov pAder otig yuvoikeg onpoaiver Ot
angvfhveTal 6€ AVLTEG, OAAG dev AGEL GE KAMOOV KAOJIKO TOL
Katalofaivouy poévo avtéc, ki avtd emed pkdue OAot v idw
YADOOO, ETEON elpacte OAOL AvOp®TOL, YUVOIKES Kot AVTPES.

Muldel oT1g yovaikeg, val. Aev 10 amoocicope. To SomoTOGALE.
Agv givonr ovte Bépa pdpketivyk, ovte BEpa Katnyoplonoinong, ovte
€xel TPOKOLYEL Amd KATOL0 GKOTEWO GYE10 GLALOYNG TAOVTOL. To «A
pumoy Eexivnoe moAAd ypdvie mpwv oG o Tpéha, eEeliybnke oe
omvtdTo J1A0YO0, Kot Glyd oyd, Héca amd T1 GLUUETOYN, Gpyloe va
amoKTAel o mo ovumayr poper. Oviwg, to avdioepo £xel
avtikataotobel amd kdti dAho, Tov dev Ba To Edeya «Bapdy, aArd £xel
L0 TOPOLGTa Kot £YEL £VOL LNVULLOL, TTOV TPOEKVYE amtd TNV Kadnuepvn
avToAdayn anoyewv. Méca amd TV TuyodTNTO TOV EPOTNCEDV Gyl
oyd Pynke po avdykn, po oyovia, Kot 0 y®pog tov ‘A uma’ &yve
évag yopog yo. apotPaio vrootNpEn Yo Bépata mov — givor Avmnpo,
aAAG €Tot elvan — dev suintiovvtal aAlov pe Tov 1010 TpdTo, dONUdGLaL.

Kotr dev  eivon obte Kkpupd o0te pootikd, avtifétog elvon
0POOALOPOVES OTL | GLVIPUTTIKY TAEWOYNPIO TOV GUUUETEYOVI®V, GE
epoTOoELlg Kot oyohaoud, etvar yovaikes. IIpoékvye puoikd, av kot
TPE OpPKETO Koupd, lowg emewdr] &ipon yovvaiko kol EEpw T
npoPAnpata pog yovaikos. Towg vo €yve kou emedn OAa avtd To
rpoViIa dAAaEa KL eyd 1 1010, Mokdpt va vmpye éva p€co 6tov Hovv
dekaéEl va pov eEnynoet Yoo molo Adyo vidmbm avty v aceviio
HETOED TOL KOAOD Kol KAKOV KOPLTG1o0, TOV £EVTVOL Gpal doynpov, 1
TOV OUOPPOL Apa SLKOCUNTIKOV. Makdpt KATO10¢ va Lov EAeYE «Unv
nailelg ovtd TO TOUYViol, eivor oxedlacpévo yoo var yacec». To
Katdlofo pe mOAD kOmO, pe TOAAL ypdvie. mpoomdbelog, Ko M
woppomia Ppébnke oyetikd mpoceata. BAémwm v ido ayovio oe
Kamoleg veapotepes yuvaikeg mov vidbBovv o0t apyilovv va Bpickovv
TIc amavtnioels. Eival tvpAdg 6motog dev to PAETEL.

Not, eivar éva oqutr vy yovaikec. Aegv  ypedletar ovte va
dwkatoroynBovpe, ovte va eEnynbovpe. Duowd kot etvor  OAot
eumpdodektol 6€ €va odut yia yovvaikeg. [Mati vo pnv elvor; Aev
amokAgiovpe kavévav OnAdvovtog OTL [AGpE oTiG yuvaikeg. Agv
VILAPYEL KATOLO VITOYPEDGCN VAL KAVOVLE TOVG AVTPES VO VimBovv dveta
010 ‘A pma’ avagpépoviag toug pntd. Ocot vidbBovv 1on Aveto pe Tov
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€0VTO TOVG, OV AVOPOTIOVVTAL V1ol TOV VITOTITAO. AVIpog OKEPTNKE TNV
dnuovpyia ToL GlLt. AVIpog LG YPOYE YLoL TNV ETIKANGT THG GVONG
®¢ LECO GoKNoNG LIGOYLVIGHOD (Vo TO dadceTe, TOAD KAAO, eV £xEl
umel akopa). Avtpog pov gire 6t ddPace yoo to KaAlvviikd S10tt,
vl Oyt Avtpeg cvveyilovv va Ypaeoviol 6To GALT, VO, GUUUETEXOVY
oto oxoMa. Kovévag dev ypeldotnke €0k devkpivnon. Ko
ATOVTA® OTIS YUVOIKES TOL AEvE OTL Bol AETYEL 1) «aVTIPIKY] HOTIA»: PNV
@oPocacte T060 TOAD Vo, UV dVCAPECTNOETE TOVS AVTPeG. Ot avtpeg
dev elvarl éva mpaypo, Ommg dev elvarl OAEg Ol YUVOIKES €vol TPAYUOL.
Kottd&te toug dvtpeg mov ypapovy 610 olrt. Na 1 avIptkn HLotid Tov
eoBocaocte 0Tt Ba yabel. Zvuveyilovpe va yayvovpe avOpdTOVS, AVTPES
Kot yovaikeg, mov (ovv oto 1010 cOumav pe epdc. Ta yovoukeio Oépata
etvarl avBpomva BEpata mov emnpedlovy Tig avipikég L.

Agv givan éva odut mov pkdet yoo T {on, Yo T0 GOUTOY Kot TO, TAVTOL.
Agv pmopel va vrdpyet kdtt téroto. Eivon éva cdut mov pAder otig
yovaikec. Ot yovaikeg etvon kavovikoi avBpwmot, dpo pAdel oe GAOLG
660VG evolaeépovtal va Sofdcovy avTd Tov YpagovTal.

Evyopiotodpe ko mwdr omd ta abn g Kapdldg poag 6Govg £xouvv
EEKIVIOEL OTIG £YYPOUPES Kol 0TO GYOA oL apyilovv va avafouv kot
oA, Kol KaAoOpe 66ovg T0 oképTovion axkopa. EAdte, eivar avorytd
v 6Aovg. Kan n eyypaon éxet amhonomBei modv!

Oy, avtd mov €kave M otAn A,uma dgv amevBovotav HOvVo oe
yovaikeg. Avtg givor 1 ovoia. Epéva mpocomikd pe €kave kaAvtepo
avBpomo, pe Pondnoce mdpo mOAD TNV SWUUOPP®OT TS GKEYNS LOV.
2KEPTOUOVV VAL TO TPOTEIV®D GE GAAOVG TPOKEIUEVOL VAL OTOKTHIGOVY
avt ™V mpoontik. Topa Ba 10 Tpowbow mo dHoKOo N, HIOG Kot
«amevOHVETAL GE YOVOIKESY.

Aev glvar Bépa picoyvviopov. Obte €xel onuocion av 1 «GLVIPUTTIKY
mieoynoeioc OV ovayvootdv» eival yovaikes. Ilpotov, mov 710
EEpoupe KA, OEVTEPOV, TL EYIVOV TO «OIKOLMUOTO» TNG «UELOYNPLOCH.
‘Eva site mov Béhel va amevbivetoan 6 dAOVG, TPEMEL Vo AEEL Kol TO
avtiotoryo. H yuvaika tov Kaicopa kAn kAn. Eivor cav va otidéelg
«yvvoukeion umap. O dvipog Oa vidoel TapeicaKTog av et

KotohaPaiveo BéPare 61t 1 Aéva MBehe va otid&er €va site yio
yovaikes. Kat avtd cvunapécvpe kot to A,uma. Evidéet, 11 va kévoope
TOPa. O TPETEL VAL EMGTPATEVCOVUE AlyN TEPLOCOTEPT AVTPIAM YOl VOL
OIKOLOAOYGOVLE TNV OVTPIKT «LLOTION.

(mhdka  Eexwvag)To  emduevo Pruo  eivor vo  pmer  VIOTITAOG
«OTTOyOopeEVOVTAL Ol AVIPEG Kot ot okvAow. 'Eneita elvar 1o 0épa g
avtikeevikomtog. [lov Eépw eyd OtL dev Ba mdper 0 péPog g
yovaikog o€ evogyOUEVT EpMOTNOY| LoV (TAGKO TELELDVEL);
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Example 3.

Example 4.

Example 5.

Aéva, otV apyn Bdpwoca kol petd otevoympndnka. Eipon yovaika kot
CUUUETEIYO OTO OYOALN GYETIKA GLYVA 6TO TAALO odut, yioti elyo TV
EVIVTTOGOT MG CUUUETEY® GE £VOL GALT TOL 0V £YEl Kapio amoAHT™G
oxéon pe 1o madam figaro kot pe to men’s health, 6mov dniAmvetan
pnté to eVro. ITov yvwpilel v dmapén TV dV0 PUA®Y OAAG TOV OEV
avaQEpeTal, pnTd, o0Te 610 £va 00Te 6To GALo. [Tov, akdpa Kot av To
dwpdlovv kot cvppetéyovy oe avtd 100 yovaikeg kon 1 dvipog, o€ Oa
npocdoptldtay Toté g ot yovoukdv. ot akpiPag, sival éva ot
mov pAdel yoo T (o1, Yoo To GOUTOY Kol Yo, To TAVTO, OVTH TV
eviomwon &€dwve oe péva. Ilov pikder oe yovaikeg, o€ AVIpEG, OE
epnpovug Kot Twv 600 PUA®Y, Ywpic va Aéel ‘elpan yia yovaikeg, oAl
evtacel popé, hate Ko eogic avrpes’. Tovg KaAwosopile GAOVG, YmPIc
Tapméles. Apketd pe Tig tapmédec. To ‘elvor éva ot yio yovaikec,
mov elvar avBpomor’ Yoo gpéva, elvar oegflotikd yuri ovtdpaTa
VTOONAMVEL TO OLTOVONTO KOl TO OVTOVONTO O&v TPEMEL Vol
vrodnA®veTal yuoti akpiPag £€tol cvvinpeital n avicoétta. Eivar oo
va Aéel évag avBpomog, £xw 000 yépua Gpa elpon dvBpomoc. Eivou
nePTToO VO TO TEL, O YpetaleTat.

Avtummtd Kot 6ePacTO TO GKEMTIKO COG OMAMG Kl €YD OPEiA® vo
napadeXT® OTL 0Tav €ida To banner pol mov va amevBOveTor oTIg
YOVaiKeG, Yo évo devTepOAETTO POPHONKN PO Ut Gt GeEAda Kot
d® mavToL Yo HOdEG Kot dlantes.. AmAd oag dSafdlm xpovia Kot HUovy
BéPan 6t dev mpdrettan wepi awtod. Onwg Kot vo Exel OUOS MGTEV®
ot 10 K00 cag Ba etvar ToTo Ko 1 Tapéa Oa peyaldoeL Kt GAAO!

AyamnT) «A, pmo»: INoti eved vrapyer o 6pog pisoyvviopdg dgv
VAPYEL KOl pLoavOPLopnig;

E: Twrtl evd vmbpyer o 0pog HIGOYLVICUOG Oev  LEAPYEL Ko
oavoptopog; — 160 n amopio

A: Av dgv vrtdpyet, Tov TovV PPNKEG;

Ay, dev E€pw av eival mpaypatikd Ko 1060 Vo YPAQOLUE Kol Vo
Eavaypdeovpe TpAypata Tov dgv eitvar Bépa dmoyng, mov givon BEpata
A éov mov €yovv Eekabapiotel kol £xovv yivel dextd, Hovo Kot povo
eMEWN vhpyovv avtoi mov dev BEAovv vo aALAEEL awTO  TOL
Kuplapyel. Nopilom 01t vrepaomlopevn yio YUMot Popd ovTd TOV
elval 10 ocwotd, oVTO MOV Elvol TPOPAVEG KOl TOPAOEKTO, OTL M
KOTOTIEST) EPYETOL OO TAV® TPOG TO KAT®, Kot 0,TL avTidpaoT EpyeTan
amd KAT® TPOG To. TAVE® OeVv glvarl 160TIUN, OVTE 1010, OEV EVIGYD® TNV
npoypatikdtnTo. Mepucéc popég vopilm o6tt avardovtog Eava Kot Eavd
O0tL dev umopel va vmdpyel aviiotpo@og ceSlopudg Kot paTeiopuic,
AmADG Yave xpovo. Xavovpe OAot ypoévo mov Bo pmopovoope va
YPNOUOTOU|COVUE TTO ONUIOVPYIKE, gupfabivoviog K GAL0 og avtd
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Example 6.

ov EEpovpe, ovti vo AOYOUOYOVUE Y10 TO OV VIAPYEL LICOYVVIGUOG
EPOGOV VLTAPYOLV Kol Gvipeg TOL TEepvhve SVoKOAN. Agv €xete
KOVPOOTEL

H amdvinon ot1o «yroti» vrdpyet, oev etvar Kavéva pootikd. Av Bélelg
vo pdlelg, ykovykiapé to. Mdévo va mo Eavd to €ENG avtd TO
npaypato dev eivan Béua dmoync. Avtd mov elval BEpo TPOSHOTIKO
etvar amd mola pepld BéLeIC va Ppiokecal. Avto, To d€xopot. Aéyopon
va unv Béhet kdmotog va aAAdEer KATL, €101KA av elvar and Tévew. AALA
0G UV KAvoupe TAAL KOVPEVTES AVKELOKES Yo TO TOGO givarl Bvpato ot
dvipeg amd TO CLOTNUO EMEWN TO OIKOGTHPLA dIvouV TO TOdLE OTIC
YOvaikeg 1 €mEWN TAVE Qavidpol. Avtd dKovyo Kot OTov Tyovo
oyoleio kot dev Néepa v amdvinon. Topa v Eépwm, Kol €YD Kal M
oLUVTPWTIKY TAEOYNQio 6cmv dafalovy, kol ot TePocOHTEPOL THV
EEpouv KaAvTepa amd epéva.

Aev EEpo Y100 €GGC, OyOmNTOL LOL GYOAMAGTES, KOl PUGIKE OEV GOG AEM
TL Vo KAVETE PE TOV YPOVO GOG, OAAG LEPIKEG POPEG OVOPMOTIELOL OV
Exel vonua vo, acyoleiote pe v oAeapnta, eEnydvtag ta idto Kot o
0 oe ayvootove. Eyd éxym amopacicel vo punv omavtdo o o€
TETOLEG EPMTNGELC.

Téhog mhviov, yuoo v «oamopio», 0 OpOC HGOVOPIoUOS LTAPYEL,
TPOPOVAS, Kol 1 AEEN €xel TepleyOpevo, oV TV ERyoleg HOMG TOPO.
and T0 WOAO GOov. YTApYouv yuvaikeg OV GOV TOLG AVTPES, Kot
VIOBETM Kot vTpeg OV PIGOVV TOVG AVTPES, Ue TV vvolo OTL OAa Ta
eldn piocovg Ba vmdpyovv. Emedn 6cotr dexduacte O6tL M yn elvan
OTPOYYLAN, OexOHacTe KOl OTL LEAPYEL OVICOTNTE EVKOPUDY KO
10Y00G HETAED TV dvo POAWV, Katohofaivovpe OTL O HGOYLVICUOG
dev elvar po AEEN mov agopd HOVO TOVG GVTPES TOL HIGOVV TIG
yovaikeg, aAAd pio Kuplapyn téon amd 0o to OAL TPOG TIC YUVOIKEG,
ONAadn Kot amd TG YuVaiKeS TPOG TOV €AVTO TOVS. AV Ogv d€xeco OTL
avtn givon  Kuplapym thomn, av OnAadn dev d€xecal Tl N TaTpLoPyic
glvol 1 GLOTNUIKY] KATATIESN TOV YUVOUKOV, ond TovTod (amd Tovg
AVTPEG TOVG, TO AOEPPLOL TOVG, OO TN HAVO TOVS, OO TO OPEVIIKO
TOVG, OO TOV €AVTO TOVG TOV 1010) OV €MNPedlel OPYNTIKA Kol TOVG
AvTpES, OIVOVTaG GTEPEOTLTIKOVG POAOVE OV TTEPLOPilovV,

Tore,
T kGvelg €0m;

"HpBeg va pog aAlagerg ™ yvoun;

Yuvaiveon
To «Oy1 onuaiver OyL» Kai Hio, UKPY TPOGOTIKY 16TOPIO;

[...] Hpénetr vo pOyovpe omd TO AV «TPOKAAOVV» T KOPITOLO Kol VL
emkevipmBode 6to TOG PEpoviar Ta aydpilo. To Béua dev givar va
pudbovpe ota kopitolo va mpostotevovtal, To BEpa givor va d1dagovpe
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oto ayopla, omd ToAD puKpd- To vonua e cvvaiveons. No pabovv to
amAovotato «0éAeg;» «Nat, 0EAm». Na pabovv to vat.

Ot Adyor mov dev piknoa yuo 1o No Means No, mov vanpée 1o enionuo
oAOYKOY TNG CLVOIVESNG TIG TEAEVTOLES OEKNETIES, TPV TO #metoo NTav
TOAVTAOKOL.

[...] 0o «Oyw» Bo émpene va gival 1o TEAELTAIO OYVPO, OTAV MO TU
npaypato €xovv mapel aoynun tpomn. Otov Mon 1o Opla €xovv
Eemepaotel. Tatl, omv mpaypoatiky Con, dsiyvoope 10 «OY» e
TOAALOVG TPOTOVG, TPV YPELNGTEL VO, TO TTOVLE.

[...] yio o peyddn pepido yovaikav, givar mold dHGKOAO VoL TOLV TO
«Oyw. To whpa moAlovg Adyovg. TMati €yovv pdber va etvon
VIOYOPNTIKEG, OEKTIKEG KOL EVYEVIKEG, £yovv HAbel va elval «Kald
KOPITGLO» KOl VO UMV oTEVOY®POvV Kavévay, £xovv pabel vo kévouv
oTovg dALOLG TO Yatipla, akoua Ku ov eivar €1¢ Bapog tovg. 'H dev
UTOpoLV va Tovv Oyl Yot 0gv gtvar vnediteg 1 yati £xovv TapaAdoEL
a6 to eofo.

Av kdmola dev mel Timoto 1| Ogv UmOpel Vo TEL TIMOTO, OVTO OV
onpaiver ovvaiveorn. Agv pmopel va 10 Bewpovpe avtd cuvaiveon).
Yvvaiveon givar povo to evBovotmdeg «Naw.

[...] BéBowa, owtd mov mpénel mpdTa Vo ADGOVUE givol To OTL TNV
Kowovia poc, n yvvoukeio cegovalikotnto givor tapmov. Ot yovaikeg
dev &povv dwkaiopa vo Bélovv oe€ yio 10 oef, ko Oswpeitan
OKOVOOAMOES KOU TPOKANTIKO KOl KOTOKPITEO TO Vo AEVE UE
evBovolacuod To «voy.

Mot ot yvvaikeg, g avtikeipeva Tov GeE, OTNV TOTPLOPYIKT HOG
Kowavia, yuo va &govv atia, mpénet va eivar «dvokorecy. To oef yU
avtég elvar 10 KOPLO PEGOV GLUVOLHAANYNG. AV TO divouv TavTOL,
ToaUTO, gival «QTVESY. [...]

Mov eiye oteidel évag ¢@ilog to mopakdtem, mOL PpPNKO TPOUEPD
g0o10)0. Enddvva gvcetoyo:

«Ymhpyer €vog KOWmVIKOG pOAOG TOV YUVOIKOV VO OVTIGTEKOVTOL
EIKOVIKOL O KOUUATIOL TNG OEEOVOAIKNG TPAENS ®©C HUEPOG TOL
noyvidov. TToAdég yovaikeg Aéve Ty «Oxt 0ev BEAm amd micm» oAAL O
dAAog kpivel am’ 10 OGO €vtovn eivon M avtidpoon Kol Tpoywpael
avaAOymg, GAlec Aéve Oyt o010 ol kol av Ogv TIS TEGES KAvVaL
EIKOGAAETTO OEV aPnvovIol eved ovtod Ba NBehav, dAAeg TaploTAvoLV
T1G LEBVGUEVEG Y100 VAL STKOLOAOYT GOV TO OTL KAVAVE GEE O’ TO TPMTO
pavteBov. Ewikd kdmowo ypovie mprv, av oev mielec Alyo €kaveg
onavio 6€€. Oupdpor T16Go Ppikape o OTAV LE TO TPMTO TOL EIE oLy,
dev  0éhw oe§, oag petvoope @ihot  KoAOTEpO, oNK®ONKOQ,
amopakpHvOnKa Kot g eima ok, eidot. Avti 1 cOyyvoT £l 0ONYNOEL
Kol KoAd odid 6to vo Kévovv eviote 6e€ ympic amdAvtn cuvaiveon,
ONAadn , KAt KAmolo Tpdmo, vo. BLliacovvy.

Amdvinoa:
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Example 7.

«Avt0 oL TEPYPAPELS €lvOl KOUUATL TOL TL KOKO €YEL KAVEL M
natplopyio. Or yovaikeg €yovv updbet 6011 0 GAAOC mpémer va
TPOSTAONGEL VO OIEKOTKNGEL, VAL TO KUVIYNOEL, Yo vo. unv Bewpnbovv
e0KOoAEG, VO Kat ot 1010t ot dvtpeg To BEAOVY (LTOoGVVEIdN T, YO VL
LNV TEGOVV 01 YUVOIKEG GTO LATLOL TOVG (OC EDKOAEG, KO PTAVOVUE GTO
OTL TO Oy Oev onuaiver OyL.

INo va ta avatpéyet avtd £yve 1 kopmdvio No means No, mov £meidn
dgv £€yve OPKETA TIGTELTH, YO TOVG AOYOVS OV EIMOUE TOPATAVE,
avTikatootadnke amd to OTL ovvaiveon elvar va  €xelg AdPet
evBovoiddeg NAL»

[...] ue avtd to ToTED® £YOVV PEYOADGEL KOl O 101 O1 YUVOUIKEG.

Ot mpérer vo pépovian £1ot. Kat dev to PAEmOVY kav cav «pénewy. To
BAémovv Ot €101 glvan 0 KOoUHOG, €Tl elvar eTiaypéva To UAA, OTL
avtd givol T0 PUOIOAOYIKS, avTd givol T0 6oTd. Agv glvarl €DKOAO og
Kapia yovaika va ovtitedel 6”7 avto.

Yxéyov Ot axkdpo Kot ot {dleg o1 yvvaikes mapadootakd @ofovvtal
(OnAadn, dev amodéyovror) v 10t tovg TN GEEOoVAMKOTNTO.
H yovakeio  avtoikoavomoinon €xel Alyeg dekaetieg mov Bempeiton
evotoroyikr. Kot Oa Bpeilg oiyovpa kdmota mov akdOpo SVGKOAEVETAL
VoL TO TOPAOEYTEL.

H mopvoypagia moAd tpéceata Bempeitot Kl 0VT KEMTPENTNN Y1 TIG
yovaikes. Kt av kdmota o€t Kot el «o 7oL o, OgV €lvat Yo LEVOL Ty,
Kot anoboel Kot 10 kAeioel, pmopel vo unv g mepdosl Kav an’ To
pooAd 0Tt vidBet étol Oy emedn dev Ba amoAdpPave Bewpntikd v
nopvoypapio, oAAd enedn 1 mopvoypapio Onwg £xel dStopopemBel, e
T TPOTLTOL TG TOTPLOPYIOG, VaL, 6€ TEPACTIO PaBud eivol TPOROKTIKY,
vt givatl KOKOTOWmTIKY.

Etvon tpopepd d0oKoAO va amoTivaEelg To adpato TEMTAO TOV KOADTTEL
TNV TPAYUATIKOTNTO, TOL OV OV YAEELS, dev EEpelg OtL eivon exel. Eivon
TEPAOTIA M ddIKOGio GVVEWONTOTOINONG, TO VA J€1S OTL OAO AVTO TO
npaypa dgv €xel A0yo Vmapéng mAnv ¢ Kotamieong, kot Ot glvon
KPOPETH» KO O)L KPLGLOAOYIKO».

Xpetdletan va tpoonadnoels yio vo Ee-udbeig 6,11 €xelg akovoel OAN
cov M (Con. Xpedletoar tepdoti dvvaun ywoo vo meETdEE ota
oKoLTd1 TO TOC o€ Enabday OTL TpEmeL vo, EpovTat To. 600 POA. |[...]

Ot avdpeg 010 QePVIGHO deV €val aypnotol ewvor embountot. Agv
AELTOVPYEL TO GLGTNUA YOPIS OLTOVS, TOVG BENEL, TOVG YperaleTan yroti
etvat suppayot oyt okAdfot. Ag ytilovv MGTE VO TATHGOLY Ol YUVOIKEG,
dg QTIdYVOoLV (OTE VO YKpEUicovy ot yuovaikes. Dtidyvouv ko ytilovv
wote vo fouv pall pe Tig yuvaikes Ommg Kot Ol YOVOTKES PTLAYVOLV KoL
ytiCouv yia va {ovv pali pe toug dvrpes. Oyt xop1oTd GOV OmopTYAVT.
Modi. Mg owoyéveua. ITov BonBdet o évag Tov dAlov e&icov 6To omitt
0TO YOPAPL 610 peYdAmpo Tov Ttoudidv. [Tov Ba kavovv ce§ yopig
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Example 8, 9.

TPOKATOANYELS KOl TAUTOV Yopic vo @ofodvior m v  eivon
avaykacpeveg va petvoov €ykveg ond céva n tov X ¥ tomo yuoti
AAMGBE TOTO TL 6KAPTEG TTOL iva. |[...]

O oepuviopog AEyetor  QEUVIOUOC  YOTL  TEPLEYEL  EVOLVALMOT).
EIpadyveL TN yovaike ynAd yuo va @Ttdoel kel mov €yl TACEL O
avipoc. Oyt yio vo kotefdcetl tov avipo. Agv to €imav oOLHOVIGHO T
avOpOTIGHO Yot OV [AGEL Yo TOV KABE AVOP®TO YeEVIKA KL 0lOPLOTO,
WAG €101k Yo TN Yovaika. [...]

Av BéAelg va maiEete pmovviég pe Tov Mapé 1 Toug omadovs Tov EEpELg
nmov givar. Mnv Tig mailelg pe 1o gepviopd mov Pondnoe advvapeg
yovaikeg Kopitoa Tpavg Ykel AecPiec Eva cmpo avBpmmovs. Epéva.

Ye mepalel vo avatpanel T0 oTdTovg KPO OV VIAPYEL CNUEP; VO
(@OYOLV TO TOALO. LVOAC OTTO TO ONUOCLO AOYO KoL VO EXOVUE KL GAAES
QOVEG, VEOTEPEG MO OVOLYTEG OE VEO TPOYLOTO, YUVOUKEIEG Kot
avOPIKEG Kot Iomg Kot avOpdTv mov dev EEpovpe akpiPdg Tov TaTdve
OAAG oG apECEL 0 TPOTOG OV TTOLPVOLV ATTOPAGELS;

Ecv dev Oeg;

H ®ofacat 611 O o€ apnost améEm to OAO TPy

[...] Amépuya vo amovtio®m o€ 000 GYOMO HOL «yTUTNGOV» (UE
e€aipeon éva oydA0 g Miktov, emeldn £tuye va etvat omd Ta TPMOTA),
vl dev vimBw 0Tt Tpémel va, amoroynd® yia to keipevo pov. ‘Exova
TPOCTAOELD, VO UMV TANYDOG® KoL Vo UV TPOSRAA® Kovévay, Wtaitepa
TIG GALEC KOTEAEG TNG 10TOPIOG KOl TOVG OVOYVDOTES €0M, OV, OGS
Kol vo ‘xel, pov ékavav v T va pe  dwpdoovv. Efya
OLYKEKPILEVOVG GTOYOVG OTOV EYpoyol OVTN TNV 16TOPia, YEYOVHS TOL
LE OONYNGE GTO VO TOPOAEIY® OPKETA oTOlXEld, [...] OAAG, Pacikd,
Tov PBabuod €kBecng LoV ToV EMAEY® €YD KOl LOVO YD KO O£V OQPEIA®
va Bydim otn eOpa TNV TPOCMOMIKY| LoV 1oTopia pe kbbe AemTopépeta,
oe pwo. mpoomdbel va meicw, va kepdicw T ovumdbela, va
«BovAdoO» N VO IKAVOTOMo® TNV mePEpyeln. kdmolwv. [Ipdketran yio
™ {on pov kot uropel va vroypaem g [oyotidotpial, odlha dev gipan
éva aPBoatap.
Mmropel €vo EKTEVEG OVTOUOGTIYOUO VO TV TO TKOVOTOMNTIKO Yo
KAmo10vg, OPMS, OTmg £ypoyo Mo, avtd apopd uoévo euéva. Eivar
GAAEG 01 VBVVEC 01 d1KEC OV KL AAAEC ekelveg TOV KaBMyNTH Kot yio
omotov gtvar apketd apeAns va Bempel TG enedn OV AvaEPOLLOL OE
OVYKEKPIUEVEG EMITMOOCELS OV £ly0l €TE TPOSOTIKA €ITE OKAOTUOTKAL,
aVTEG OV LITAPYOLV, OEV UTOP® VO KOVE® KATL. Agv pe evOl0QEpPEL O
0iKtog, TO poipocpo pe evolaPEPEl. To va HITOpd €YD Ki GAAEC
yovaikeg mov Piwoov oviictoyo meEPIOTATIKA, akOUn Kot mo Popid
amd 1O O1KO OV, OVTA HE EVOLAPEPOVY. TO VO TPOGTATEVG® ATOLLOL TTOV
katéyovv 0€celg 1oy00g, TG omoieg ekpetaAlevovioar yti TOYZ
EINITPEIIETAI, d®ote va kepdicovv mpayupoto mov eivor doyeto pe
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Example 10.

OV BeGLUKO TOVG POLO, OEV LE EVOLOPEPEL. 2TO HLOAO LoV, AoV, Ot
evbvveg etvan EexdBapec. ‘Exm kdvel v €ipnvn pov pe 6,1t cuvePn
(Yo va. ypnoomomow® £vov  ayyMopd), TOAD TPV KOTOOC HE
npotpéyel va get over it, gurl. Katdpepa va tepippovpiom tov €0ntd
Hov Kotd TN OldpKeld NG «OYEONC» VTG, LAEPOAN €0LTNV OTN
OKANPOTEPN KPITIKN Yo VO LoV €ivan pabnuo n OAn eumepia, dev ta
oo pe Kavévav adlka, Ogv  €ytva  avoicOntn, Kakevipeyne,
pikpompenng. O cuyKekpéVog Kadnyntng kallepyovoe pe empELELD
TNV KOV TOV OVOTPETTIKOV, OVTIOETOL LE OTIONTOTE TO MYEUOVIKO,
TOAEHIOV TOVTOG €idovg acvppeTpiog. Olo avTd YIvOTOV GKOTLO, €V
€l0€l EpMTIKOV KAAECUATOC TPOG TIG POLTHTPLEG TOV, TIC OTOLES 1OIMTIKA.
KOAGKEVE, Ie aTOYO va. pag pi&el oto kpePfdtt kat va yivel yuo epdg va
€100G €pOOTN-UEVTOPD, VO TOVAGEL TNV EIKOVA OV EYEL Y10 TOV EQLTO
tov. [lapd, Aowmdv, T1g daknpvéelg mept «1odTNTOG TAVTOH» EVTOG
apeBedTpoy, OTIG EPOTIKEG TOL OYEcES (Ue @oltnTpleg) @poOvTLe
oLVEINTA VO GLVTNPEL VT TNV ACLUUETPIO. SOVVOUNG, UE GTOYO Vo
yewpoywyel xor va moipver avtd mov 0éhel. Emyeipnoe vo pog
ekpofioet Yy va unv  piinoovpe, ylati ov  pAovoape  Oa
OTOKOALTTTOTOV OTL 1 TPOAKTIKY TOL va Pyaivel pe @OTNTPleg MTav
ovotnuatiky. o va 10 eEacpalicer avtd, 6t dev Ba plodoope
petald pog, amopdkpouve ™ pio amd v dAAN. Mropet pe to ghosting
va. TANYOONKa, 0AAG TEPIGGOTEPO WE €iye TOVEGEL M OMAOAEL TNG
napEag LoV, 6TV omoia 0PEiA® TOALEG amd TIC KAADTEPES AVOLLVIGELS
TOV EOUTNTIK®OV pov xpovev. Otav éuaba ot exeivog gvbuvotav oe
peydio Pabud yU ovtn TV OmTOAEL, ATOPAGIGO VO UANCO Yo O,TL
ouvépn.[...]

Aev petovidve KaBohov Yoo 1o KEIPEVO HOV. AgV HETAVIOV®D OV TO
dnuocievca, eEakoAovd® va TIGTELM TMG TO CLYKEKPUEVO GduT elvan
TO KOADTEPO WEPOG TOV EAANVIKOD SLOOIKTVOV Yol EUEVE KOl Yo TNV
totopio pov kot yia wapdpoleg wotopieg. EEaxorlovbod va motedm mwg
TPOKEITOL Y10l U0, AGPOAT YOVIA Kot A0y G Aévag kol Adym Tov
oyxolootav. [lapd 11g mpoondbeieg ekeivav mov £yovv eEovaia, TOL
&yovv 10 rebBepo, OV £xovV AdY0 Vo OBovVTAL TNV «TTMOGT» Kot Oa
LETO(EPLGTOVV OTTOLOONTOTE -aviOiko- HEGO Yol VoL TNV Amo@lOyoLV,
eueic Ba cvvavtopacte e Katavonon kot evoictncio, pe copmddeia,
Oa mivovpe pmopeg, Ba kovPevrialovpe, Ba ypdpovpe, Ba diekdtkove
XOPO £KPpaons kot Oa Aée T1g 16TOopieg HaG.

Eniong umopel 610 okoyevelakd g tepifdiiov, 6To GTiTL TNG, VO UNV
éleye  wavelg Oyt kol va  unv  éuabe  mog  Aéue Oyl
Eniong umopei va cuvéPn yio mpdn eopd ot {on e vo vidoel avtd
T0 ocvvaicOnua @oPov, ce avt ™ Béon (exeivn Edmio ko €vog
dyvootog dvipag 6pBlog), TpMTN PoPa Vo EVIOMGCE VO TOPAADEL KOl VL
unv evepyomombnke kapd ovodAa «umopeis vo onkwOeicy yiati
TOTE deV ETLYE 1 YPELACTNKE VO TG TO TEL KATOL0 POV.

Mmropel Ko ToAhd GALaL.
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Example 11.

Agv vopilm mtog kdmowa Oa Bpet tov Adyo mov EKEINH dev gine oy, av
avti va Ya&el Tov 01KO NG, TPOSHOTIKO AOY0 TTOL deV elme O)L, OKEPTEL
» Taiel 1 Kowovia, ovt) tpénel v aAldéet yia va unv Eava-oac0avim
étory Omote péypt vodhd&er m kowwvia, ekeivn Oo mobaivel
tayvkapdieg, 6o mOPAAVEL OGTNV  AVAUVNGY TOVL YEYOVOTOC Ko
0’ avapotiétol vt dgv aVTEOPUGE.
Anhodn EMKPIVE, OVOKOLPIGTNKE TOTE, TPAYUOTIKA, OVTIKEUEVIKA
KOl OLGLOOTIKA, T YUY OMOLGONTOTE YLVOIKOG WHE TNV OomdvTnom
«prtaier mn  kowovioy; Ilo adplotn amAvinon G6€ TPOGHOTIKN
eCoporoynon evog avlpomov dev vmhpyel. Av pikape TENIKA yo
YOVOIKEG, WTOPOVUE VO UIMOOLME Kol Yyl TNV Kowmvia.
Yav vo cov Aéel kdamowog OtL @oPndnke mwg n Ppoyn Oa Tov
TANUUOP1LE TO OTiTL KL €60 VO TOV JIAAG Y10 TV KALLOTIKTY OAAQYY).

Ta peln elval ootd kot vrapyxel cvpmdbsir oAAG ov TEL M
[oxolidotpra] f n kGbe kopafdv kdtt Tov dev Apéoel oV A pma M
T0Vg cuvepyateg (moArhol akdun Boudpacte to VIEPTELEID «dEV €loTE
TPOYD» ) TEPTOLV S1APOPOL KAAOOEANTEG VO TOVG PAVE,0TMC EYIVE KO
TOpa. TNV KoméL TNG 16TOPilaGg TPEMEL VO TNV TPOGTATEVGOVLE ,0AAA M
[oyxoiidorpra] dev mpémer va @hyel amo ) cv{nnon TP OpOLOYNGEL
T0 Mea Culpa.
[log va epunvevcovpe v oovopia otav v yopic Kav va KAveg
TpocTIKN enifeon 1 va gloat ayevig,va déxecol unvopata «dev givol
£TG1 TOL TOL AEC» HUNTMG ekaveg AMABog» ,»eloatl Kuvikn» .Movo «eicon
vrepPolikny dev g elmav emewdn amio €lye o amoymn mov dgv
eykpivelr N Apma.Touvg avayvdoTteg vol TPEMEL Vo TOVS KPOT|GOVUE
aAMG Vv [oyolidorpio] pmopovpe va T Pydlovpe ot cevipo.
Oo mpemel 6€ £vo. GOT TOV €vOl OPKETE TPOCOTOTOYES VO YIVETOL
Katavontd oTL 0V YIVETOL VO KOVES MG TPOTAYOVIGTNG TOL GALT
«PAOYEPBEY GYOMO GE KATOLOV GYOAOCTY| YIUTL LETO, TOAL TOAvVO givon
Vo akoAoVONGOoLY Kot 0ALOL GYOMAOTES Kot aVTd Oev eivar KaBOAoL
opaio.Epéva pov8 ytommoe doynua ,n [oyotidorpra] amké gine wdtt
OV TOAAOL GKEPTNKOLE KOl AVTO TOV CKEPTNKAUE OV Elval KAV KAk
.Etvar xaro.
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