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Abstract

Following a Digital Discourse Analysis approach, this paper investigates a
conflictive YouTube polylogue which was created under a Greek video-clip
about Covid-19. The video-clip was released on May, 2020 but was
immediately withdrawn by the General Secretariat for Civil Protection,
following fierce reactions as to its sexist content. The video-clip that was posted
on YouTube depicted the Greek actor, Christos Loulis, having a telephone
conversation presumably with his girlfriend

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2UVzB6Kn-0k).

The aim of the study is to analyse and discuss the impoliteness strategies that
are employed by YouTube users based on Culpeper’s (2011) and Bousfield’s
(2008) approaches to impoliteness. The comments that are analysed in this
paper involve impoliteness towards the individuals who attribute sexism to the
video-clip. The thesis takes a qualitative perspective to the analysis of the digital
data.

Impoliteness has been found to be rampant in digitally-mediated
communication, which allows the expression of impolite as well as insulting
views, since people can conceal their true identity, thus finding it easier to insult
others. The examination of the present YouTube polylogue suggests that the
topic of sexism creates polarization as well as antagonism among YouTube
users which also leads to the creation of an ingroup, consisting of individuals
who claim that they see no sexism in the video-clip, and the outgroup, which
consists of people who attribute sexism to the video-clip and become recipients
of the ingroup’s insulting comments. Finally, the study shows that the majority
of the commenters are unable to recognise the mansplaining and the indirect

sexism that surround the actor’s words.

Keywords: impoliteness, indirect sexism, YouTube, online polylogues,

asynchronous DMC, online conflict
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZUVzB6Kn-0k

Iepiinyn

AxorovBmvtag ™ péBodo Pnolaxng Avdivong Adyov, n mapovoa epyacio
peAetdiel Evav ocvykpovctokd mtoidAoyo 6to YouTube, o omoiog dnpovpynOnke
pe ta oxoAe  mov akoAovbovv éva Pivteo mov dnuovpynnke oto mAaiclo
exotpoteiog yio v avipetonion tov Covid-19. To Bivteo kuklopopnoe Tov
Mdawo tov 2020 ko armocvpnke dueca and ™ evikn [pappoateio [ToAttikng
[Ipoctaciog, kaBmg déxTNKe £VIOVN KPITIKN Y10 TOV GEEIGTIKO TOVL YOPUKTNPOL.
To Bivteo, 10 omoio avaptnOnke oto YouTube, dciyver tov 'EAAnva nbomoid,
Xpnoto AoVAN, va pAdel 6to TNAEQPOVO LE TV @iAN Tov, e€nydvtag g yoti
dgv TPEMEL va Tove otV mAateio

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2UVzB6Kn-0k).

O KVpLOg OTOXOC TNG TOPOVCHS OIMAMUATIKAG €lval vo. avoADCEL Kol Vo
ocL(NTOEL TIC GTPATNYIKES AYEVELNS Ol 0moieg vwoBeTovvTaL amd TOVG YPNOTES
tov YouTube kot n avéivon tovg Paciletor otic Bewpieg g ayévelng tov
Culpeper (2011) ko Tov Bousfield (2008). Xe devtepo emimedo, n mapovoa
gpyacio mpaypatedeton mmg eppavifetoar o oeiopudg ota oxoAa tov YouTube,
ue Paon v Bewpia g Mills (2008) mepl yAwocag ko ce&lopod. Ta oyxdia
Pog avéAvom ekppalovv ayévela mpog To. drtopo to omoio avayveopilovv 1o
oeflotikd mepieyduevo oto Pivieo. H peBodoroyio g €pevvag eivor molotikn
®G TTPOG TNV GLAAOYT KOl OVOALGT TOV GYOAM®V.

H acOyypovn yneokn emkowvovioa @oivetor vo emTpEnel Ty EKOPOoN
ayeEvoOV Kot mTPooPANTik@V amdyewmv, kabdg o1 YpNoTEC UTOPOLV Vi
OmOKPVTTOVY TNV TPAYUATIKY] TOVS TOVTOTNTA, Kot dpo givor mo €OKoA0 Yo
aVTOVG VO TPOGPAALOVLY KATOOV pe S10QOPETIKY dmoyn amd TNV OKN TOLG
(Pihlaja 2014: 4). H &&étaon 100 mapodvrog moividyov oto YouTube
vrodnAmvel 61l 10 Bépa Tov ceIGHoD OMovpyel TOAMOT Kol AVTAY®OVIGUO
AVAUESO GTOVG GYOAACTEG, TTOL 00T YOUV GTNV dNUovpYic poG vOo-opadag,
amoteAoVpEVN amd dropa to omoia vrootnpilovv 0Tt dev PAEmOVY ceioud 6To
Bivteo, ko pog eEm-opddac, m omoio amoteAeitor amd avOp®OTOLS TOL
avayvopilovv 1o cefloTikd meplexdpevo tov Pivieo Kot yivovior 0EKTES TMV
TPooPINTIKAOV oYoMwv Tng evoo-ouddag. H perétn, emiong delyver 611 n

TAEOVOTNTA.  TOV  GYOAAGTOV/TPIOV  TOv VIO  dlepegvvnon  Pivieo  dev


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZUVzB6Kn-0k

avayvopilovv 1o mansplaining kabdg kot tov Eupeco ce€iopd mov Ppickovron
ota Adyla Tov NBomo10V.
A&Eerg KAeWa: ayévela, ppecog oeliopods, YouTube, d10d1ktuokdg TOAOAOYOG,

acOyYpoOVI YNOoKN EmKovmvia, dStadikTuakn cuppacn
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Im/politeness and its various understandings have constituted a central part of
pragmatic research. Being polite is an important social construct for societies
and people seem to use language in order to maintain appropriate social
interactions with their interlocutors. Being impolite is also another important
feature of social interaction which has been extensively investigated in the last
two decades (Bousfield 2008; Culpeper 1996, 2011; Culpeper et al. 2017). As
impoliteness is termed the use of “communicative strategies designed to attack
face, and thereby cause social conflict and disharmony” (Culpeper et al. 2003:
1546).

Impoliteness is quite common in various types of discourse (Culpeper 2011:
6). The online context seems to be one of those types of discourse that
impoliteness has been found to be rampant, especially when the topic of
discussion is contested and sexism is one such context.

Gender conflict based on sexist stereotypes is an all-important social issue that
still holds true today. Sexism and gender discrimination against women is often
reflected in language and that is why several linguists have examined it
thoroughly. According to Mills (2008), sexism is a phenomenon which has been
institutionalised in societies and has led to social injustice. Sexism is also the
main cause of dispute among individuals over the issue of power relations. It
encompasses stereotypical beliefs about women, which should not only be seen
as inherent in language, but also as context-dependent (Mills 2008: 1, 4). In this
thesis, sexism is examined in an online setting, since language aggression
against women is also found on the Internet with the aid of various impoliteness
strategies.

Online settings allow users to communicate their views “without limits, and
typically (though not always) without control” (Assimakopoulos et al. 2017: 11).
YouTube is one of those online settings in which individuals can post comments
under a particular video anonymously. Anonymity in digitally mediated
communication fosters the expression of impolite behaviours, since people can

conceal their true identity (Assimakopoulos et al. 2017: 11). YouTube conflicts



tend to create polylogues, including comments and replies to other users’ posts
(Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2016: 232).

The aim of the present study is to investigate online impoliteness against
women in asynchronous digital communication based on sexist comments in a
particular online polylogal setting — YouTube comments posted under a Greek
video-clip. The video-clip was produced by the General Secretariat for Civil
Protection, as part of the campaign to deal with Covid-19, was released on 9
May, 2020 but was immediately withdrawn, as it was considered to be sexist.
The video-clip presents the Greek actor, Christos Loulis, presumably talking to
his girlfriend on the telephone
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2UVzB6Kn-0k).

The present thesis is structured as follows. In section 2, the theoretical
background is provided with a focus on the theory of impoliteness, impoliteness
in online contexts and sexism. Section 3 presents the methodology employed to
collect and categorise the data. Section 4 comprises the analysis of selected
comments from each category, according to the impoliteness strategies
identified by Culpeper (2011), while in section 5, I discuss how impoliteness
develops in this YouTube setting. Finally, section 6 completes the present study

by drawing certain conclusions regarding online impoliteness and sexism.


https://pages.uncc.edu/pilar-garces-conejos-blitvich/

Chapter 2

Theoretical background

The current research draws on theoretical approaches which investigate
im/politeness in digital interaction. Impoliteness in this paper is seen from a
sociocultural perspective, as a product of social practice and of social interaction
(Mills 2017: 45).

People seem to disagree as to what im/politeness means and how it is
conceptualized; individuals evaluate differently certain behaviours, which
means that something that is considered impolite for one may not be considered

so for the other (Culpeper 2011: 22).

2.1 What is Impoliteness?

The notion of impoliteness is quite controversial. Culpeper has been one of
the first linguists who have thoroughly examined impoliteness, which he
defined as “the use of strategies that are designed to ...[cause] social disruption”
(1996: 350).

Culpeper (2011) gathered some of the most important definitions of
impoliteness in order to illustrate that “there is no solid agreement [...] as to
what ‘impoliteness’ actually is” (Locher and Bousfield 2008: 3). Defining
impoliteness may be a challenging task, as there are different views and not just
one understanding of impoliteness, and that is why it has been stated that
“impoliteness is very much in the eye of the beholder” (Culpeper 2011: 22).

Culpeper (2011: 254) offers an extensive definition of impoliteness which

reflects how multifaceted the phenomenon of impoliteness is:

Impoliteness is a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring
in specific contexts. It is sustained by expectations, desires and/or beliefs
about social organisation, including, in particular, how one person’s or a
group’s identities are mediated by others in interaction. Situated
behaviours are viewed negatively — considered ‘impolite’ — when they
conflict with how one expects them to be, how one wants them to be
and/or how one thinks they ought to be. Such behaviours always have or
are presumed to have emotional consequences for at least one participant,
that is, they cause or are presumed to cause offence.



What is notable in this definition is the fact that there are various factors which
determine what constitutes impoliteness, one of the most important being the
contextual factors which determine how the communicators will express their
impoliteness, since impoliteness is not inherent in language (Culpeper 2005: 41;
Mills 2005: 276).

In order to study how impoliteness is expressed in various types of discourse,
Culpeper (1996: 356) lists five impoliteness superstrategies that are used to
attack somebody’s face. These are: (1) Bald on record, (2) Positive impoliteness,
(3) Negative impoliteness, (4) Sarcasm or mock politeness and (5) Withhold
politeness. Culpeper (2005) elaborated on his aforementioned model, and more
specifically he introduced “off record impoliteness” in the place of sarcasm,
explaining that impoliteness can appear in the form of an implicature (Culpeper
2005: 44) relegating “sarcasm” as a distinct meta-strategy. Briefly outlined
below, the impoliteness superstrategies are used as a way to attack somebody’s

face:

Impoliteness Superstrategies

Bald on-record impoliteness: the face-threatening act (FTA) is
performed in a direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way in
circumstances where face is not irrelevant or minimised.

Positive impoliteness: the use of strategies designed to damage the
addressee’s positive face wants, e.g. ignore the other, exclude the other
from an activity, be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic, use
inappropriate identity markers, use obscure or secretive language, seek
disagreement, use taboo words, call the other names.

Negative impoliteness: the use of strategies designed to damage the
addressee’s negative face wants, e.g. frighten, condescend, scorn or
ridicule, be contemptuous, do not treat the other seriously, belittle the
other, invade the other’s space (literally or metaphorically), explicitly
associate the other with a negative aspect (personalize, use the pronouns
‘I” and “You’), put the other’s indebtedness on record.

Off-record impoliteness: the FTA is performed by means of an
implicature but in such a way that one attributable intention clearly
outweighs any others.

Withhold politeness: the absence of politeness work where it would be
expected. For example, failing to thank somebody for a present may be
taken as deliberate impoliteness.

Impoliteness Meta-strategy



Sarcasm or mock politeness: the FTA is performed with the use of
politeness strategies that are obviously insincere, and thus remain surface
realisations. (Culpeper 2011: 208-9).

Bousfield (2008) proposed a modification of Culpeper’s model of
impoliteness, abandoning the distinction between positive and negative
impoliteness strategies and maintaining only that between “on record
impoliteness” and “off record impoliteness”, within which Culpeper’s
“sarcasm” and “withholding of impoliteness” strategies are included. Thus,

Bousfield (2008: 95) provides the following list of impoliteness strategies:

1. On record impoliteness

The use of strategies designed to explicitly (a) attack the face of an
interactant, (b) construct the face of an interactant in a non-harmonious
or outright conflictive way, (c) deny the expected face wants, needs, or
rights of the interactant, or some combination thereof. The attack is made
in an unambiguous way given the context in which it occurs.

2. Off record impoliteness

The use of strategies where the threat or damage to an interactant’s face
is conveyed indirectly by way of an implicature (cf. Grice [1975] 1989)
and can be cancelled (e.g., denied, or an account / post-modification /
elaboration offered, etc.) but where “...one attributable intention clearly
outweighs any others” (Culpeper 2005: 44), given the context in which it
occurs. Sarcasm and the Withholding of Politeness where it is expected
would also come under this heading, as follows:

(a) Sarcasm

Sarcasm constitutes the use of individual or combined strategies which,
on the surface, appear to be appropriate but which are meant to be taken
as meaning the opposite in terms of face-management. The utterance that
appears, on the surface, to positively constitute, maintain, or enhance the
face of the intended recipient(s) actually threatens, attacks and/or
damages the face of the recipient(s) (see Culpeper 2005) given the
context in which it occurs.

(b) Withhold politeness More specifically, withhold politeness where
politeness would appear to be expected or mandatory. Withholding
politeness is within the OffRecord category as “[...] politeness has to be
communicated [...] the absence of communicated politeness may, ceteris
paribus, be taken as the absence of a polite attitude. Brown and Levinson
(1987:5).

However, in agreement with Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2010), I find the
distinction between positive and negative impoliteness useful and will retain it

in my work.



The above superstrategies often appear in combination in interaction, as
Culpeper has noted (2005: 42).

Apart from those superstrategies, other ways to examine impoliteness in
language and in interactions are what Culpeper (2011, 2016) has named as
“conventional impoliteness formulae”. These are some conventional ways to
express impolite behaviour through language. A list of the proposed formulae
follows:

Insults

1. Personalized negative vocatives

2. Personalized negative assertions

3. Personalized negative references

4. Personalized third-person negative references (in the hearing of the target)

Pointed criticisms/complaints

Unpalatable questions and/or presuppositions

Condescensions

Message enforcers

Dismissals

Silencers

Threats

Negative expressives (e.g. curses, ill-wishes)

(Culpeper 2011: 135-36)

2.2 Impoliteness and conflict in online contexts

It has been argued that impoliteness is rampant in online contexts (Bou-
Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich, 2014, 2016; Divrami 2020; Hatzidaki 2020;
Sagredos & Nikolova 2020; Santana 2014;). Digital discourse analysis has
gathered momentum in linguistics, as it provides linguists with various types of
data which can be easily accessed and analysed. The worldwide spread of the
Internet together with the emergence of social media platforms has changed the
way people interact and conflicts among its users are frequent. YouTube is one
of those platforms in which users can comment and thus online

debates/polylogues are created in the comment section.



This Asynchronous Digitally Mediated Communication (ADMC) provides
linguists with text-based data that involve the phenomenon of deindividuation;
the physical anonymity makes people less inhibited and enables them to post
impolite, aggressive and offensive comments more easily (Pihlaja 2014: 4). It
has been found that in digital discourse people tend to express impolite
behaviours more easily, since they can hide their true identity (Assimakopoulos
et al. 2017: 11). Various studies have attested that anonymity in online contexts
does influence the civility and the incivility of the comments (Fredheim et al.
2015; Santana 2014; ).

Impoliteness is not only fostered by the anonymity which makes people post
less civilised comments. People seem to lose their individuality when they
comment anonymously about confrontational issues and start identifying
themselves with a group in which they share common beliefs, disassociating
with the individuals of the outgroup, whom their beliefs are rejected by the
ingroup (Riketta 2005: 98; Lee 2007).

This phenomenon of social identification/deindividuation (Bou-Franch &
Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2014) has been observed in several online settings.
YouTube is one of those online settings in which people, unknown to each other,
can exchange opinions on various topics. If these topics of discussion are
controversial, this type of interaction can provoke conflict as well as
polarization (Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2014: 20). Online conflict
is closely intertwined with particular social norms established in society and, if
those norms are infringed, people’s opposing views may unfold in the comment
section of a YouTube video, which will reveal the level of hostility that holds
among them about a particular controversial topic (Bou-Franch & Garcés-
Conejos Blitvich 2014: 20).

Although the aim of the paper is not to explain the reasons an online conflict
emerges, it is interesting to note that some YouTube users have argued that they
tend to post aggressive and offensive comments unsparingly because they will
never learn if and to what extent they have hurt their recipients. Others have
reported that they are being hostile when others have posted offensive

comments towards them (Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2014: 20).



Those confrontational exchanges on YouTube tend to create a polylogue,
namely a discussion among several people or a “multi-participant interaction” in
the comment section of a video (Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2014:
21). Users can either participate actively in a polylogue, by posting comments
or passively without contributing to the comment section and just by reading
them (Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2014: 21).

In the present study the comments posted in the comment section of the video
under investigation create several polylogues, which trigger conflict. As will be
shown in the fourth section, commenters disagree over the existence or the non-
existence of sexism in the video-clip. Their opposing views result in the creation
of two groups, the ingroup, consisting of people who consider the video non-
sexist, and the outgroup, consisting of those who find the video-clip sexist.

As will be discussed in section 4.1, sexism is present in the video-clip but in
an indirect way and that is, maybe, the reason the majority of people cannot
easily grasp it. However, the fact that there are people who can actually detect
sexism leads to polarization and people from the ingroup attack verbally to the
ones who belong to the outgroup.

Users’ contributions in the comment section remain intact (if not deleted by
the owners of the YouTube channel) for as long as the video is on YouTube and
that is why discourse analysts can have easy access to them, especially

diachronically.

2.3 Impoliteness, gender and sexism

Women have been found to be the target of much of the impoliteness on social
media/YouTube (Bou-Franch, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2016; Divrami 2020;
Hatzidaki 2020; Sagredos & Nikolova 2020). Sexist as well as stereotypical
comments tend to be posted through the use of both impolite strategies and
conventional formulae.

Before discussing impoliteness and sexism, it is important to define what
gender is. In many people’s minds, gender is something that you inherently
possess from the very early stages of your life as a foetus and which
automatically categorises you as a ‘woman’ or a ‘man’ (Holmes 2013: 320).

Hopefully, nowadays gender is not only associated with sex categorisation, i.e.



male, female; gender is seen “as something which is discursively negotiated and
performatively constituted” (Chalupnik et al. 2017: 518). As Mills (2005: 271)
states, feminist linguists see gender as something that one performs while
interacting with others and not as something that one inherently possesses.
However, the term ‘gender’ has been used to “distinguish people on the basis of
their socio-cultural behaviour” (Holmes 2013: 159); hence, in sociolinguistics,
this concept was used in order to identify various contrasting characteristics in
women’s and men’s speech (Holmes 2013: 159).

Mills (2005: 274) has pointed out that the relationship between gender and
impoliteness should be analysed in relation to “the way that participants view
their gendered identity and the way that they think their usage is judged by
others”. Mills (2005: 275) further argues that gender is not a factor which
determines whether a woman’s or a man’s utterance is impolite or not; gender
should be seen “as constructed within interaction itself” and as a concept which
will assist linguists in assessing gendered behaviour norms in a particular
context.

When discussing gender and sexism, the notion of stereotype is often evoked.
According to Talbot (2003: 468), “stereotyping involves a reductive tendency:
to stereotype someone is to interpret their behaviour, personality and so on in
terms of a set of common-sense attributions which are applied to whole groups”.
Gendered stereotypes are connected to and reproduce gender differences (Talbot
2003: 472). Examples of gender differences which have led to gendered
stereotypes are that women are less competitive and imposing conversationalists
than men (Talbot: 2003: 475; Mills 2008: 166) or that women are brought up to
become nurturers and mothers whereas men tend to gain more powerful
positions in society (Talbot 2003: 476; Mills 2008: 127).

Some of those stereotypes and attitudes about women and men can be
reflected in language. Since language conveys attitudes, a sexist attitude can
also be conveyed through language (Holmes 2013: 325). Sexism has been
defined “as prejudice or discrimination based on sex or gender, especially
against women and girls” (Masequesmay 2020). The term appeared during the
rise of the “second-wave” feminism in the 60s-80s and suggests “that one sex is

superior to or more valuable than another sex” (Masequesmay 2020). Sexist


https://www.britannica.com/topic/prejudice
https://www.britannica.com/topic/discrimination-society
https://www.britannica.com/science/sex
https://www.britannica.com/contributor/Gina-Masequesmay/9558804
https://www.britannica.com/contributor/Gina-Masequesmay/9558804

language illustrates lack of equality between females and males. An example of
sexist language is when one uses the word ‘policemen’ to refer to both male and
female police officers, and, hence, making women invisible.

Sexism has been distinguished as overt and indirect. Overt sexism, as
depicted in language, can be defined as the process in which an individual
directly disparages a female through the use of derogatory linguistic forms
(Mills 2008: 10-11, 73). Although it has been considered anachronistic, since it
expresses conservative views about a woman’s position in society (Mills
2008:11), it is still common, especially in online contexts. Mills (2008: 135)
further notes that because this type of sexism is considered too conservative,
people may often resort to indirect sexism. Indirect sexism can be considered
even more dangerous than overt sexism “since it both challenges overt sexism
and keeps it in play” (Mills 2008: 134) and that is the main reason most
individuals are unable to recognise it and deal with it. It should be noted that the
use of humour and irony (both possible indirect means of sexism) do not alter
“the nature of the sexism itself, but rather simply change the way it can be
responded to” (Mills 2008: 134). Therefore, indirect sexism may be more
dangerous since it disguises itself in the form of humour and irony; in this way,
speakers avoid being charged with intentional sexism (Mills 2008: 136).

Gendered stereotypes can be expressed either overtly or covertly and,
unfortunately, various stereotypes about women are still being reproduced by
the media (Mills 2008: 127). However, when gendered stereotypes are
expressed indirectly, it is much more difficult to deal with them, since people
are unable to “pick it”, as in the case of the YouTube video under investigation.
Interestingly, the majority of the YouTube users state that they cannot “see
sexism” in the video, hence the title of the paper “sexism blindness”.

Online misogyny seems to occur “when assumptions about gender are not
shared by participants, and this is not a conflict which is restricted to a struggle
between women and men, but can be a conflict between women, where some
hold a more traditional view of what women should do, whilst others aim to
challenge those stereotypes” (Mills 2008: 129-30). Various recent studies have
drawn upon (im)politeness theories in order to explore both sexism and verbal

aggression in asynchronous DMC contexts. As regards Greek contexts, one
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could mention a number of studies. For instance, Angouri and Tseliga’s (2010)
corpus consisted of data from two Greek online discussion fora whereas
Georgalidou (2017) draws her data from video-recordings from the Greek
parliament. Their findings suggest that several impoliteness strategies are
employed in DMC as well as overt and covert language aggression against
women. Hatzidaki (2020), Sagredos & Nikolova (2020) and Divrami (2020)
draw their data from YouTube comments and find that commenters tend to
attack verbally women, express stereotypical beliefs that contained patriarchal
and misogynistic connotations and, in that way creating two groups, the ingroup,
consisting of commenters who post insulting and offensive comments about
people who belong to the outgroup, mainly female feminists or generally people
who do not belong to the ingroup and have different views from them.

For their part, Bou-Franch and Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2014) have examined
online language aggression against women in a set of YouTube comments on a
video about domestic violence in Spain. Their findings suggest that male users
of YouTube “not only constituted negative evaluations of the social identity of
women”, but also defended their violence against them through the use of
justifications (Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2014: 244). Hatzidaki
(2020: 25) examined online language aggression against the Greek actress,
Klelia Renesi, in a confrontational Greek YouTube polylogue and her findings
revealed similar patterns: male YouTube users expressed extensive verbal
assault towards Renesi and they even justified their judgements by invoking her
lack of ethical and moral principles. Sagredos and Nikolova (2020) conducted a
similar research on a gendered conflict on YouTube, investigating the
“comments posted in response to the misogynistic Greek pop song Kapiola oe
woe ‘Slut 1T hate you’” (Sagredos and Nikolova 2020: 1). Their findings
suggest that “online VAW [Violence against Women] is pervasive and can thus

be seen as a continuum to offline violence” (Sagredos and Nikolova 2020: 26).
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Chapter 3
Methodology

The thesis will take a qualitative approach to the investigation and analysis of
the digital data. The main research question that is posited in this dissertation is
the following: What impoliteness strategies are employed in the Greek YouTube
polylogue on sexism? Impoliteness was chosen as the focus of this research as it
has been observed that anonymity in ADMC triggers posts that are insulting and
discriminatory more easily (Assimakopoulos et al. 2017: 11) and, thus, a
YouTube polylogue on sexism was considered suitable for investigating
impoliteness.

A second research question is: How is sexism manifested on the YouTube
polylogue? The analysis of the data focuses on the impoliteness strategies that
are employed in the comments that deny the existence of sexism.

The impoliteness formulas are analyzed using Culpeper’s theory of
impoliteness (2011: 208-9) as well as his theory about ‘“conventionalised
impoliteness formulae” (2016: 436-7).

Three hundred and ninety-two (392) comments are of concern to the current
research that were posted under the video clip The withdrawn, due to its sexist
content, corona virus advertisement (spot) with Christos Loulis, produced by
the General Secretariat for Civil Protection
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZUVzB6Kn-0k), which was posted on
YouTube on May 10, 2020. I downloaded the polylogue from the YOUTUBE
COMMENTS DOWNLOADER site
(https://youtubecommentsdownloader.com/), which is a tool that enables people
to download all the comments that are posted on a particular day. At the time of
its collection (from 24 to 30 October 2020), the corpus consisted of nine-
hundred (900) comments. More specifically, all the comments (including replies)
were copied from the YOUTUBE COMMENTS DOWNLOADER and were
pasted on a word file. Access to the YouTube comment section is open to the
public, even if one is not a subscribed member of YouTube. For ethical reasons,

I have concealed the commenters’ usernames as well as their profile photos.
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The comments are divided into four main categories, and more specifically
into those that deny the existence of sexism in the video, the ones that
acknowledge it as well as those that discuss generally the topic of sexism.
Finally, there are two hundred and fifty-two comments that are not of concern to
the current research. The existence or the non-existence of sexism is the main
subject of discussion in the comment section and, therefore this led to the
current categorization of the comments. The following table illustrates how the
comments were categorised:

Table 1. Categorization of comments

TYPE OF Denying Acknowledging | General Off topic Total
COMMENT | Sexism sexism comments

about sexism
Total 392 89 167 252 900
comments

The comments that acknowledge sexism or generally discuss the
phenomenon of sexism were not analysed in this paper, since the majority of
them did not exhibit impoliteness and did not cause polarization. Furthermore,
there were comments that were totally irrelevant and not of concern to the
present study, as a number of them discussed that both the actor’s performance

as well as the content of the video-clip was senseless, e.g.

(1) N 5 months ago

TinAiba mpocéyyion! Tt niibio cmot!
“What an idiotic approach of the phenomenon! What a senseless spot!”

(2) . 5 months ago
KOKOYPOUUEVO KO KOKOTTOLYLEVAL.
“Ill-written as well as ill-performed”

Some other comments involved political content and that was the reason that

they were excluded from the research. For example:

(3) I 5 months ago

yYeEMa TOVIOL TNG AKPOOEELNG UIKPOTOALTIKNC.
“Ridiculous puppets of the right-wing micropolitics.”

4) _ 5 months ago

Ovte oot Tpomayavda dg pmropovve vo, kavovve. Forshame!
“They cannot even appropriately propagandise. Forshame!
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A vast number of comments, especially replies to a main comment, exhibited a
type of conflict between the contributors over several issues, one of them being
sexism, but on a personal level or on a more scientific one. These comments,
which are neither impolite nor openly or covertly sexist, belong to the category
of general comments. A representative example of this category is the following

comment:

(5) I 5 months ago

@ Koita. MeydAwoo oe owoyévela pe popd, adepen Kot
évav umapnd mov éAeye:" IMati va mAdve ta mdta, Tpelg yovaikeg €xm...." Kot
AL TETOLOL GTLA TPAYUOTA, LE OTOTEAEGHA VO Bewpel g mpénel va elvat o
TOGAG LE TO YapEut. AALG glya kot po pava mov EAeye: "Ti voikokvpd Oa yivelg?
MdBe va poayerpeders”. Kat yevikd pio oucoyévela mov dtodvile to 6tepedtumaL,
vl €1t etyav pdbet. Axdpa Aappdveo epotoelg tov mote B KAV® 0KoYEVELN
Ko tondi, emedn eipon yovaika kot HAAOV ovTog TPEMEL VoL £ival 0 GKOTOG [LOVL,
Yo T0 LOOAG TOVG. AGYETO av 0gv BEA® mondd ko Evav pétpro yapo. I'a péva
Aomdv, 0 TPOTOC OV LEYUADVOVLE T, TOOLA LG £XEL TOAD dPOLO aKOUA Yol VoL
yiver ovto oL TPEMeL va gfvat. Nat, Kot ot GVTpEG HEYOADVOLV LE GTEPEOTVTAL.
OMot peyaldvovpe pe ta 6TEPEOTLTO PG TOTPLULPYIKNG KOWVMVING YTl 6 pia
tétola Lovpe. Av {ovoape oe untplopyiky Oa peyolovope pe GAAo 6TeEPEOTLTA,
avtd g unTpapyioc. Av Béhovpe AomdV LTLYIGUEVOLS AVOPAOTOVG TPEMEL VoL
GTOLOTICOVLE VO TOVG TOTPOVAPOVE GE OAES TIC KOWMVIES, GE O,TL KaTNYOopia
Kot va Té@Tovv. Omdte PdALov cuppvoldle 610 TEAOG TEAOC. Avte va avoi&et
kot To Ayto Opog va dovpe Kot UELS TIC OLOPPLES TOV TPITOV TOJ10V. ;)

“Look. I grew up in a family with a mum, a sister and a dad who used to say
‘Why should I do the washing-up, I have three women....” and other stuff like
this, and as a result he thought that he could be a pasha in the harem. But, I also
had a mum who used to say ‘What type of housewife are you going to become?
Learn how to cook’. And generally speaking, it was a family that perpetuated
stereotypes, because that was what they had learned to do. They still ask me
questions like, when I am going to make a family and have a child, because I am
a woman and that is my purpose, for their minds. It is totally irrelevant [to them]
if I do not want kids and an average marriage. In my view, we have to travel a
lot of distance in order to raise our children properly. Yes, and men are raised
with stereotypes. We all grow up with the stereotypes of a patriarchal society
because we do live in such a society. If we lived in a matriarchal one, we would
be raised with different stereotypes, the ones of the matriarchy. If we want
people to be happy, we must stop patronising them in all the societies [around
the world], in whatever category they fall into. So, we might agree at the very
end. May the Mount Athos become accessible one day in order for us to admire
the beauty of the third peninsula. ;)”

Some other comments were completely off topic. For instance:

) NN 5 onths ago
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O o000 nopoydpnoe Tic petoyeg pe e, TTapoTnOTE TO
GUVOLOGLOAOYIKO, KOO0l OTA0 OEV UTOPEITE VO YOVEYETE OTL EYELG TOOM YPEN
OV KOWVELG OgV eVOL0pEPONKE TTOTE GOPapa yio TNV Opada Gov...

“He has given the stockholdings, my mate. Stop propagating conspiratory views,
some of you just can’t accept that your team has so much debt that nobody has
ever taken your team seriously...”

All the comments are characterised as asynchronous, since the commenters
can edit their comments, reply whenever they want and most importantly
communication can occur “from one-to-one, one to-many and many-to-many
interaction” (Angouri and Tseliga 2010: 61). Although it is beyond the scope of
this paper to discuss stylistic issues, it is interesting to note that some of the
comments that express both sexism and impoliteness have “non-standard
typography and orthography” or have “missing or incorrect capitalization and
punctuation, sentence fragments”, features that make them be seen more as
“utterances” rather than as “sentences” (Herring & Androutsopoulos 2015: 131).
It is a recurrent pattern in most of the impolite comments posted in the video-
clip under investigation, as the majority of the non-sexist and not impolite
comments do not depict inappropriateness.

In the following chapter an analysis of both the video clip as well as the
impoliteness strategies employed in the four main categories of the comments

will be provided.
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Chapter 4

Analysis of the data

4.1 Analysis of the video-clip

The television video-clip used here was produced by the General Secretariat for
Civil Protection as part of the campaign “We stay safe” “We come out winners”.
Its aim was to sensitise people against overcrowding squares given the corona
virus threat. The advertisement was broadcast on TV on the 9" of May and was
withdrawn the following day, on the 10" of May, due to the harsh judgements it
received, as numerous people as well as the former General Secretary for
Gender Equality objected to its sexist content and argued that it reproduces
sexist stereotypes. Afterwards, the video was posted to YouTube and at the time
of data collection it had received 900 comments, which constitute the polylogue
under scrutiny. The video-clip depicts the Greek actor Christos Loulis
rehearsing a telephone conversation he had presumably with his girlfriend.

Me maipver mA&Pwvo to Tpwi, Tpoi-mpoi...

-Oa fyovue to fpadv, Mov Aéet...

- Kau péfara! Tng Mw...

-I1ob Oa woue,

-Koyua polzo; Tng Mw.

-Movor pog; Me potdet.

-t Gélovue ko mopéa, Tng amavtdom

-T'oti dev mwaue oty mlozeio wov Qo Eyel kot koouo; Mov Aéet...

-Mnmwg eme1dn npénel kamws va mpoaeyovue; Tng Aéw.

Kot pe oot v yAvkid eovi mov cuvibog pe kdvet 6,11 O€AeL...

-Mo. Ba. "vou oot exei... Mov Aéet

-Axpifag ovto eivar to Oéua, cov Aéw! Tng Mw... Oo givar olot exel, apa umopel
Vo, €lval Kol 0 106 EKEL, KL OV €val 0 10 EKel, TOTE OAO1 01 DTOAOITOL TPETEL
UBALOV Vo eluaoTe KATOV 0AA0D.

[Mati topa mov Eépovpe pe T Exovpe va kdvovpe, EEpovpe Kot TL TPEMEL VL
kévoope. O ocvvwoTiopdg oty T oTIyUn €ival o peyoAvtepog kivovvog. Tov
amoPeVYOLLE, Kot amopevyovpe o xepotepa. [ati kavévag pog dev BéleL va
YuploovLEe EKEL TOV MUAGTOV YTES.

She calls me early in the morning

Her: Shall we go out tonight? She tells me...
Him: Of course! 1 tell her...

Her: Where are we going to?
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Him: Let’s go for a walk. 1 tell her

Her: Just the two of us? She asks me...

Him: Why? Do we need the company of others? I reply...

Her: Why don’t we go to the square which will be full of people? She tells me...
Him: Maybe because we have to be really cautious? 1 tell her.

And with that sweet voice that compels me into doing as she pleases....

Her: But everyone will be there... She tells me

Him: But that’s exactly the point, I tell you! 1 tell her... Everyone will be there,
so the virus may be there, too! And if the virus is there, the rest of us should be
somewhere else

Because now that we are fully aware of the dangers, we know exactly what we
have to do! Social gatherings pose a risk. By avoiding them, the situation cannot
get worse. Because nobody wishes to return to yesterday’s situation.

Since both various organizations against gender inequality and a large part of
the Greek population reacted to its content and its overall tone as being
condescending towards his alleged girlfriend, both the video-clip and the actor
attracted the journalists’ and the general public’s attention and became the bone
of contention. For that reason, the General Secretariat for Civil Protection
decided to withdraw the video-clip, with the following announcement: “Two
new spots were broadcast as parts of the campaign to counteract the corona
virus. One of them received criticism about its sexist content. Although this
criticism is quite unfair, since our intention was not to reproduce sexism, we
decided to withdraw it. The aim of this campaign was and it still is to sensitise
people. The spot did not serve the purpose of uniting its people, since it split
them. The campaign  will  continue = with  another  spot”

(https://www.civilprotection.gr/sites/default/gscp_uploads/gscp 20200510.pdf)

(author’s translation). Then, it was posted to YouTube and the comment section
abounded with comments primarily from people who argued that they could not
detect any sexism in the spot, accused women of overreacting and argued that if
the reverse had occurred, i.e. if a woman was enacting a telephone conversation
in the same way, nobody would have reacted.

This type of conflict seems to have occurred because people do not hold the
same beliefs about gender. As has been stated in the previous section, the most
interesting aspect of this dispute is that not only male contributors think that this
video-clip was not sexist (at all), but also some women, who presumably have

more old-fashioned and conservative views about women’s position in society
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(Mills 2008:129-30), although in this kind of data it cannot be stated with any
certainty whether it is a male or a female who has posted a certain comment.

Nowadays it has been observed that overt sexism is frequently condemned, but
it has not disappeared. It is present in the media, for example on television and
radio programs, newspaper and magazine articles (Mills 2008: 133), but also on
social media as in the case of the video-clip under scrutiny. What is noteworthy
in my data is that the majority of the commenters cannot “see sexism”; however,
sexism is present throughout the video, primarily in the form of “mansplaining”,
namely the process in which a man “explain[s] something to a woman in a
condescending way that assumes she has no knowledge about the topic”
(Merriam-Webster 2020).

In the video, Christos Loulis is explaining to his girlfriend the reasons they
should not go to the square as if she were totally unaware of the possible
dangers this action would pose and as though she were dim-witted. In this way,
the speaker cannot be accused of being intentionally sexist and that is the main
reason why the majority of the posters are unable to detect sexism in the video-
clip (Mills 2008: 135).

Mills (2008: 140-152) has argued that indirect sexism can appear in the form
of humour, presupposition, conflicting messages, scripts and metaphors,
collocation as well as an androcentric perspective ). The present video seems to
contain sexism at the level of presupposition. A presupposition is mainly a
speaker’s property and it is termed as a tacit assumption or as background belief
whose truth is taken as granted within any type of interaction. In order for the
communication to be successful, the interlocutors need to share mutual beliefs
about the presupposed utterance (Stalnaker 2002). In the video, the actor
expresses views, which, on the surface, seem unproblematic, but, in fact, they
conceal stereotypical thinking about women’s intelligence, which can be easily
inferred.

In order for somebody to identify the presuppositions involved in the video, it
is necessary to make overt the main ideas upon which sexism is based. For
instance, in the phrase “Maybe because we have to be really cautious?” the
speaker’s tone is quite ironic and it seems that he presupposes that his alleged

girlfriend is unaware of the fact that she must be really cautious of the new virus.
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During their conversation, the male protagonist says that his female interlocutor
“sweetens” her voice, presenting her as if she tried to avoid conflict and
disagreement. On the other hand, the male appears to show off his wittiness
through irony, another identified feature of male conduct (Holmes 2013: 315).

Another example of indirect sexism is the speaker’s comment “with that
sweet voice that compels me into doing as she pleases”. The softening or
sweetening of the voice is stereotypically considered to be a feminine
characteristic, which, as it is assumed, women take advantage of, when
somebody does not fulfil their wishes. Moreover, the adjective “sweet” has been
considered a rather ‘feminine’ adjective, since it is often attributed to women
(Holmes 2013: 321). Firstly, it is presupposed that males can be transformed
into puppets after hearing their girlfriend’s “sweet voice” and, secondly, it is
implied that women cannot satisfy their needs on their own and have to
persuade a male to do so. Thus, the video clip perpetuates the widely spread
stereotype that women are more sentimental, emotional and manipulative than
men.

Another interesting aspect of the video-clip is the fact that the female is
presented as asking questions - which is actually a feature associated with
female speech- to the male protagonist, who seems to exhibit assertiveness and
directness in his speech, both considered characteristics particularly of male
speech (Holmes 2013: 320; Mills 2008: 130; ). For example, the woman asks the
man questions that concern their plans for going out (e.g. “Shall we go out
tonight?” or “Where are we going to?”), whereas the man, instead of clearly
stating that they should not go out with other people, he ironically responds to
her “Why? Do we need the company of others?”, which is a type of rhetorical
question that needs no answer at all; its aim is to emphasize the speaker’s

opinion, namely that they do not need the company of others.

4.2 Analysis of the impolite comments which deny sexism

In this section I analyse some examples of comments that deny sexism and
whose commenters employ several impoliteness strategies and conventional
impoliteness formulae. Table 1, which illustrates how the nine-hundred

comments were categorised, is repeated here for ease of reference. Table 2
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shows the number of the impolite and non-impolite comments that deny the

existence of sexism in the comment section of the video-clip under investigation.

Table 1. Categorization of comments

TYPE OF Denying Acknowledging | General Off topic Total
COMMENT | Sexism sexism comments

about sexism
Total 392 89 167 252 900
comments

Table 2. Categorization of comments denying sexism

DENYING SEXISM

Impolite

Non-impolite

392

275

117

Table 3 illustrates the main impoliteness strategies (based on Culpeper’s

(2011: 208-9) categorization of impoliteness strategies) commenters use in their

comments on the video-clip under investigation. The following subsections

provide an analysis of specific comments which have been chosen by the author

as they illustrate clearly the impoliteness strategies that commenters tend to use

in the comment section under research.

Table 3. Categorization of impoliteness strategies (Culpeper 2011: 208-9)

POSITIVE NEGATIVE OFF-RECORD | IMPOLITENESS | MIXED
IMPOLITENESS | IMPOLITENESS | IMPOLITENESS| META-

STRATEGY
73 56 39 25 82

4.2.1 Positive Impoliteness

The majority of the comments that adopt positive impoliteness strategies include

call the other names, through the use of taboo or swear language as well as

derogatory nominations (e.g. “shit feminist woman”) and most of them, deny

association or common ground with the other (e.g. “I am a woman and I do not

like being supported by a disgusting creature like you™).

(1) I 5 months ago

€AE0G TLOL TO TapaKavape! o yapo Stapnuion ewvat! Bo propovoe va 16yvE T0
aVOmod0 K 1 YOVOIKO, VO EAEYE TO 6MGTO! EEKOAAATE TOAAUTOVOPEUIVIGTPIEG!
7OV O100A0 €100.TE TOV GEEIGHO???
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“oh jeez, we overreact! It’s a very nice spot! It could have happened the reverse
and the woman could have said what was the right thing! Get over it taliban-
feminists! Where the hell you saw sexism???”

This comment employs positive impoliteness, since it constructs the face of
women in an “outright conflictive way” by calling them “taliban-feminists”.
The contributor expresses pointed criticism/complaint (oh jeez, we overreact!),
a personalised negative assertion (Get over it taliban-feminists!) as well as an
unpalatable question (Where the hell you saw sexism???), which does not
expect an answer. Obviously, the commenter fails to recognise the sexism in the
video-clip and through a question, which is actually a statement, denies its sexist
content and attacks women by calling them “taliban-feminists”.

The reason that the commenter relates feminist women to “Taliban” is that this
is an ‘“ultraconservative political and religious faction that emerged in
Afghanistan in the mid-1990s” (“Taliban” 2021), and s/he does so in order to
underline their extreme reaction as to the sexist content of the video-clip as well

as to emphasize their radical and extremist views.

(2) 6 months ago
@ pe KovpddopepvioTpla mhve va EuPIcELS TO LOVGTAKL GOV .

“hey, shit feminist woman go and shave your moustache.”

This is a comment reply, in which the person in (2) replies maybe to a woman
by addressing her “hey, shit feminist woman”, which includes a personalised
negative vocative, enforced by the message enforcer “hey” and, hence the
contributor employs a positive impoliteness strategy as s/he expresses
derogatory nomination and calls the other names (“shit”). Moreover, this
comment contains an insinuation, i.e. that feminist women have moustache and
they should shave it, as men do, which points to a popular stereotype about
women who support feminism, namely that they have masculine external
characteristics, as they do not care about their appearance and that is why the
contributor expresses the dismissal “go and shave your moustache”, which
suggests another type of unfounded bias against feminists.

Those references to feminist women’s appearance belong to the unattractive
feminist stereotype, which suggests that “sex appeal and/or lesbianism could
account for the negative link between attractiveness and feminism” (Rudman

and Fairchild 2007: 128). One could, thus, understand that the less attractive a
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woman may be considered, the higher the chances she is a feminist. Hence, the
stereotype that less attractive women who may also have male stereotypes, e.g.
moustache, are likely to be feminists and homosexual still holds true today and

seems to be adopted by people.

(3) I 5 months ago

Av 01 porot NTAV OVTIGTPOPOL, OEV HaL YIVOTAV TUTOTO OOy O QL... APIGTEPOL TOV
KOVOTE OAOL E1GTE
“If the roles were reversed, nothing would have happened hahahaha... all of you
are leftists from your couch”
Numerous comments like (3) have been posted in the comment section. The
contributors of these comments refer to what is called reverse sexism, namely
sexist discrimination towards men. As will be discussed in the following section,
although men - and all human beings - can be victims of every type of
discrimination, it cannot be argued that sexism towards men is sustainable
(Singh 2018; Smith 2018). Women used to and still fight for basic rights all
over the world, whereas men used to be and still are more privileged in many
domains, e.g. education, work and politics and that is why they possess more
instrumental positions in society. Therefore, in a system that generally benefits
men one can advocate that men cannot suffer from what is called reverse sexism.
Concerning impoliteness, as can be observed, the comment contains a
personalised negative assertion (“all of you are leftists from your couch”). The
contributor seems to believe that whoever finds the video-clip sexist has left-
wing political views, which are not realistically fulfilled (“from your couch”),
namely by objecting to the content of a TV spot in the comment section. The
comment attacks the positive face of the people s/he calls “leftists from your
couch”, which is used in a derogatory way, since people who stand on the
political left fight for their ideals, whereas the people in the comment section
who find the video-clip sexist do not. Moreover, by using this derogatory
nomination, the contributor denies common ground with the “leftists from the
couch” and that is why he seeks disagreement with them over the sensitive topic
of politics. All the above suggest that positive impoliteness strategies are used in

comment (3).

(4) I 5 months ago

omo1og vopiletl to Pivteo givor oe€lotikd €xel KAAO GTOV EYKEPOAAO Kol TPETEL VOL
ToV Kortd&etl yatpoc.
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“Whoever thinks that this video is sexist, is a bonehead and had better see a
doctor.”

(%) 6 months ago
@ €0® 0OYOAOVUAOTE [LE TOVG NAIB10VE TOV TOV Aéve ce€lot

”we are still concerned with the idiots that call him a sexist”

The contributor of comment (4) claims that people who find the video-clip sexist
have a “mental callus” and, thus, s/he questions their mental stability as well as
their wellness, urging them to be examined by a specialist. Comment (4)
contains a personalised third-person negative reference “they have a callus on
their brain and had better see a doctor” and so does comment (5) by calling the
people who acknowledge the existence of sexism in the video-clip “the idiots
that call him a sexist”. Both of them employ positive impoliteness strategies
since they use abusive language which insults their addressees (“have a callus on
their brain”, “the idiots”).

In addition, the commenters in both (4) and (5) not only disassociate
themselves from the people who find the video-clip sexist in terms of
understanding??? sexism, but also in terms of mental stability. Therefore, they
construct the ingroup, including people who deny sexism in the video-clip and
consider themselves mentally healthy, and the outgroup, including people who

recognise sexism and/or are feminists but are mentally unstable.

(6) - 5 months ago

isa mori xamoyra pline kanena piato xaxaxaxax
“Hey, ‘chamoura’, wash some dishes hahaha”

This comment is based on the famous stereotype that housework is done only by
women and their position in society is set within the house (Mills 2008: 127). A
positive impoliteness strategy is employed in this comment, since the commenter
addresses women with the derogatory nomination ‘chamoura’. By addressing
women the message enforcer “Hey, ‘chamoura’”, s/he also employs a
personalised negative vocative towards women, since “chamoura” in Greek is a
term that is used mainly for women to denote not only a worthless and inferior
person but also a slut. The contributor attempts to ostensibly mitigate his
assertion by adding to his/her comment “hahaha” and maybe he tries to sound

sarcastic; sarcasm is another strategy that is employed by the contributor of this
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comment, since it is highly likely that his/her intention is not to entertain his/her
addressees, but to damage their positive face. It can be inferred that s/he does not
comprehend the type of sexism that is entailed in the video-clip and tries to

mock both the situation as well as the people who find it sexist.

W

_ Eipot yovaixko kot 8 yovotdpo va pe vmootpilet £va ciyouo cov
KOl EGEVO KOl TOTEYE LE OVIK® GTI TAELOYN QIO TOV YOVOUK®V 1OV Oempovpe
poAaxiec avtd mept ceEiopov otn Avon ev €ter 2020

“I am a woman and I do not like being supported by a disgusting creature like
you and, believe me, I do belong to the majority of women who think that in
2020 all this stuff about sexism in the West is bullshit.”

This is a quite interesting comment, as the commenter feels the need to state
clearly that s/he is a female in order to stress the importance of his/her comment,
namely that sexism is nonsense in Western societies as apparently, for him/her,
it does not exist. The commenter attacks the positive face of the person s/he
replies, by calling him/her a “disgusting creature”, a derogatory nomination,
which is blatantly a case of a personalised negative assertion. In addition, a
positive impoliteness strategy is employed in the second part of the comment
since the contributor denies association and common ground with the feminists
(“I do belong to the majority of women who think that in 2020 all this stuff
about sexism in the West is bullshit”). Therefore, polarization is created, since
an ingroup is constructed, which is represented by the commenter who attacks
both the person s/he replies to and generally the supporters of feminism, and an
outgroup, which consists of people who maintain that the video clip is sexist and

that feminism is the solution to this serious issue.

4.2.2 Negative Impoliteness

(8) _ 5 months ago

Tinota oeliotikd oev vmdpyer oe avtd 1o Pivieo. Omoio amoaitnoav va
amocvpBel va méve vo Kot Tovy 6€ Yuyorodyo. Andia £yeTe KATOVTGEL

“There is nothing sexist in this video-clip. Whoever demanded that it should be
withdrawn, go to a psychologist. You disgust (us)”

Negative impoliteness strategies are employed in this comment. The contributor
sees no sexism in the video-clip and asserts that the people who recognise sexist

content must have psychological problems and urges them to visit a specialist to
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seek cure. Obviously, s/he does not take the people who find the video-clip
sexist seriously and that is the reason the expression “go to a psychologist” is
considered as negatively impolite, which constitutes a type of dismissal. Also,
the personalised negative assertion “you disgust [us]” (‘us’ referring to the group
of people who claim that there is no sexism in the video-clip) shows that the
contributor’s aim is to belittle the people who believe that sexism does exist in
the video-clip, another output strategy of negative impoliteness strategy.

As in the case of comments (4) and (5), the ingroup in this comment consists of
people who see no sexism in the video-clip and have no psychological issues to
solve, whereas the outgroup consists of people who acknowledge the existence
of sexism in the video-clip and have psychological issues, which they should try

to solve with the help of a psychologist.

) I 5 i1onths ago
I 1 ocrio [IATL

g mepinTton TOAEUOV, TOAELOVV 1| GTNV UNYOVY TOV KU, TETAVE EUAG YO VO
{Moovv_avtéc.

I'vopilelg kamola yuvaika mov Ba Bvuciale moté ) (o ¢ Yo dvopa,

I'vopilelg kamota yuvaika Tov aVTOKTOVHOE Y10 AvopaL;

Axovceg mOTE KAMOWL YuvaiKo VO TEL EVYOPIOT® YL TNV 100TNTO (OTO
SO UATO PLGIKA, OYL oTIS VIoypemaoels) Tov EMEIX toug ddoaue 1 unmmg
{ntovv 6A0 Kot TEPIGGOTEPQL;

['vopilelg kdmowa yovaika vo Sekdkel 160TNTO GTIC VIOYXPENDCELS 1| £YOLV
€QeVPEL 10 "dropopeTikol aALA icot"

270, SIKOLMUOTA 1IGOTNTA, GTIG VTOYPEDCELS SLOPOPETIKOTNTA.

Ye mepintwon vovayiov 1 GAA®V emKivouvev Kotaotdoemy, cmlovial T0G0 o€
avtég, 660 Kat o€ gpeic | unnog IIPQTA AYTEY kot META EMEILZ;

Av kdmolo mhEL otV aocTLvOUid KOlU OE KOTNYOPNOEL Y. GEEOVOAIKN
TapevOYANoN, Ba MoTéWouy £6éva | UNTTMG aLTY;

O mhovig avTtdg XTIGTNKE TAVE GTNV YOVOIKEID 1] GTNV AVOPIKT) VONLOCULVT;
I'vopilelg péxpt kot Tig pépeg pog, kdmowa 1eoroyio amd yuvaikeio vonuocsivn;
[I'vopilelg Tog Kot 0 @epuvicpog ivat avoptkd dnpovpynua;

[I'vopilelg K4t mov KAvov ot yuvaikes, xwpig va to avitypdyovy and UG
['vopilelg va vdpyovv "KoAEC PeLVIGTPLES" TTOL VO OVTITAGGOVTOL GTIC KOKEG
mov BElovv TNV 100MESWON TNG TOTPLOPXIOG KoL TNV EMKPATNON  TNG
unTpropyiog;

O @ovog ayévvntomv modidv mov TpecPfevovy Eeddvipoma eival KL avTtd GTa
mhoica Tov oefacpol anévavtt oty avlpdmivn {on;

Md&Be Aiyo mepi pepviopnol Kot petd pila.

“Equality WHY?

During wartime, do they fight or do they throw us in the meat grinder so that
they survive?

Do you know any woman that would sacrifice her life for a man?
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Do you know a woman that has committed suicide for a man?

Have you ever heard a woman say ‘thank you’ for the equality (in their rights,
of course, not in their obligations) that WE have offered them or are they
continually asking for more and more?

Do you know any woman that demands being equal with men in their
obligations or have they invented the catchphrase ‘different but equal’?

In the case of a shipwreck or other emergency cases, are men treated as women,
or ARE THEY FIRST SAVED and THEN WE?

If a woman goes to the police and accuses you of sexual harassment, will they
believe you or her?

Has this planet been built based on a woman’s or on a man’s intelligence?

Do you know any existing ideology that was created by a woman’s intelligence?
Are you aware of the fact that even feminism is a male’s creation?

Do you know anything that women have done without having copied it from us?
Do you know if “good feminists”, who oppose to the bad ones and want to
eliminate patriarchy and establish matriarchy, really exist?

Is the killing of unborn children that they shamelessly support in the context of
respect towards the human life?

Learn a few things about feminism and then talk.”

This -rather long by YouTube standards- comment overflows with sexist
stereotypes and bias against the female gender that are expressed in the form of
fourteen unpalatable questions and in a quite condescending tone. Since the
commenter is being contemptuous, s’/he is employing mainly a negative
impoliteness strategy (Culpeper, 2011: 208), as his/her questions doubts the
other’s encyclopaedic knowledge of feminism.

The condescending tone towards women is ubiquitous throughout the
comment; in the beginning, the commenter claims that women should not be
considered equal to men, because they do not fight in a war and/or they are not
willing to kill themselves for a man. Even more disdainful is the statement that
men have “offered” women the right of equality, presenting it as a thing that one
can give and withhold it, hence intentionally not mentioning how much have
women fought - and still continue to fight- for their rights. The three rhetorical
questions which question women’s intelligence are on the same wavelength
with the previous statements-questions: the commenter expresses the view that
only men have contributed to all scientific domains and even feminism is “a
male creation” and goes on to state that women are unable to become innovators

and that is why they “copy’ men.
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The rhetorical question “If a woman goes to the police and accuses you of
sexual harassment, will they believe you or her?” contradicts reality completely :
the majority of the female rapes in Greece go unreported and even unpunished
(e-kathimerini.com 2017) and, when they are actually reported, police officers
do not believe women and their cases are usually dismissed.

The commenter also differentiates feminists into “good” and “bad” ones and
presents them as women who are opposed to patriarchy and wish to establish
matriarchy, disregarding the fact that feminism is a movement that aims at
establishing equality of the sexes in all domains of life. Finally, the comment
makes reference to the popular among anti-feminists belief that abortion equals
to a murder, a finding suggested also by Divramis’s (2020: 16) research on
online impoliteness and gender stereotypes. The commenter explicitly
associates women with negative aspects, as s/he presents them as man haters
and as child murderers, both suggesting negative impoliteness strategies
(Culpeper, 2011: 208).

4.2.3 Off-record Impoliteness

(10) _ 5 months ago

ITov axpiPwg ewvar o ce&lopog dNAadn;;;;
“That is to say, where exactly is sexism??7?7?”

(11) I 5 months ago

To ce€1oTIKO 0O TTOL K MG TOV; MTopEL va. [Lov €ENYNOEL KATO10G;
“How is that sexist? Can somebody explain it to me?”’

Comments (10) and (11) could be considered ironic, since the contributors most
probably do not sincerely wonder if the video-clip is sexist or not; they are
certain that there is no sexism in it and they provoke -in a way- those who
advocate that the video-clip is sexist to reply to them and explain the reasons
they find it sexist. This could be considered off record impoliteness, as the
people who posted the comments seek disagreement, but not in a salient way,
with the group of people who claim that the video-clip is sexist; they do not
actually wish to exchange views, a fact that is triggered by the profuse of
question marks in comment (10) as well as the use of interjections (“That is to

say”, “How is that”) and the use of intensifier (“exactly”). It could be inferred
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that those questions are actually statements which are used rhetorically in order

to emphasize the fact that there is no sexism in the video-clip.

(12) - 5 months ago

Av glvat av16 6e£16TIKO, TOTE OTOV YEAL® GTNV HAVA LLOL TNV PAEPTAPW.

“If this is sexist then, when I smile to my mum I flirt with her.”

The person who posted the comment (12) is apparently mocking the people who
find the video-clip sexist; s/he thinks that not only the video does not entail
sexism, but also that people are exaggerating and are trying to overdramatize the
whole incident. His comment “when I smile to my mum I flirt with her” is used
sarcastically, as a type of off record impoliteness, since the contributor implies
that if the video-clip was sexist, then, every action showing affection towards
women should be considered a type of flirt, even a smile to our mothers.
Apparently, this statement suggests a hyperbole, since the commenter believes
that people who find the video-clip sexist exaggerate, as well. The face
threatening act (FTA) in this expression is, thus, performed through an
implicature and that is s/he why is being indirectly impolite towards the group of
people who find the video-clip sexist. More specifically, the statement “when I
smile to my mum [ flirt with her” is a particularized conversational implicature,
since its understanding depends on particular characteristics of the context

(Blome-Tillmann 2013: 179).

(13) _ 6 months ago
@_ ™V TpiXa TPL(LE TNV KAVETE..

“You are making a mountain out of a molehill..”

This comment reply contains a famous Greek proverb which suggests that
people who find the video clip sexist actually exaggerate a trivial issue. By using
this proverb, the commenter implies that the video-clip should not be considered
sexist, and people who claim that it contains sexist connotations overdramatize
the whole situation. Therefore, the proverb “You are making a mountain out of a
molehill” is a type of conventional implicature, since its meaning can be
understood regardless of the context in which it appears (Blome-Tillmann 2013:

173).
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This comment is being impolite in a covert way since it implicates that people
who see sexism in the video-clip are overreacting, hence comprising the
outgroup, whereas the ones that admit there is no sexism are more normal and
face the whole issue more reasonably, comprising the ingroup.

4.2.4 Impoliteness Meta-Strategy

(14) I 6 onths ago
_ EUEVOL LOV OPEGOLV Ol OLVOTES YUVOIKEG, YLOVTO

Balw ™ yKopeva LoV VoL KOVEL OAES TIC Papleg OOVAELEC. ..

“I like strong women, and for this reason I have my chick do all the heavy

housework...”
This sarcastic comment is based on the popular stereotype that women have the
major role in doing the household chores (Mills 2008: 127). The commenter says
the s/he likes “strong women” - which is actually sexist, since s/he categorises
women into strong and non-strong - which, then, comes in contrast to the
derogatory nomination “chick” as well as the impolite utterance “I have my
chick do all the heavy housework...”, which implies that s/he has the power to
make women do things for him/her. Therefore, comment (14) perpetuates the
stereotype that women, who are often being called “chicks”, are the ones who
are responsible for the housework. It seems that the commenter tries to mitigate
his/her sexist comment by making it look sarcastic or s/he tries to generally
mock the issue of sexism, as it seems that he denies the existence of sexism in

the video-clip under investigation.

(15) I 5 months ago

Otav mopopovebovv o11 yovie Kot yéyvouv gvkopies vo ovOpdocovv To
otwdnrote "oe&loTiko".

-T1 Ba kévoope onpepas;

-Ag yd&ovpe va Bpolie o LIKPT) POPUT VO AVAPEPOVLLE KATL OG GEELGTIKO. ..
“When they lurk in the corner and look for opportunities to name everything as
‘sexist’.

-What are we doing tonight?

- Let’s look for a small reason to call something sexist...”

The above contribution, which is presented as a joke, implies that people who
see sexism in the video-clip are actually the ones who are continually searching
for reasons to blame others for their sexist behaviour. This seemingly sarcastic

comment suggests that people who consider this video-clip sexist exaggerate and

29



magnify the severity of the issue. The verb “lurk™, which is metaphorically used,
seems to intensify the commenter’s opinion that those people are always vigilant
in such topics in order to express their opposition and they do it so often, as if it

has become part of their every day routine.

(16) _ 5 months ago

ITQIIQ TIPOEBAHOHKE ITAPA TIIAY TO I'YNAIKEIO ®YAAO NTPOIIH
111121314156!6!M21111 111!

“GEE THE FEMALE GENDER WAS OFFENDED VERY MUCH SHAME
111121314156!6!M2111H1 11111

What is really interesting in this comment is the misspelling of the Greek word
gender (pVA0), which is written with double ‘I’ instead of one, so in English it
would be translated as ‘leaf’. Also, the word ‘ITIAY” has been misspelled, which
should be written as ‘moAd’, meaning ‘much’ in English; however, the person
who posted this comment has confused the two vowels ‘I’ and ‘O’- probably
because they are next to each other in the keyboard of a computer- maybe
because of his/her hurry and excitement to post an ironic comment which aims
to deride women. The contributor has capitalised the whole comment, a fact that
triggers its impoliteness. The comment is expressed through the impolite
formula of pointed criticism, since it indirectly criticizes women who feel
insulted by the video-clip. The most interesting aspect of this comment is the
punctuation. The contributor has used too many exclamation which intensifies
his ironic tone; “unconventional spelling and punctuation is employed [...]
primarily as a means of accentuating emotions”. In this comment “these
strategies are used to express strong disagreement and to aggravate face-
threatening acts” (Angouri & Tseliga 2010: 77); however, it is not under the

scope of this paper to discuss impoliteness and punctuation.

17 5 months ago
EVYOPLOTOVUE Yo TN OELVKPIVION YaTL gryape umepdevtel. Epelc telka

elpacte ot MAiBor kot eoelg avtol mov Egpovv amio TO OLTOVONTO, OTL M
dwpnuon ewvat oeglotikn|. Mag Bondnocate va kataldfovpe, TS Hog SEQLYE.
“Thank you for the clarification because we were confused. Ultimately, we are
the idiots and you are the ones who see the self-evident, namely that the
advertisement is sexist. You helped us understand it, how did we miss that?”
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In comment (17), the commenter ironically thanks the person s/he replies to
(“Thank you for the clarification”) and ironically states that s/he helped both
him/her and the rest of the people to acknowledge the sexist content of the
video-clip (“You helped us understand it”), politeness strategies that are
obviously used in an insincere way (Culpeper 2011: 209).

The ironic tone is intensely realised in the commenter’s forming the ingroup
and the outgroup in a different way than normally; in this comment, “the idiots”
are those who could not see sexism in the video clip, comprising the ingroup,
whereas for the first time in the whole comment section the outgroup consists of
smart people, who are able to recognise sexism in the video-clip and help people
in the ingroup see sexism, too. However, the majority of the comments
examined in this paper exhibit a totally different character, as the ingroup
consists of people who deny the existence of sexism in the video clip and the
outgoup consists of people who recognise sexism in it and are becoming
recipients of impolite comments from the ingroup.

Finally, the unpalatable question “how did we miss that?” intensifies the
commenter’s ironic attitude, since s/he is not truly wondering how sexism
eluded his/her understanding and, thus, it’s a type of rhetorical question.

4.2.5. Mixed

(18)_ 5 months ago

HAiBot... mov kowtdve popunykt kot vopifouv ot givon edépavtag. Ilov oto
dtdoAo 1o €ldav 10 6e€loTikd; Eva yopoduevo cotiptkd pivoua Kot Titote GAAO.
Aydunteg yovtpd KOAec mov amd v ayopio o mailovv oe pepviotpieg!!!
“Idiots... that look at the ant and think it’s an elephant. Where the hell they saw
the sexist content? It’s a happy and satirical message and nothing more. [you are]
Unfuckable fat-ass [women] that because you haven’t had sex for a while you
behave as if you were feminists!!!”

(19)- 5 months ago

KOUTAEEIKES YOVIPOPEUIVIOTPLES EYETE YOLUTNOEL TO GUUTOV. OVTE VO GKAGETE GTO
(O KOl 0PNOTE TO KOGLLO 1|GLYO
“oversensitive fat-feminists you have fucked the universe. go and gorge on food
and leave the world in its peace”

(20)Le Pa 5 months ago

pepviotpleg BOAIA BOYBAAIA TODPAAOI
“feminists OXES BUFFALOES BUTTERBALLS”
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The above comments illustrate both positive and negative impoliteness, since all
the contributors are explicitly attacking the women’s face; all comments make
use of profane language (e.g. Unfuckable fat-ass, oversensitive fat-feminists,
OXES BUFFALOES BUTTERBALLS); they also express contempt towards
women (e.g. because they haven’t had sex for a while they behave as if they
were feminists!!!). All of them include insults, and more specifically, they
employ the following formulas: personalised negative vocatives (e.g. Idiots,
feminists OXES BUFFALOES BUTTERBALLS), personalised negative
assertions (e.g. oversensitive fat-feminists you have fucked the universe) and
negative expressives (go and gorge on food and leave the world in its peace).

The commenter in (19) addresses women with the use of animal imagery
(OXES BUFFALOES BUTTERBALLS). What all three animals have in
common is their weight, since all three are overweight and are stereotypically
used to refer to overweight women and thus contain negative connotations
(Holmes 2013: 325).

What all three comments - and most of the comments that express overt
sexism- do is that they present feminist women as being overweight. This
suggests a type of unfounded bias against feminists that might have started from
the previous century, when feminism raised awareness about fat activism and
liberation, which emerged during the 1960s in the US. For this reason, feminism
consolidated fat feminism among its other ideologies in order to address the
issue of fat oppression (Simic 2016: 17-18). Therefore, insults towards feminist
women based on their being fat could be considered a wrong generalization for
an ideology, i.e. fat activism, that feminism supports. However, these people
forget that “not all fat activists are women and not all women within fat activism

are feminists” (Simic 2016: 15).

(21)- 5 months ago
Eipot yovaika....

TO ZEEIZTIKO TAMQTIZ®EMINAZI TTIOY EINAI

‘Hpepa potawn

“I am a woman....

WHERE IS THE SEXIST CONTENT FUCKTHEFEMINAZI?
I am asking calmly.”

The contributor of this comment feels the urge to state that she is a woman.

Mills (2008: 41) has noted that not only men but also women can be sexist and
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express traditional views about a woman’s position in society. The contributor is
also being explicitly impolite against women, expressing positive impoliteness
by attacking their positive face (FUCKTHEFEMINAZI), which also suggests a
personalised negative assertion. This assertion is expressed in the form of an
unpalatable question which is capitalised (WHERE IS THE SEXIST CONTENT
FUCKTHEFEMINAZI?), which is enforced by the next assertion “I am calmly
making this question”, which constitutes off record impoliteness, since it is
sarcastic; by capitalizing his/her comment, the commenter does not seem to
make the question “calmly”. On the surface, this assertion is considered
appropriate; however, the unpalatable question was written in capital letters, it
contained profane language and was quite ironic, since the contributor says that
s/he cannot see any sexism in the video-clip. Thus, the phrase “I am calmly
asking” is insincere and encompasses impoliteness as it is not meant to be taken

seriously.

(22) - 6 months ago

@_ 2ta ¥pdvio. TOV TOTTOV OV Ol YUVOUKEG ElYOV OMOKAEIGTIKA
v €vBivn Tov omMTEY. ZNUEPA APKETOL AVIPES AGYOAOVVTOL LE QVTO KOl TO
ondtd. ['vopilo moldovc. Av dpmg avtol ot avtpe dev acyolovvtal 6Tov 10
Babud pe Tg yvvaikeg dev eivar coPapd Béua obte QuLoKAE glval GYLPO
emyeipnuo. OAeg ot EAANVidec moAiteg TG YdPAG HaG EYOVV TO dKoimuo vo
dtekdknoovv a&uopata egovoiag apkel v mAnpovv Kdamoleg mpoimobéselc.
Av10 givol 10 oNUOVTIKO GE GXEON LE TAAOTEPO TTOV O YLVAIKES OYL LOVO dgvV
dtekdwovoav timoto aAAd oOte kav yMelav. To o6t dev vrdpyovv yuvaikeg
mpwbumovpyol oty EALGSa dev onuaivel amapoitnta 0Tl OV TO EMTPETOVY Ol
dvtpeg N M VOOTPOTio OTL Ol YUVAIKEG OV KAVOLV Y10 OVIANWYT TETOLOG EVOVVIG.
IMoarti €0 kot OAeg o1 PeUVIOTPIEG OKEPTESTE OLTO KOL OV OKEPTEGTE OTL OEV
amhd dev To0 TPOTIHOVV 1 OTL OgV TTANPOHV TIC Tpobmobécelc. QoTOGO VIAPYOLV
mépo ToAAES Yuvaikeg oL Katéyovv avartateg Béoelg eEovaiag. To yeyovdg 0Tt
dgv €ywvav mpwBovmovpyol eniong dev elvar coPfapd emyeipnua. To emyeipnud
OO0V GYETIKA e TOV Placpd dev TPOKELTAL VA TO GYOMAC®, YTl B0 LTOTIUACM
TNV VONUOGUVT] LOV. Z€ YEVIKEG YPOUUES O QEUVICUOG OTN CUEPIVY ETOYN OTN
Avon givar po yedordtnta. Evtuymg dev avikm otnv cuvopotaio Tov yeAoiwmv.
Mo tétota yelola @epuviotpla givar kon pa ovopatt Kaloyepomovrov Mapia,
n omoia dgv €xel TNV avoTNTO TG O1AKPIoNG Kol A€l avonoieg ota Pivteo g
o1o youtube. Emmpealetl apvnrtikd ta véa modid.

“In my grandfather’s day, women used to be responsible for the household.
Today, many men, as well as children are also responsible for taking care of.the
household. I know a lot of them. But, it’s not a serious problem or a solid
argument (to say that sexism exists) if those men are not involved in the
household to the same extent as women. All Greek female citizens can claim
authority, as long as they are qualified for it. This is quite important since in the
past, women not only could not claim on anything but they also could not vote.
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The fact that there have not been female prime ministers in Greece doesn’t
necessarily mean that men do not let them become so or there exists a belief
which claims that women are unable to take office. Why do you and other
feminist women not consider this, namely that there are women who do not want
to (take office) or that they are not qualified for this? The fact that women have
not become prime ministers is not a solid argument, either. I will not comment
on your argument concerning rape because I will insult my intelligence.
Generally speaking, nowadays feminism in the West is an absurdity. Fortunately,
I do not belong to the phylum of ridiculous people. Such a ridiculous feminist is
a woman called Kalogeropoulou Maria, who is incapable of recognising what
discrimination is and talks nonsense on her YouTube videos. She influences
negatively the young.”

Not only does the commenter deny the existence of sexism in the video clip, but
also the existence of sexism in western societies. S/he makes reference to a
prevalent stereotype, namely that mostly women used to have the major role in
household management and that still today men may not be involved to the same
extent as women in it (Mills 2008: 127). Another stereotype that is mentioned in
comment (21) is that women may not be qualified enough for taking office or
just they are not willing to undertake positions of power. However, s/he claims
that all these should not be deemed as gender discrimination. The commenter
seems to hold quite traditional views of what women should do and how they
should behave.

Although at the beginning the commenter presents his/her arguments in a non-
impolite way, at the end of his/her comment s/he exhibits a totally impolite
attitude. S/he states that s/he will not respond and comment on the issue of rape,
as this “will insult my intelligence”, showing a derogatory stance towards the
person s/he responds to. S/he employs a negative impoliteness strategy, as she is
being contemptuous and s/he explicitly associates the person s/he replies to with
a negative aspect, as s’he implies that this commenter’s argument is unfounded.
S/he supports this view by expressing a pointed criticism, calling the movement
of Feminism “an absurdity” and the people who support it “ridiculous”, hence
denying common ground with them and employing a positive impoliteness
strategy. Closing his/her comment, s/he attacks a famous Greek feminist called
Maria Kalogeropoulou through a personalized third-person negative reference

(“Such a ridiculous feminist is a woman called Kalogeropoulou Maria’), which

suggests that s/he employs both positive impoliteness strategies, as she calls
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Maria Kalogeropoulou “ridiculous”, which is quite derogatory as well as
negative ones since s/he is being contemptuous towards her (“talks nonsense on

her YouTube videos.” , “She influences negatively the young.”)

(23) I 6 months ago

@_ To o0 ewvan pe {wov. T'att av to dovpe Omo TV 0K GOV TNV
KOO, TOTE M Yovauka BA. Agxov gval 1 ELTVN TG TOPENS KOl O1 DTTOAOITOL Ol
ghagppopvarot. Av nrav oe€lotiko [lavrelakn pov Ba gleye yevikotepa yio
TIG YUVOIKEG, OV Ba EKOVE EVOL TPOCMTIKO OLOAOYO LE TNV KOTEAO TOV.
Avte mpoParta.

“It’s the same, you animal. From your perspective, a woman, like Lechou, would
be the smartest in a company and the rest would be feather-brained. If it was
sexist, my Pantelakis, he [the actor] would generally refer to women, he
wouldn’t just speak with his girlfriend. You [are all] sheep.”

This comment reply abounds with insults both to a person who disagreed with
the contributor of (15) (“you animal”) as well as to anyone who disagrees with
him/her “you [are all] sheep”. Both expressions constitute personalised negative
vocatives, which aim at damaging the addressee’s (and addressees’) positive
face, since the contributor calls the other names; hence, a positive impoliteness
strategy is employed in this comment. Also, addressing the person s/he replies to
as “my Pantelakis”, suggests belittling the other, since the contributor uses the
diminutive of his name (the suffix -akis produces male diminutives in the Greek
language), and thus a negative impoliteness strategy is employed in this

contribution, too.
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Chapter 5

Discussion

The video-clip under investigation provoked disagreement among people over
the issue of sexism: many contributors claim that the video clip is not sexist and
their comments are sexist (either overtly or indirectly). Each of those
contributors attempts to convince the YouTube community in the comment
section about the validity of their statements and at the same time they “deny
association or common ground with the other” (Culpeper 2011: 208), thus
forming an ingroup and an outgroup. The ingroup consists of people who
identify themselves with a group in which they share common beliefs,
disassociating with the individuals of the outgroup, whose beliefs are rejected by
the ingroup (Lee 2007; Riketta 2005: 98). Thus, it can be inferred that the
commenters of 1-23 construct an ingroup which consists of people who post
insulting comments about the people who claim that the video-clip is sexist and
is differentiated from the outgroup, which consists of the ones that find the
video-clip sexist.

Kopytowska et al. (2017: 76) contend that gender is one of those contentious
topics which trigger the use of insults in online contexts, a fact that can be
attested by the present study, as well, since the YouTube interactions analysed in
section 4 are characterised by polarization and antagonism. Anonymity seems to
be one reason for people’s tendency to post impolite comments and be more
aggressive towards the outgroup (Pihlaja 2014: 4), namely the individuals who
recognised the sexist content in the video-clip, a finding supported by other
similar studies, as well (Bou-Franch & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich, 2014; Divrami
2020; Sagredos & Nikolova 2020).

The majority of the comments examined in this paper adopt positive
impoliteness strategies. The commenters who deny the existence of sexism in
the video call the people in the outgroup names, by using swear and/or profane
language (e.g “taliban-feminists”, “shit feminist woman”, “Unfuckable fat-ass
[women]”, “FUCKTHEFEMINAZI”, etc.). Those derogatory nominations

which, as can be understood, are mostly aimed at feminist -and not only- women
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suggest language aggression against women. Almost all of them are based on
stereotypical beliefs about [feminist] women’s appearance as well as women’s
position in the society. Some of the comments illustrate that the “unattractive
feminist stereotype” is still alive (Rudman & Fairchild 2007: 133). For example,
the dismissal “go and shave your moustache” in comment (2), the personalised
negative vocative “unfuckable [women]” as well as the negative expressive
“because they haven’t had sex for a while they behave as if they were
feminists!!!” in comment (18) support and perpetuate the stereotypical belief
that female feminists are less attractive than non-feminists and, because of that,
men may not want to have sexual intercourse with them. Examples like these
prove that overt sexism still holds true today and that is why it is important for
women to never stop campaigning about their rights and their position within
communities. What we also have to bear in mind is that most of the feminist
women are not so concerned with their external appearance since they consider
their personal achievement as a more important aspect for their lives and for this
reason they may not socialize with people who judge their appearance, a fact
also supported by Rudman & Fairchild (2007).

Another pattern observed in the comments that employ positive impoliteness
strategies is that commenters tend to question the mental stability of people who
recognise sexism in the video-clip. Apparently, these commenters disassociate
themselves from the others that they portray as having a “mental callus” and are
characterised as “idiots” (Culpeper 2011: 208), creating the ingroup, which
consists of people who deny sexism and are mentally healthy, and the outgroup,
consisting of those who see sexism, but are mentally unstable. Calling people
“idiots” and crazy because they can actually acknowledge discrimination and
sexist features in the video-clip does not make sense, since it cannot count as a
solid counter-argument. People who actually find it sexist can present reasons
and justifications for this. However, most of the people who deny sexism -the
ingroup- verbally attack the ones who can see it- the outgroup.

Many of the comments posted in the comment section of the video-clip
under investigation make reference to the stereotypical belief about women’s
position in society, namely that women are responsible for the housework (Mills

2008: 127). Comment (6) and (21) are two examples that contain this stereotype.
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The commenter in (6) calls women “chamoura”, a personalised negative
vocative (Culpeper 2016: 437), which is a quite derogatory term used by Greeks
to denote that women are worthless and inferior, and orders them to “wash some
dishes”, being directly sexist towards them, hence employing mainly a positive
impoliteness strategy. The commenter in (22) expresses traditional and
stereotypical beliefs about women’s position in society, too. S/he denies the
existence of sexism in western societies, but, at the same time, claims that
mostly women have the major role in the household management. In addition,
although s/he acknowledges the fact that women are not significantly involved in
politics, s’he argues that this may happen because they are not adequately
qualified or willing enough to take office, an assertion which perpetuates the
stereotype that women cannot excel in the political arena and, in some cases,
even professionally. All these stereotypical characteristics attributed to women
tend to marginalise them, underestimate their power and intelligence and,
consequently, excluding them from the public sphere (Mills 2008: 40).

It is a common belief that mainly men express stereotypical views about
women. However, as noted above, Mills (2008: 41) has claimed that females can
also be sexist and express traditional views about a woman’s position in society.
As has been stated, YouTube is an online setting in which people can conceal
their true identity. Many of the commenters use a gender-neutral username on
YouTube, whereas some others may use a male username, while being female or
the reverse. That is why some commenters in the YouTube section of the video
under investigation, before stating their opinion, they explicitly stated their sex.
Examples of this phenomenon are comments (7) and (21), which both start with
the phrase “l am a woman”, whereas the commenter in (7) states with certainty
that the majority of women in 2020 believe that sexism in the West does not
exist (“I do belong to the majority of women who think that in 2020 all this stuff
about sexism in the West is bullshit.””). Both comments employ mainly positive
impoliteness strategies. More specifically, the commenter in (7) calls the person
s/he replies to - and who obviously belongs to the outgroup - “disgusting
creature”, a rather derogatory personalised negative assertion. Comment (21)
calls feminist women ‘feminazi’, a pejorative term which is a blend of two
words, feminist and Nazi and is used to refer to female feminists whose views

are considered radical. This derogatory nomination is enclosed in the capitalised
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dismissal “FUCKTHEFEMINAZI”, which is written without spaces in order for
the commenter to emphasize his/her point.

The comments that employ negative impoliteness strategies directly
condescend both people who acknowledge sexism in the video-clip and,
generally, (feminist) women. Comment (8) resembles comments (4) and (5), as
the commenter states that whoever criticised the video-clip for sexism faces
psychological problems and must visit a psychologist. As with comments (4)
and (5), people who belong to the outgroup are presented as having
psychological issues and their mental stability is questioned. Most of the
negative impoliteness comments claim that people who can see sexism in the
video-clip “disgust” them or they are “disgusting”, as can be seen in comment (7)
“I do not like being supported by a disgusting creature like you”, a type of insult
that suggests a personalised negative assertion (Culpeper 2016: 437).
Contemptuous are also the impolite comments (16), (17) and (18) which insult
overweight feminist women, and associate them with negative aspects (e.g.
calling women oxes).

Another common pattern that is observed in the comment section is both
calling the movement of feminism or the feminists ridiculous (e.g. in comment
[22] is stated that “feminism in the West is an absurdity” and “Such a ridiculous
feminist is a woman called Kalogeropoulou Maria”). In comment (7), which is
mainly positively impolite since it calls the people who belong to the outgroup
“disgusting creatures”, the commenter states that “in 2020 all this stuff about
sexism in the West is bullshit”, which could be considered negatively impolite,
since comments like (7) and (22) associate feminism with a negative aspect.
Looking closely through these types of comments, one can understand how
important the movement of feminism is, even in modern societies, as there are
still people who hold traditional views about women and make them doubt not
only their position in society, but also their sense of self. Therefore, it seems that
feminism is needed more than ever.

Another recurrent pattern observed is the rhetorical questions that flood in the
comment section. Their common feature is that none of these questions expect
answer(s). The negatively impolite comment (9) contains fourteen unpalatable

questions, which are really condescending. The commenter at the beginning of
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his/her comment wonders “Equality WHY?”, implying that there is no reason
for men to be equal to women and at the same time s/he states that equality has
been “offered” to women by men, thus, minimizing the importance of women.
S/he further defends his/her derogatory views by arguing that women do not
fight in wars like men, which is untrue since there are a lot of states that recruit
women (e.g. the US, Norway). Totally disdainful are the statements about
women’s contribution to sciences, since s’he questions their intelligence (“Do
you know any existing ideology that was created by a woman’s intelligence?”,
“Do you know anything that women have done without having copied it from
us?”). It is widely known that numerous females have contributed and changed
the world (e.g. Marie Curie was the first woman to win the Nobel Prize in
Physics). S/he also claims that even when a man may not have sexually harassed
a woman, but she accuses him of having done so, the authorities will believe
women and not men. However, it is a fact that the majority of the female rapes
in Greece go unreported and even unpunished (e-kathimerini.com 2017) and,
when reported, women are either disregarded by the police officers or their
cases are rejected in court (Noguchi 2017). Finally the commenter presents
women as man haters, by stating that they want to establish matriarchy and not
equality, as well as child murderers, because they are in favour of abortion.
Consequently, the commenter of (9) explicitly associates women with several
negative aspects, emphasizes the relative power of men and, therefore, belittles
women (Culpeper 2011: 208), hence employing mainly negative impoliteness
strategies.

All these negative characteristics discussed in the previous paragraph are
expressed in the form of questions. Grammatically speaking, a question is a
sentence that needs an answer. However, the questions in comment (9), as well
as most of the questions included in the comments section of the video under
investigation, do not expect an answer, as they are rhetorical and their aim is to
emphasize the commenter’s opinion(s) or to mock the people who belong to the
outgroup, namely the ones that acknowledge the existence of sexism in the
video-clip. In comment (10) “That is to say, where exactly is sexism????”” and
comment (11) “How is that sexist? Can somebody explain it to me?” both
commenters do not expect an answer; those questions could be considered

negative assertions as they actually intend to mean that there is no sexism in the
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video clip and none can explain where sexism is. Both examples express off
record impoliteness, since the commenters do not expect their questions to be
answered. On the contrary, it seems that they want to dispute with the outgroup
and create polarization over the issue of sexism.

The examples of rhetorical questions that are to be perceived as negative
assertions are not the only examples of off-record impoliteness. Some
commenters are being intentionally impolite in a covert way, in order to conceal
their judgemental intention. For example, comment (12) “If this is sexist then,
when [ smile to my mum I flirt with her.” contains particularized conversational
implicature: it implies that if this video is sexist, then even a smile to our
mothers should be considered flirtatious, which is a blatant hyperbole. The
commenter seems to exaggerate with his/her statement, as he thinks that people
who find the video sexist exaggerate, too. Comment (13) is also another example
of off-record impoliteness, since the commenter intended to prove that people
who recognize the sexist content in the video-clip overreact and exaggerate by
posting the famous proverb “You are making a mountain out of a molehill..”.

Apart from covertly impolite comments, sarcastic but impolite comments are
all pervasive, too. Comment (14) is based again on the stereotype already
discussed about women’s having the major role in doing the household chores
(Mills 2008: 127). The statement “I like strong women, and for this reason I
have my chick do all the heavy housework...” may be used sarcastically in order
for the commenter to mitigate his/her view that women should take care of the
household, but, in fact, it ends up mocking the issue of sexism and perpetuating
the stereotype about women’s position in society. Comment (15) also carries
negative connotations about people who find the video-clip sexist, since it is
claimed that they are continually searching for reasons to blame others for their
sexist behaviour, even in cases when sexism does not emerge, like in the video
clip. However, those connotations are expressed as a joke in order to seem less
offensive.

As explained earlier, comment (16) is quite interesting to examine, since its
impoliteness is triggered by the misspelling, the capitalization as well as the
excessive punctuation. The Greek commenter either intentionally or because of

ignorance writes the Greek word gvlo(gender) with double ‘I’ (poilo which
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means ‘leaf’) instead of one. Also, the word ‘ITIAY’ has been misspelled, which
should be written as ‘moAv’, meaning ‘much’ in English. The whole comment is
ironic, since it ironically states that women have been offended after watching
the video-clip under investigation. The exclamation of surprise “GEE” as well as
the word “SHAME” function as intensifiers of the ironic tone that surrounds the
comment, which is expressed through the impolite formula of pointed criticism
(Culpeper 2016: 436).

Some other comments ironically thanked people of the outgroup for “helping”
them spot the sexist content in the video-clip, like in comment (17): “Thank you
for the clarification because we were confused.” It is more than obvious that the
commenter is being polite in an insincere manner (Culpeper 2011: 209), only to
mock the people who compose the outgroup. What intensifies the irony that
comment (17) entails is the different way the commenter constructs the ingroup
and the outgroup: s/he presents as “idiots” the ones who insisted that there is no
sexism in the video-clip, whereas the people of the ourgroup are presented as
smart, since they enlightened the people of the ingroup - who here are called
“idiots”. The irony is more than salient in this comment, since the majority of
the comments investigated in this paper exhibit a totally different character, as
the ingroup is made up of people who deny sexism and attack people from the
outgroup who can acknowledge it.

Another recurrent catchphrase in the comment section that suggests sarcasm or
mock politeness is the statement “I am calmly asking”. Comment (21) is a
typical example of this observed pattern: “WHERE IS THE SEXIST CONTENT
FUCKTHEFEMINAZI? I am calmly asking”. This catchphrase has been used
extensively in various Greek online settings in a sarcastic manner However, in
comment (21) both the capitalization of the question as well as the dismissal
which includes a personalised negative assertion show that the commenter is not
actually calm when s/he asks the question. Therefore, the popular catchphrase “I
am calmly asking” is used in an insincere way and encompasses impoliteness, as
it is not meant to be taken seriously.

The analysis of the present data suggests that commenters who belong to the
ingroup endeavour to establish their views about the video-clip by verbally

attacking people who belong to the outgroup, and more specifically, female
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feminists. The majority of the commenters employ positive impoliteness
strategies, as they “deny association or common ground with the other...
Use...swear, or...profane language... call the other names - use derogatory
nominations” (Culpeper 2011: 208). Most of the insults are expressed through
personalized negative vocatives and/or personalized negative assertions
(Culpeper 2016: 437). Also, numerous comments involved contemptuous and
disdainful characterizations about people who belong to the outgroup, especially
women, hence employing mainly negative impoliteness strategies. Another
important finding is that several commenters who denied the existence of
sexism in the video-clip, expressed stereotypical beliefs about women’s position
in the public sphere. Therefore, the interpretation of the data shows that the
expression of stereotypical as well as sexist beliefs are intimately related to
impoliteness. It was also shown that discussions of gender and sexism bring
about conflict among the commenters in an online context (Kopytowska et al.
2017: 76). Since the commenters are anonymous, they start identifying
themselves with a group in which they share common beliefs, disassociating
from the individuals of the outgroup, whose beliefs are rejected by the ingroup
(Riketta 2005: 98, Lee 2007).

The present study bears similarities with a recent study about how
impoliteness is viewed in the comments of a Greek online newspaper conducted
by Tzanne and Sifianou (2019: 1031), which showed that impoliteness is
“intimately related to issues of identity construction” and their data suggested “a
relation of polarity and opposition between in-group/Us and out-group/Them”.
Another similar finding between the two studies is that both sets of data reveal
the stereotypical thinking that prevails in Greek society (Tzanne & Sifianou
2019: 1033), which is reflected in the comments that are expressed by the use of

impoliteness strategies.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

This study explored how a conflictive YouTube polylogue, which was created
under a Greek video-clip about Covid-19, unfolds and the impoliteness strategies
the commenters use in order to express their views. The video-clip was criticised
by several people as sexist. It has been claimed that gender is a controversial
topic that tends to bring about conflict among people (Kopytowska et al. 2017:
76) and that people tend to be more uncivilized in online settings, because they
can conceal their true identity (Pihlaja 2014: 4). In the video-clip under
examination, sexism lies in mansplaining, which means that it is presented as
indirect and that is the main reason people find it difficult to pick it. However,
instead of wondering why there are people who claim that the video-clip is sexist
by presenting solid arguments, some commenters decide to post impolite
comments and verbally attack and/or mock people who argue that the video-clip
is sexist.

As illustrated in tables 1 and 2, three hundred and ninety-two (392) comments
out of the nine-hundred (900) denied the existence of sexism in the video-clip
under investigation. What this paper examined were the two hundred and
seventy-five (275) comments in which their commenters used several
impoliteness strategies in order to express their view, namely that the video clip
is not sexist and/or that they cannot see sexism, hence the title “Sexism
Blindness”.

The analysis and the interpretation of the impolite comments was based on
Culpeper’s (2011) theory of impoliteness and suggested that the majority of the
commenters who denied the existence of sexism in the video-clip employed
positive and negative impoliteness strategies. The rest of the comments
employed off-record impoliteness, sarcasm and mock politeness. Most
commenters expressed their views by verbally attacking people who
acknowledged the sexist content in the video-clip, by calling them names, by
using swear or profane language and by being condescending and/or disdainful

towards women and sometimes towards female feminists. Also, the main finding
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that emerges from the analysis of the data is that some of the commenters of the
video under investigation create polarization and conflict deny association with
people who have different views from them - the outgroup - lose their
individuality and start identifying themselves with a group in which they share
common beliefs, namely the ingroup. Another significant observation of this
thesis is that people expressed stereotypical beliefs about women’s position in
society and presented them as inferior and subordinate, which suggests
discriminatory discourse.

The present data indicate that online settings, like YouTube, can cause
polarization and disagreement among people, which perpetuates stereotypical as
well as sexist thinking. It is also evident that the topic of sexism triggers
impoliteness and discriminatory discourse. Therefore, there is an interrelation
between impoliteness and stereotype forming.

What is more, the current study shed light on two closely related crucial issues,
namely the mansplaining and the indirect sexism. It can be inferred that there is
also a connection between impoliteness and sexism, with the latter being
manifested mainly in an implicit way on the social media. This kind of sexism is
considered more dangerous, since it is latent and, thus, making it difficult to

detect and refute it.
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