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In the past years social equality has been a hot topic in the western world. Traditional social hierarchies have been challenged by 
feminist policies, women’s increased societal engagement and the recognition of the rights of historically oppressed groups. 
However, the advancements in equality have not been embraced unanimously, as anti-feminist and racist discourses have reared 
its head, especially online. Central in modern anti-feminist discourse is the idea of reversed gender hierarchy: that historical 
female oppression never existed, and thus feminist policies supporting women and minorities are actually discriminating men. The 
aim of these discourses is to sustain traditional social hierarchies favouring white western men. Today’s anti-feminist mobilization 
consists by large of angry white men, trying to renew the respect and honour of traditional masculinity. 
 
By leaning on the theoretical frameworks of social constructionism and critical discursive psychology (CDP), this thesis examined 
how discourses resisting social equality manifest online. Especially of interest was how affects, as discursive action, were used to 
constitute understandings of equality. In this, this thesis leaned on Wetherell’s theory of affective-discursive practice (2012) and 
treated affects as part of the discursive realm. The data used consisted of blog posts written by a globally known public figure, 
Jordan Peterson, who in newspapers has been cited as the most influential public intellectual of the western world. The aim of this 
study was to explore what kinds of interpretative repertoires were drawn upon in Peterson’s writings when discussing social 
equality, and how affect and discourse worked together in positioning within these meanings. As CDP carries the idea of broader 
societal implications, this study also discusses how the meanings and positions constructed in Peterson’s writings relate to larger 
societal discussions. 
 
The analysis shows that in Peterson’s writings social equality is understood through four interpretative repertoires: threat, truth, 
justice and virtues. Firstly, equality is constructed as a threat to the society and the whole existence of men. This understanding 
positions women as emotional fools, and feminists as criminals, who by feminist policies threaten traditional western values. 
Secondly, equality and feminist policies are understood by the means of truth and veracity. This understanding distinguishes true 
and false science, and positions men as advocates of the true science, whereas women/feminist as impostors. Third 
understanding has the central idea that aiming for social equality by feminist policies is unjust, as they discriminate men. This 
understanding allows feminists to be seen as villains while men are positioned as innocent and downtrodden. Finally, the fourth 
repertoire emphasizes masculine virtues and works to legitimize current social hierarchies by positioning and constructing men 
through a hegemonic masculine ideal. Alongside these understandings, several affects are being triggered and manipulated. The 
most repetitive is anger, which is constantly directed towards women and feminists, who are characterized as hateful and full of 
resentment. In contrast, the writings evoke pride and sympathy among men, who are constituted as the wronged victims of the 
situation. 
 
The results of this study resonate greatly with recent studies around anti-gender movement and discourses of the manosphere. 
Similarities are apparent particularly in relation to how genders are constructed and understood, and how the societal situation at 
large is constituted as discriminating men, young and white in particular. In conclusion, Petersons writings seem to be connected 
to larger anti-gender movement, aiming at sustaining traditional social hierarchies and restoring the honour and respect of white 
masculinities. 
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1 Introduction 

Throughout the recent years Western societies have been growing more equal as 

historically oppressed groups have gained more societal recognition. However, 

advancements in equality have not been embraced unanimously, as several European 

countries have experienced a rise in political antipathy and social hostility. 

 

It seems to be so, that as much as diversity and equality are globally embraced, they are 

locally opposed. But not by everyone. What seems to be in the center of the opposition of 

gender equality and diversity, is what American sociologist, Michael Kimmel (2013) has 

called angry white men. Nowadays much of political discussions and public debates are 

online, where anti-feminist and misogynist discourses are particularly visible (Marwick & 

Lewis, 2017; Tileagă, 2019). It seems to be so, that the anger of white men (to borrow 

Kimmel’s, 2013, analogy) is growingly expressed online, where social hostility is 

frequently targeted especially at women and minorities (Keipi et al., 2017; Pöyhtäri et al., 

2013). While online hate appears quite gendered (Tileagă, 2019), it is also racialised, as 

black and Asian women are more likely to be targets of online misogyny than white women 

(Dhrodia, 2017). Social hostility aimed at women and minorities, whether expressed online 

or offline, can be viewed as a means to restrict public spaces and public conversations from 

unwanted voices. Hate materials targeting collective identities, aim at sustaining traditional 

social hierarchies privileging white men, while at extreme, dehumanizing social groups. 

(Tileagă, 2015, 2019.) Thus, hate can be an effective mean to restrict public domain and 

delegitimize unwanted voices (Ahmed, 2014). 

 

Even though emotions have been indisputably a major factor guiding human action since 

the beginning of the times, they have not been the focal point of scientific attention for 

long. Social sciences have just quite recently embraced a renewed interest in researching 

emotions and affects, a shift also described as affective turn. As some consider affects as 

psychic excess beyond human consciousness (e.g. Massumi, 1995), some regard them as 

equally linked to meaning making processes as emotions (e.g. Wetherell, 2012). While 
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affects can be approached from various scientific paradigms, a few recent approaches have 

managed to exemplify their social, performative and communicative nature (see e.g. 

Ahmed, 2014; Wetherell, 2012). These approaches consider affects as part of the discursive 

realm, as communicated, negotiated and passed on via discursive actions (Wetherell, 2012). 

Since social psychological knowledge is on the fore front in understanding intergroup 

dynamics and social relations, social psychology has a lot to offer when trying to form a 

comprehensive image of the current socio-political mobilization represented by angry white 

men (to borrow Kimmel’s, 2013, analogy yet again) and increased social hostility. 

 

In this thesis, I will examine how anti-feminist discourses objecting social equality are 

manifested online. In particular, I will analyse blog texts of Jordan Peterson, a Canadian 

psychologist and best-selling author who has been addressed as “the most influential public 

intellectual of the western world” by The Guardian (‘How dangerous is Jordan B. Peterson, 

the rightwing professor who 'hit a hornets' nest'?’, 7.2.2018). Even though Peterson himself 

is careful to differentiate himself from taking part in political discussions, he speaks 

strongly against gender diversity and adopts anti-feminist stand in his writings and public 

statements (Parks, 2020). Additionally, he has been associated with a loose collective of 

other public intellectuals objecting cultural diversity and feminist politics. In this thesis I 

am especially interested in how Peterson uses affects, as part of meaning making process, 

and mobilizes certain emotional responses in his writings. I will lean on social psychologist 

Margaret Wetherell’s (2012) ideas of affects as a form of discursive action, and explore 

how Peterson uses affects in accordance with discourses to construct certain understandings 

of the world. Moreover, I will adopt social constructionist framework, and treat language as 

social action with functions and social consequences (Potter & Wetherell, 1987). That 

being said, my interest in this thesis will be not only on formulations and contents of 

Peterson’s discourses, but additionally in the functions these discourses, and affects 

associated with them, are serving. In addition with the social constructionist framework, my 

thesis will be located within the tradition of critical discursive psychology (e.g. Edley, 

2001; Wetherell, 1998), which by definition is attentive to systems of power and societal 
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dynamics more broadly. This framework allows me to consider the broader societal 

implications attached to Peterson’s writings resisting gender equality. 

 

I will begin this thesis by outlining the concepts of gender and race: how these concepts are 

understood in the framework of this thesis, and what kind of understanding is applied in the 

contemporary society and its prevailing discourses around gender equality. My focus will 

be in particular on online discourses, because the internet seems to be a key forum for anti-

feminist mobilization. The chapter discussing contemporary dynamics around gender and 

race, will thus entail themes that are central in anti-feminist online movements. Following 

the section outlining the substantive themes of this thesis I will continue to introducing the 

theoretical and metatheoretical assumptions of social constructionism and critical 

discursive psychology (CDP). Within this section I will also discuss how affects and 

discourses can be approached within CDP tradition, and outline in more detail how I will be 

adopting this stand in my thesis. Finally, after introducing my data and research questions I 

will present my analysis and results. Lastly, I will conclude this thesis with discussing my 

results and their relation to previous research. 
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2 Social psychology of gender and race 

 

Social categorization is a fundamental feature in the construction of social reality. It occurs 

within social relations through discursive actions, which is the means to create, negotiate 

and debate social categories. Social categories construct not only the collective domain, but 

also individual subjectivities. When individuals are categorized and assigned certain 

characteristics based on the categories they are located, they are then treated as members of 

that category. Moreover, the given category impacts their societal position, since societies 

are built on particular understandings of social categories. Therefore, social categorization 

is vital in understanding a) the social structures of a given society and b) societal 

inequalities in entails. (Wetherell & Potter, 1992, 72-79.) 

 

The inequalities intertwined with social categorization are tied to the evaluative nature of 

categorization. Some categories are highly valued whereas others not, which impacts how 

societal resources are divided. Those categories that are more positively valued often gain 

more societal recognition and thus, resources. That being said, social categories and their 

attached value guide how societies function and upon which principles they operate. These 

principles are, however, always tied to cultural and historical specificities, from which 

follows that social categories are not universal. Different cultures comprise of different 

prevailing systems, which in turn impacts their organization. (Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 

491-497; Wetherell & Potter, 1992, 72-79) 

 

In the western societies, gender and race have been the most central systems of social 

categorization for centuries, and thus impacted widely on how western societies still today 

are organized (Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 491-497). I myself am a North European who 

has lived her whole life in Europe, and thus socialized to the dominant systems guiding the 

functioning of western societies. Therefore in this thesis, I will focus on the social 

categories of gender and race, as they are central in understanding the social and cultural 

sphere wherein I myself am located. However, I will not treat the mentioned categories as 
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exclusive. Instead, I will adopt the concept of intersectionality, which carries the idea that 

social categories are parallel and overlapping, and thus individual experiences cannot be 

reduced to impacts of one social category only (Bowleg, 2017). To put this in the western 

context: race and gender do not exist in exclusion but intersect and interact with not only 

each other but other social categories as well, that further guide the organization of the 

society (Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 492-494). That being said, even though my focus will 

be on gender and race as social categories, I will bear in mind, that they are not 

unidimensional, but rather carry differential subcategories within. 

 

The next chapter will introduce the concept of intersectionality more broadly, as it forms a 

central framework to my thesis. Then I will continue outlining the concepts of gender and 

race and define how I understand these further on in this thesis. Related to gender, I will 

discuss gender hierarchy and different forms of masculinity, as they will be central in my 

analysis. Followingly, chapters discussing race focus in particular on questions around 

whiteness, as it is a definitive factor in understanding western societies, as well as the 

intersections between whiteness and masculinities. I will end this section with literature 

review discussing contemporary dynamics around gender and race. 

 

2.1 Intersectionality 

”Intersectionality is fundamentally about the interlocking systems of inequality, and 

is deeply attentive to systems of power.” (Howard & Renfrow, 2014, 102). 

 

The concept of intersectionality originates from cultural and feminist studies (Crenshaw, 

1991), but has later been utilized as an analytical framework in other social sciences, as 

sociology and more recently social psychology. As an analytical framework, it was initially 

developed when “African American women scholar-activists […] called for a new 

approach to analysing Black women’s experiences. Claiming that such experiences were 

shaped not just by race, but by gender, social class, and sexuality” (Collins, 2002, 18). With 

this approach they criticised main-stream feminism which was mostly dominated by 
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middle-classness and whiteness. With the concept of intersectionality they wanted to 

highlight the multiple marginalization that black women in particular experienced, a 

perspective that was not yet fully embraced in feminist circles. Since then, it has been 

found useful by various disciplines, while definitions may vary depending on what is 

emphasized (ibid). 

 

The fundamental thought in intersectionality is that social categories are not exclusive. 

Instead, categories coincide and overlap, which means that one social category is neither 

definitive nor sufficient in defining and understanding individual subjectivities. (Bowleg, 

2017; Collins, 2002, 18.) For instance, the category of race can be divided to sub-categories 

that are distinguished by other principles, such as gender, social class, et cetera. This is to 

say, that people simultaneously belong to several social groups and the effects of those 

group memberships are multidimensional and coinciding. The overlapping nature of social 

groups shape people’s perceptions and experiences about the surrounding social world, and 

subjective experiences cannot be simply reduced to one social group or category. Instead, 

individual subjectivities are formed by a combination of intersecting categories. (Bowleg, 

2017; Collins, 2002, 18.) 

 

In particular, intersectionality captivates the intertwined systems of oppression and 

privilege. As a framework it does not lean on one-dimensional explanations but 

acknowledges that social inequalities exist and operate in several societal levels. This 

means, that one can simultaneously belong to multiple marginalized groups and experience 

oppression in several societal settings. Furthermore, as people are attached to several 

categories, intersectionality carries the idea that marginalization and privilege co-exist and 

thus one can belong to both marginalized and privileged groups. Because oppression and 

power are intertwined societal systems, social categorization works not only to create 

discriminated groups, but also privileged positions. (Bowleg, 2017; Collins, 2002, 18.) 

Consequently, intersectionality draws attention to both micro and macro level structures of 

the society. This means, that when adopting intersectionality as a framework, I consider 

that individual subjectivities are formed in immediate social and psychological events, but 
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that they are also being affected by broader societal settings. (Bowleg, 2017; Brah & 

Phoenix, 2004; Collins, 2002, 18; Crenshaw, 1991). 

 

2.2 Defining gender 

Within contemporary social science, gender is often understood as “the social and cultural 

behaviours and characteristics associated with, but not determined by, biological sex” 

(Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 493). This definition, however, carries variations, as some treat 

gender itself as a social construct, while others adopt a more moderate stand. Still despite of 

which end of the continuum the definition lands, it is certainly so, that much of what we 

call gender is “learned, performed and institutionalized” (ibid.). This description 

emphasizes context specificity of gendered social practices and treats gender as 

performative action, as something created and constructed through social practices (ibid.). 

Within social psychological research, the performative nature of gender has been perhaps 

best captured by Candace West and Don H. Zimmerman (1987) with their influential 

concept of doing gender. They emphasize the fact that while gender is socially constructed 

and performed, it is still not constituted in isolation, but within the restrictions of the 

surrounding social environment. This is to say, that the normative expectations that are 

attached to each gender category within a given culture guides the ways in which gender 

can be done. (ibid.) 

 

Even though in this thesis I will treat gender as socially constructed in social relations, 

much of contemporary societal understanding still consider gender as an essentialist 

category, and much of that understanding is based on gender stereotypes. Gender 

stereotypes are generalizations of people located in the social categories of gender: of males 

and females. As stereotypes in general, gender stereotypes include normative assumptions 

of female and male characteristics, abilities, looks, behaviours, and social positions. 

Additionally, gender stereotypes include the notions of sexuality, as they include normative 

expectations of sexual orientation and self-presentation. (Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 493-

495.) Studies have shown that gender stereotypes are remarkably persistent across time and 
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cultural changes (Heilman & Parks-Stamm, 2007, 49), and that still today, women are 

considered to be more communal, nurturing and warm, whereas men tougher, more 

competitive and agentic (Swim & Hyers, 2009, 411-412). Additionally, fragility, 

irrationality and emotionality are associated with femininity, while masculinity is attached 

to strength, courage and trustworthiness (Edley, 2017, 40-43). Upon these gender 

stereotypes, the contemporary gender hierarchy has been developed, and that is what I will 

discuss next. 

 

2.2.1 Gender hierarchy 

Western societies have historically been built on essentialist understandings of gender. This 

means that gender has been, and much of it still is today, understood as biologically 

determined inner characteristic, that can be externally defined. (Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 

493.) As West and Zimmerman wrote in 1987: “Things are the way they are by virtue of 

the fact that men are men and women are women - a division perceived to be natural and 

rooted in biology, producing in turn profound psychological, behavioral, and social 

consequences. (West & Zimmerman, 1987, 128). Even though there have been various 

scientific (and social) advancements since the publication of that paper in 1987, much of 

current cultural thinking is still based on the fact that “men are men and women are 

women”. This essentialist understanding of gender does not only see men and women 

through distinctive dispositional qualities, but as all social categories, the gender categories 

are also differently evaluated. 

 

To find the roots of different evaluation of genders and gender hierarchy, one must go all 

the way back to ancient Greece and the writings of Aristotle, who “portrayed women as 

naturally men’s inferiors in terms of reason”. The following philosophical and educational 

traditions, as well as religions, positioned men and masculinity as normative and aspired, as 

the prototype of humanity. In turn, these traditions positioned women through emotionality, 

sexuality and their bodies, and thus as subordinated to masculinity. (Gardiner, 2005, 36; see 

also Connell, 2005; Edley, 2017; Holter, 2005). When gender was, and has been, 
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understood as an essentialist category defining the social worth of individuals for centuries, 

such understanding has formed the dominant worldview and become part of shared social 

knowledge. (Edley, 2001, 190). It has endured the historical changes and remained as 

prevailing way of understanding gender through historical reproduction and repetition of 

social practices (ibid.). 

 

Similarly, to the replication of gender hierarchy, masculinity itself has evolved through 

history in different cultural contexts. Historical reproduction of masculinity has warranted 

certain practices a privileged status, which is still today often aspired. Masculinity can be 

defined as what is typical for men in a certain culture, what kinds of characteristics, 

practices and behaviors we routinely associate with men (Edley, 2001, 191). Within this 

thesis, I will approach masculinity using the concept of hegemonic masculinity, which I 

will discuss next. 

 

2.2.2 Hegemonic masculinity 

The concept of hegemonic masculinity describes those normative expectations and 

conventions that are associated with the male gender. Hegemonic masculinity can be 

considered as an image of idealized man character, towards which men are expected to 

strive for. It is based on societal power structures, that throughout the centuries have 

formed an idealized identity. Hegemonic masculinity operates by distinguishing 

masculinities and non-masculinities (i.e. women and other genders) and by excluding those 

masculinities that do not fulfill the idealized version. (Connell, 1995; Connell & 

Messerschmidt, 2005.) This means, that masculinity per se does not automatically position 

one at the top of social hierarchy. It is instead the aspired versions of masculinity that 

provide such privilege. 

 

In western societies, hegemonic masculinity is basically by description, a white, middle-

class straight men (paralleling with Kimmel’s, 2013, analogy). This depiction carries 

expectations about physical strength, emotional reticence, competitiveness, ambitiousness 
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and competence. (Jokinen, 2000, 217.) However, the hegemonic masculinity is something 

that is practically impossible to reach, but still encouraged by the societal power dynamics. 

Additionally, hegemonic masculinity is produced and re-produced by cultural and local 

practices, therefore attentive to cultural specificity. (Connell & Messerschmidt, 2005.) 

Masculine identities are created and negotiated within interactional settings, and therefore 

are not univocal, but reflect the current societal climate and hegemonic understandings 

(Wetherell & Edley, 1999). For instance, Wetherell and Edley (1999) have demonstrated 

how hegemonic masculinity can be challenged and constructed in various ways. 

Historically the hegemonic masculinity has possessed heroic characteristics, while modern 

masculinities can be constructed and implemented differently, but still in relation to those 

historical hegemonic ideals. Such attributes as individualism, autonomy, modesty and 

rationality are commonly associated to hegemonic masculine ideal in contemporary western 

societies. (Wetherell & Edley, 1999.) 

 

2.3 Defining race and ethnicity 

Race and ethnicity are often treated as interrelated and thus discussed together. Whereas 

race typically refers to visible biological characteristics determined by genetics, ethnicity is 

considered to be more connected to cultural practices and refers to people who share a 

common cultural background. (Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 495.) However, recent research 

has challenged the view of race as biological determinant, as it has been noted that 

individual variation within a racial category is actually more significant than varieties 

between different categories (see e.g. Mayr, 2002). Additionally, racial categories and 

distinctive characteristics associated with them have differed substantially throughout 

history and in different cultural settings, and still today racial categories are unambiguous. 

People often mix nationalities and racial categories, which also occurs in structural levels of 

the society. These “structural inconsistencies in definitions of racial categories, and 

temporal and historical changes in these definitions” indicate that race is more socially 

constructed than it is derived from biological determinants. Consequently, racial categories 

incorporate also racial stereotypes, i.e. generalizations of the shared characteristics of 
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people categorized within the same racial category, which is a further implication of the 

social nature of the category of race. (Renfrow & Howard, 2013, 496.) 

 

In this thesis I focus on prevailing social system of the western societies, where the 

category of race relates significantly to whiteness, and where the social differentiation is 

often made between whites and non-whites (Hughey, 2010). Therefore, I will take a closer 

look to the concept of whiteness, but before that, I will briefly consider white privilege in 

the next section. 

 

2.3.1 White privilege 

Throughout the history being white has provided privileges and there is a fair consensus 

among scientists that still today whiteness produces invisible privileges and norms (see e.g. 

Frankenberg, 1993; Ging, 2019; Hughey, 2010). Being white is often considered as 

something akin to human prototype, marking whiteness as a racial normativity (Halley, 

Eshleman, Vijaya, 2011, 5). The normativity of being white is seen as rooted in Europe’s 

colonial history (Connell, 2016; Keskinen, 2013), while still today being alive and well. 

This becomes evident not only in the everyday life when looking at the narrowness and 

unilaterality of media representations and advertisements as well as leading politicians in 

Europe and the Western world in general, but is also well documented in academic research 

(see e.g. Halley et al., 2011). 

 

Similarly to hegemonic masculinity, whiteness, when treated as a social category, works by 

distinguishing different white ideals. Based on the conceptualisation of Connell’s (1995) 

hegemonic masculinity, Hughey (2010) developed a concept of hegemonic whiteness, 

which has proved as a fruitful framework for scientists to explore the social construction of 

whiteness. 
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2.3.2 Hegemonic whiteness 

According to Hughey (2010, 1290) whiteness is “a configuration of meanings and practices 

that simultaneously produce and maintain racial cohesion and difference […] through 

positioning those marked as ‘white’ as essentially different from and superior to those 

marked as ‘non-white’ “. While whites are holding priority in relation to people of other 

colour, whiteness does not, however, automatically position one at the very top of social 

hierarchy. ‘Being white’ is full of nuances, and similarly with hegemonic masculinity, 

hegemonic whiteness relates to societal power structures, that throughout the centuries have 

created an idealized white identity. 

 

Ideal white identity constitutes on the principles of affectivity, simplicity and 

consciousness. Affective whiteness refers to groups emotional ideals: what kinds of 

emotional performances are expected and allowed. Additionally, ideal white is rational and 

objective thinker, who values freedom, equality and individualism. Ideal white does not 

make things more complicated than they are or engage in high-flown theorizing but 

understands the value of simplicity. Conscious whiteness emphasizes how whites are “able 

to see through the ‘propaganda’ and ‘disinformation’ of society in order to adopt, willingly 

and without coercion”. If one does not fulfil this hegemonic ideal of whiteness, they are 

differentiated and perceived as secondary/subordinate whites. Therefore, hegemonic 

whiteness is strictly tied to relations of power and culturally relevant ideals. (Hughey, 2010, 

1303.) As Lewis (2004, 624) writes on her early formations of hegemonic whiteness: 

“Whiteness works in distinct ways for and is embodied quite differently by homeless white 

men, golf-club-membership-owning executives, suburban soccer moms, urban hillbillies, 

antiracist skinheads, and/or union-card-carrying factory workers…”. 

 

2.4 White masculinity 

The superiority of whiteness is primarily associated with moral and social superiority of 

white men, and thus masculinity in general (Baird, 2009; R. Connell, 2005; Edley, 2017; 

Halley et al., 2011). Therefore, neither one of these categorizations per se provides leverage 
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and constructs a privileged position, but when intersecting, it becomes clear that both the 

western history and current power dynamics have benefitted and still benefit white men. 

 

However, as our societies are growing more equal, and previously marginalized social 

groups are gaining more societal recognition, the privileges intertwined with whiteness and 

masculinity are being questioned. Roots of this mindset lie in second-wave feminism of 

1970s, which challenged traditional gender roles (Kimmel, 2013; Lumsden & Harmer, 

2019). For centuries, societal power system has been based on male dominance and 

favoured white men. This historical position has created a sense of entitlement to white 

male privileges, that are further perceived as well-earned and deserved (Kimmel, 2013; 

Venäläinen & Virkki, 2019). However, when this superior status assigned to hegemonic 

white masculinity was questioned by 1970s feminist activists, it elicited a crisis of 

masculinity (Connell, 2016; Ging, 2019; Hughey, 2010; Keskinen, 2013, 2018; Venäläinen 

& Virkki, 2019). 

 

The crisis of (white) masculinity is rooted in the idea that men have lost the power that 

essentially belongs to them, as a previously and historically powerful group. The loss of 

power is seen as a consequence of recent advancements in gender equality, which has led to 

women’s increased societal engagement and social power. (Venäläinen & Virkki, 2019.) In 

addition, the rights of “lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer, transgender people, and people of 

color” (Ging, 2019, 652) have been recognized which has further impacted white men’s 

status at the top of social hierarchy. For that reason, the empowerment of women is not the 

sole cause for men’s decreased power, but rather the empowerment of several non-white 

and/or non-male social groups (see e.g. Ging, 2019). In Europe, the increased immigration, 

and so-called refugee crisis, of late 2010s further popularized the idea of lost power 

(Venäläinen & Virkki, 2019) as rights of various non-white groups were on the centre of 

public discussions. In consequence, Suvi Keskinen (2018) argues, that refugee crisis is 

better understood as crisis of white hegemony. 
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The crisis of white masculinity has created angry white men (once again to borrow the 

analogy from Kimmel, 2013) and frustrated masculinities (Keskinen, 2018) as feelings of 

anger and resentment are experienced and even invoked due to the loss of what is perceived 

as deserved privileges (Saresma, 2018). The anger is further turned to action as these 

masculinities are seeking to maintain and regain those historically established privileges 

that are now threatened. The observable rise of men’s rights movements in the 21st century 

can be seen as a reaction to the crisis of white masculinity, which has created new public 

discourses and fuelled socio-political movements fighting for (white) men’s rights. 

 

2.5 Contemporary dynamics around gender and race 

In this chapter I will go through previous social psychological research around gender and 

race in the context of western society and social hierarchy. As I discussed previously, the 

prevailing power system based on essentialist understandings of gender and race in western 

societies has been shaken up by feminists and other activists recognizing the rights of 

several suppressed social groups. This in turn, has created what some scholars have called a 

feminist backlash (see e.g. Kimmel, 2013); an increasingly strong and vociferous 

opposition of gender and racial equality. Changes in the power system and social hierarchy 

are most loudly opposed online, as internet has become the central arena for public, 

politicized and even heated discussions. In this section I will outline how social equality (be 

it gender or racial) is being resisted in public online discussions and on what grounds such 

discourses are based on. I will also outline central forums, where these kinds of discourses 

are especially prevalent, and discuss recurring aspects and characteristic features in these 

discussions. I will begin by introducing the basic tenets of anti-feminism and a more recent 

socio-political movement called anti-gender, that shares similar features and key ideas with 

anti-feminism. Then I will discuss briefly online hate and how it relates to discourses 

resisting social equality. Finally, I will move on to introduce the central forums dedicated to 

discussing these themes. 
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2.5.1 Anti-feminism and anti-gender mobilization 

According to sociologist Michael Kimmel (2013), central in present-day anti-feminism is 

the idea of defending the rights of men that are being threatened by improved gender 

equality and recognition of social and structural oppression. Noteworthy, however, is that 

what kind of men’s rights these contemporary anti-feminist accounts are defending. They 

seem to be ”almost entirely a movement of angry, straight, white men. Gay men, Black 

men, Asian men, Latino men, and other racial and ethnic minority men feel no such sense 

of entitlement to power that these middle-class white men feel has been unceremoniously 

and illegitimately snatched from them.” (Coston & Kimmel, 2012, 378). Anti-feminist 

discourse carries and reinforces the normativity attached to white masculinity by locating 

white men on top of the social hierarchy. Moreover, it applies the logics of hegemonic 

white masculinity, by idealizing only specified versions and expressions of masculinity; 

that of white and straight. Anti-feminist movement by large perceives feminism as the 

enemy and a means to diminish men’s power, which is regarded as a harmful and 

illegitimate political strategy (Coston & Kimmel, 2012; Kimmel, 2013). 

 

Contemporary public societal discussions around gender not only centered on equality 

between men and women but have also acknowledged gender diversity more broadly. This 

recent shift in public conversations has fueled a new type of opposition for discussing 

issues around gender, called anti-gender. Anti-gender mobilization focuses in particular on 

resisting non-essentialist understandings of gender. In the core is the idea of threat against 

“natural order” and traditional family, that is posed by cultural elites and minority groups, 

who are endangering the heteronormativity and hegemony of the social order. (Bellè & 

Poggio, 2018, 120-123.) Within this analogy, gender scholars and theorists are accused of 

denying “self-evident and incontestable anthropological fact: the natural difference and 

complementarity between men and women based on biological and anatomical differences” 

(ibid. 123). Indeed, it is biology and science that are at the core of the anti-gender ideas. 

However, the role of science in this discourse seems to be somewhat ambivalent. On the 

other hand, it is science which is emphasized as a source for the worldview and as a 
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legitimization for the current social hierarchy (and the one that is maintained), but then 

again, it seems to be science, and more specifically “false science” that is occupied by 

utopians and ideologues. Thus the anti-gender mobilization seems to be characterized by 

strong divisions typical to populist discourses, that are applied to intergroup relations (us 

and our allies versus them as our enemies) and other socio-political factors. (Bellè & 

Poggio, 2018, 138.) 

 

Modern anti-feminist and anti-gender discourses resemble populist rhetoric in many ways 

(see e.g. Kovala, Palonen, Ruotsalainen & Saresma, 2018). They lean on rigid dichotomies 

and essentialist understandings of gender and other social groups. They divide people to us, 

the common-sense people, the normal people, and them, the feminists and cultural elites 

who are blinded by their ideology. They create dichotomies that are perceived to be based 

on biological and psychological differences, that are observable, unchangeable and thus 

essentialist. They construct an image, where gender equality advocates and feminists have 

“gone too far” and are threatening the well-being and social status of normal people. This 

kind of rhetoric aims to control and “restore the traditional gender order, in which the white 

heterosexual men rule and the others – women, non-heterosexual, those advocating more 

liberal organising of genders and the right to live out their gender without the limits and 

restrictions of the rigid binary system – as subordinate or even silenced.” (Saresma, 2018, 

194-195.) Moreover, this kind of rhetoric often contains a lot of hatred towards other social 

groups and focuses on delegitimizing the social value and social status of these groups 

(ibid.). Therefore, I will next discuss hate speech in online context, as it seems to be a 

common feature, or at least often associated with, anti-feminist and anti-gender 

mobilization. 

 

2.5.2 Online hate 

In public discussions freedom of speech and political correctness are often contrasted by 

arguing that the latter violates the former. As such, they attach the public debates around 

freedom of speech to a larger discourse about Western values being threatened by cultural 
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diversity and feminist policies (Ruotsalainen, 2018, 225-226). Central in this discourse is 

the concept of hate speech, initially developed and used in academic literature to refer to 

“malicious and aggressive speech towards ethnic, sexual, linguistic, and religious 

minorities” (ibid) but recently politicized and popularized in public discussions (see e.g. 

Pöyhtäri et al., 2013; Ruotsalainen, 2018). Public understanding of the concept of hate 

speech do not always parallel with its academic or legal understandings, which “further 

complicates the understanding of hate speech and its relationship to what is often in the 

everyday discussions articulated as its contrasting pole, freedom of speech.” (Ruotsalainen, 

2018, 214). Additionally, differences between legal and thus legally punishable hate 

speech, and such speech that violates social norms, but does not count as legally punishable 

act, further muddles the concept (Pöyhtäri et al., 2013, 43).  

 

The ambiguity of the term allows it to be used as a rhetorical tool, defined differently in 

order to suit aspired political purposes, and further blur the historical connection it has to 

racism. This is to say that hate speech is often disguised as politically incorrect opinion, 

which allows it to be contradicted with the politically correct and thus freedom of speech, 

as its contrasting pole. Therefore, the focus shifts from the racist account itself (i.e. hate 

speech) to the state of freedom of speech. (Ruotsalainen, 2018, 226.) As definitions of hate 

speech are unambiguous in the public sphere, academics have also assessed hate speech in 

various ways, however it can commonly be defined as racist, antisemitic, misogynist, 

homophobic, extremist and violent forms of speech (Pöyhtäri et al., 2013, 19, 49). 

Additionally, hate speech and other hate materials include “extreme attitudes devaluing 

others because of their religion, race, national origin, sexual orientation, gender, gender 

identity, ethnicity, or some other characteristic that defines a group” (Hawdon et al., 2015). 

 

Hate speech gives fuel to social polarization by decreasing social trust (Näsi et al., 2015) 

and increases prejudices (Soral, Bilewicz & Winiewski, 2018). However, people who 

generate hate material rarely consider it destructive (Douglas, 2007; McNamee, Peterson & 

Peña, 2010), which is fairly evident in public discussions around hate speech and freedom 

of speech, as discussed earlier. Moreover, topical hate material seems to overlap with 
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today’s popular political discourses, about multiculturalism in particular, but as well about 

feminism, gender equality and issues of race. Some of these public discourses resemble at 

an alarming rate views proposed by Norwegian terrorist and white supremacist Anders 

Breivik, who in his manifest claims that Norwegian society is doomed due to the actions of 

the “multicultural elite”, “cultural Marxists” and feminists who are encouraging Muslim 

immigration and are too engaged in political correctness. In the Nordic context, similar 

articulations of multiculturalism as a threat, feminism as equality gone too far and race as 

inchangeable biological fact has become more mainstream. (Keskinen, 2013.) 

 

High rates of hate speech is directed at women (Pöyhtäri et al., 2013). Studies have shown 

that a large proportion of creators of hate speech are men (Keipi, Näsi, Oksanen & 

Räsänen, 2017; Näsi, Räsänen, Hawdon, Holkeri & Oksanen, 2015), and that hate material 

is primarily targeted at collective identities, such as gender, rather than solely individual 

characteristics (Hawdon, Oksanen & Räsänen, 2017). Online misogyny (i.e. online hate 

directed at the collective group of women) is often associated with the online subcultures of 

the manosphere (Marwick & Lewis, 2017; Tileagă, 2019), which I will discuss next. 

 

2.5.2 The manosphere and men’s rights activism online 

 
“The contemporary men’s rights movement is […] a reaction to diminishing social 

status of cisgender white men, and the emergence of feminist and multicultural 

activism as a mainstream political force.” (Marwick & Caplan, 2018, 4) 

 

The manosphere is an online cluster of “blogs, forums, and websites devoted to discussing 

masculinity.” (Marwick & Lewis, 2017, 13.) Even though subcultures of the manosphere 

are diverse, ranging from Men’s Right Activists (MRAs) to pickup artist, incels 

(involuntary celibates) and the alt-right, they seem to share a common despite towards 

feminism and all it stands for. Central idea connecting the subgroups of manosphere is that 

historical (and current) female oppression is a myth spread by feminists, and that such 

structural inequality, that comprises the fundamental premise of feminism, is not merely 
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incorrect, but clearly a lie spread purposefully by man-hating feminists. (Marwick & 

Caplan, 2018.) Thus, they perceive feminism as a harmful political strategy discriminating 

men and threatening their existence. This kind of rhetoric portrays men as holding less 

powerful position than women in present-day society. (Dragiewicz, 2011; Kimmel, 2013.) 

Additionally, it portrays feminists as “malevolent man-haters, attempting to denigrate and 

oppress men and then deny that they are doing it” (Marwick & Caplan, 2018, 12). 

 

By the means of associating feminism with manhate, men are encouraged to fight back in 

order to protect themselves from the harmful means of feminists and the “social justice 

warriors” (Marwick & Caplan, 2018). This in turn, is visible in large numbers of online 

misogyny (Tileagă, 2019) and online hate located in, and spread from, the manosphere 

(Marwick & Caplan, 2018; Ging, 2019). Online hate and misogyny is especially targeted 

towards feminists and reasoned by the construction of feminism as women sovereignty and 

male oppression which allows men to be positioned as victims and women as villains 

(Marwick & Caplan, 2018). 

 

Cyberhate and online violence can act as a steppingstone to offline violence (Ging & 

Siapera, 2018), and there indeed is evidence that the manosphere has incited offline violent 

acts (Marwick & Lewis, 2017; Van Valkenburgh, 2018). In fact, subcultures of the 

manosphere have already been associated with offline violent crimes such as mass 

shootings in Oregon and Isla Vista and college campus rapes (see e.g. Ging, 2019). 

Additionally, MRA’s online culture can, and often does, lead to developing white 

supremacist beliefs (Marwick & Lewis, 2017; Ribeiro et al., 2019), which is not totally 

unprecedent since both “rely on a white male identity seen as under attack by feminists, 

SJWs [social justice warriors], and people of color” (Marwick & Caplan, 2018, 12). 

 

The shared perceptions of manhate and anti-feminist discourses are building a sense of 

unity across manosphere’s diverse subgroups (Marwick & Caplan, 2018, 12). Moreover, 

rhetoric of the manosphere is characterized by applications of biology and evolutionary 

psychology, relying heavily on genetic determinism when explaining human behaviour. 
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However, “manosphere’s engagement with this field is limited to the superficial 

interpretation and recycling of theories to support a recurring catalogue of claims: that 

women are irrational, hypergamous, hardwired to pair with alpha males, and need to be 

dominated.” (Ging, 2019, 649.) This kind of rhetoric is particularly prevalent and shared 

with a group associated with MRA’s that I will briefly discuss next. However, the academic 

field has not yet identified the group at large although some recent studies have discussed it 

(e.g. Lewis, 2020; Parks, 2020; Ribeiro et al., 2019). 

 
Anti-feminist ideas and a strong stance for free speech are in the centre of a loosely tied 

group of academic intellectuals and media pundits, called Intellectual dark web (further on 

referred as IDW) (Parks, 2020). As academics associated with IDW work hard to 

differentiate themselves from subcultures of the manosphere, the similarity of ideas is 

particular. What IDW and the manosphere have in common among their anti-feminist 

stance, is a mindset that strongly opposes the politically correct and the historical myth of 

female oppression’(following the coinage of Marwick & Caplan, 2018). They seem to 

reject generally accepted truths and question scientific consensus around issues such as the 

historical oppression of women, the existence of white privilege and the subjectivity of 

gender identity (‘How Dangerous Is Jordan B. Peterson, the Rightwing Professor Who “Hit 

a Hornets” Nest’?’, 7.2.2018). 

 

One IDW associate in particular, Canadian clinical psychologist Jordan B. Peterson has 

risen to the wide public’s consciousness, mostly due to his best-selling book 12 Rules for 

Life: An Antidote to Chaos, published in 2018 and accompanied by a global lecture tour the 

following year. Peterson has appeared in a number of medias and interviews and been cited 

as the best-known and most influential public intellectual of the world today (‘The 

Interview: Jordan Peterson on Islamophobia, Twitter’s Mob Mentality and His Cancelled 

Cambridge Fellowship’, 28.4.2019; ‘The Jordan Peterson Moment’, 25.1.2018). Peterson 

creates content to several media platforms, such as YouTube (Jordan Peterson Videos) and 

Twitter (@jordanbpeterson) among having a podcast (The Jordan B. Peterson podcast) 

available in Spotify. In addition to these he has a webpage promoting his books and 
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lectures, and a blog further discussing his views (see appendix 1). Through these numerous 

media platforms, Peterson reaches a large worldwide audience, and is by no means 

insignificant public figure. He has gained a strong fan base but also attracted fierce 

criticism. Peterson has been in the center of multiple media controversies and split opinions 

in the academic field. For instance, his appearance in University of Amsterdam in October 

2018 received controversy and criticism on behalf of the University staff and student 

boards due to his “conservative, patriarchal, anti-feminist, anti-climate science and 

politically-incorrect world view” (‘Academics Protest about Jordan Peterson Invite; He 

Calls Them Cowards’, 30.10.2018). His fellowship in the University of Cambridge was 

also withdrawn in 2019 due to similar reasons (‘Cambridge Turns Away Alt-Right Darling 

Jordan Peterson’, 21.3.2019). Although Peterson himself is careful to not identify as a 

political figure, his public statements considering socio-political issues are often inherently 

political (Parks, 2020).  
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3 Theoretical and metatheoretical framework 

This chapter will outline the theoretical and metatheoretical background of my thesis. I will 

begin by introducing broader groundwork of social constructionism which guides the 

metatheoretical assumptions I will lean on throughout this thesis. 

 

3.1 Social constructionism 

Social constructionism is a theoretical framework that emerged in the late 1960’s as a 

criticism towards mainstream psychology that was dominated by universalist, essentialist 

and realist theories. Roots of social constructionism are usually tracked back to 1973, to 

Kenneth J. Gergen’s influential paper Social psychology as history, which questioned the 

positivism that was guarding social psychology at that time and argued that all knowledge 

is culturally and historically specific (Gergen, 1973). These ideas largely created what was 

later referred as discursive turn in social psychology: the acknowledgement of language as 

central aspect in social interaction and in the construction of social reality (Burr, 2015, 15-

16; Gergen & Gergen, 2008, 175-179). 

 

Social constructionism is anti-essentialist in the sense that it sees the world and all it entails 

as products of social processes. In other words, there is no inner essence determining how 

things or people are. Instead what determines the world is the social process within which it 

is constructed. (Burr, 2015, 6.) Followingly comes the argument that what we know is not a 

direct perception of reality, but our version of it: how we construct reality within our social 

and cultural context. Language is a way to construct the world, not to describe it as it is. 

That being said, when adopting social constructionist stance, one cannot find objectively 

defined truths or all-encompassing facts. Because knowledge and social reality are products 

of social processes within certain historical context, “the notion of ‘truth’ becomes 

problematic”. (Burr, 2015, 9.) Within the social constructionist framework all knowledge is 

relativist, and thus no ‘truth’ can be truer than other ‘truths’ (ibid). 
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Social constructionism is a wide theoretical orientation that underpins several approaches, 

such as critical psychology, discursive psychology, poststructuralism, to name a few (Burr, 

2015, p. 1-3). There is not one definition of social constructionism, rather it is seen as a 

loose family of theoretical approaches adopting some of the following key assumptions 

(Burr, 2015, p. 2-5; Gergen, 1985): 

 

1. “Critical stance towards taken for granted knowledge”. Social constructionism 

challenges the idea that our observations directly reflect the surrounding world. Instead, it 

suggests that all our observations are subjective and thus questions the positivist 

understanding of knowledge that is based on unbiased and objective derived truths. (Burr, 

2015, 2-3.) 

 

2. ”Historical and cultural specificity”. All knowledge is culturally and historically formed 

in a specific context, which further defines how we understand the world. This means, that 

the social categories and concepts we draw upon are “specific to particular cultures and 

periods of history” and do not only define the surrounding social world but are also 

products of it. (Burr, 2015, 3-4-) 

 

3. ”Knowledge is sustained by social processes”. The common ways of understanding the 

surrounding world are formed in the course of social interaction. This means, that social 

constructionism challenges the objective nature of knowledge and emphasizes that 

knowledge is constructed within social processes. (Burr, 2015, 4-5.) 

 

4. “Knowledge and social action go together”. How we understand the surrounding world 

further guides our actions. Since social interaction produces various different ways to 

understand the world, different social actions emerge. This is to say, that some 

understandings of the world are sustained whereas others suppressed, which reflects power 

dynamics among different constructions of the world. (Burr, 2015, 5.) 
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3.2 Discursive social psychology 

Discursive psychology (DP) focuses on how social reality is constructed through discursive 

action. It is rooted in Jonathan Potter’s and Margaret Wetherell’s work of developing 

discursive social psychological approach in their 1987’s classic book Discourse and Social 

Psychology. When originating from social constructionist tradition, discursive 

psychologists do not assume that talk reflects the world as it is, nor any inner individual 

dispositions. Instead they emphasize the constructive nature of discursive action: how talk 

is actively producing different versions of the reality and constructing social (and natural) 

objects. Discursive action reflects the cultural and historical environment it occurs in and 

thus is tied to its contextual underpinning social categories and evaluations. In other words, 

DP treats language as both reflecting the social environment and constructing it. While talk 

is treated as social action, DP also acknowledges that it has social consequences, as it 

enables different understandings and formulations of the surrounding world to be 

constructed. (Potter & Wetherell, 1987, 32-34.) 

 

Research adopting DP approach can focus for example on how social categories, such as 

gender and race, are constructed in talk, which means that such social categories are not 

treated as inner individual characteristics, but as something that is constantly done in social 

interaction (Edley, 2001, 192; Potter & Wetherell, 1992, 72-79). As I have already 

discussed earlier, gender can be treated as something that is done via discursive action in a 

social setting, and thus not as defined by individual biological characteristics, i.e. not as an 

essential category. Moreover, as linguistic usage occurs and is tied to cultural and historical 

contexts it means that social categories can be, and indeed are, differently characterized and 

evaluated. (Potter & Wetherell, 1987, 128–129.) Followingly, social categorization as a 

discursive action can have wider social consequences, that do not limit only on the current 

account. (Potter & Wetherell, 1987; Potter, 1996.) 

 

Like social constructionism, DP is not unambiguous and rather contains a number of 

different orientations (see e.g. Jokinen, Juhila & Suoninen, 2016). Contemporary research 
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often differentiates discursive psychological tradition into two main trends according to 

what is emphasized. One of these trends, developed in particular by Derek Edwards and 

Jonathan Potter (1992) leans more towards conversation-analytic tradition, while the other 

is seen as more theory-driven and critically emphasized (Billig, 1999; Edley, 2001; 

Wetherell, 1998). The main difference between these two trends is what they regard as a 

limit of textual analysis (Wiggins, 2017, 45-46). Conversation analytic tradition comprises 

that the limit of analysis should be in the “explicit features of the conversation” and thus 

favours micro level analysis, whereas critical approach permits the analysis to move 

beyond explicit content and take into account larger societal implications, i.e. macro level 

processes (Scharff, 2011, 211). This latter approach, developed especially by Margaret 

Wetherell (1998) and Nigel Edley (2001), carries a strong poststructuralist emphasis and 

can be seen as combining discursive psychology (DP) and Foucauldian analysis (FDA), and 

thus forming the theoretical framework of critical discursive psychology (CDP). 

 

Since I am particularly interested in societal power dynamics and the question why some 

genders are more positively evaluated than others (and similarly why other races are more 

positively evaluated than others), I will adopt the more structural framework of CDP, and 

broaden my scope to looking at the social structures where gender is constructed. “Social 

structures could not persist without interactional patterns that maintain them. Those 

interactional patterns occur within structural constraints and possibilities.” (Renfrow & 

Howard, 2013, 503). 

 

3.2.1 Critical discursive psychology 

CDP emphasizes the wider social meanings embedded in discursive action. It focuses on 

how certain linguistic resources are drawn upon and become relevant in certain situations, 

and how these accounts relate to broader cultural and historical contexts in which they are 

used. (Wiggins, 2017, 46-48.) Talk is action-oriented in the sense that linguistic usage does 

things, that is has functions, despite of the objectives of the talker. Functions of the talk can 

be deliberately pursued by an individual, or independent from individual intentions. This is 
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to say, that talk has consequences, it produces states of affairs and individual subjectivities, 

whether those accounts are intended or not. As CDP carries an anti-universalist view, 

followingly comes the notion that functions of the talk reflect specific cultural and 

historical settings in which they occur. In other words, individual linguistic resources are 

driven from the surrounding cultural and social sphere, which further restricts the resources 

that are available for each individual. (Edley, 2001; Wetherell, 1998; Wetherell & Edley, 

1999.) CDP emphasizes the context specificity of discursive action and is “concerned with 

the broader patterns of talk across a particular data set” (Wiggins, 2017, 46). As CDP 

carries an anti-universalist view, it sees that things and social objects acquire meaning in 

the interaction, and same phrase can do different things in different contexts (ibid.). 

 

Even though DP and CDP have similar roots and foundation in the work of Jonathan Potter 

and Margaret Wetherell (1987), the relationship between these two approaches is rather 

tense (Wiggins, 2017, 46). CDP has been criticized for falling to cognitivism and 

determinism by focusing “too much” on macro level discourses and their restrictive nature 

on human action which, according to the critics, leaves little room to individual agency 

(Scharff, 2011). However, CDP scholars have responded to the criticism by emphasizing 

the interdependency between contextual factors and broader societal resources, that in 

accordance determine what kind of understandings and positions are available and further 

adopted in each setting (Wetherell, 1998, 401). In other words: “Individuals position 

themselves in relation to a certain discourse”, not completely determined by it (Scharff, 

2011, 214). Followingly, CDP emphasizes both the context and the local practices in which 

discursive actions take place (ibid). 

 

3.3 Affect and discourse 

After the discursive turn of late 1980’s, social constructionism has been mostly grounded 

on principles of DP (Burkitt, 2003). However, there has been controversy both between 

realists and relativists (i.e. social constructionists) and between relativists, about the 

ontological assumptions underpinning social constructionism. As social constructionism 
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does not make assumptions about world beyond its social construction, its existence is 

neither denied. (Edley, 2001.) This kind of debate (see e.g. Burkitt, 2003; Edley, 2001) has 

recently led to so called turn to ontology, meaning that the ontological positions in social 

constructionism have been reconsidered. (Ontological turn has also been significant to 

social sciences at large, see e.g. Woolgar & Lezaun, 2013, if interested.) As some scientists 

consider that this recent ontological shift displaces the previous discursive turn in social 

psychology, others see it as further developing discursive approaches, as it broadens the 

scope of what is accessible through discursive practices. Thus, turn to ontology has enabled 

other shifts in social scientific research, of which one is a recently renewed interest in affect 

and emotion. 

 

Affect research has traditionally distinguished emotion and affect, and many affect theories 

treat them as separate constructs (Salmela, 2017). Whereas emotions are typically used to 

refer to socially and culturally defined intensities that are products of conscious meaning-

making, affects are treated as more biological and physical, embodied experiences beyond 

human consciousness (Massumi, 1995; Thrift, 2008). Thus, DP has centered around the 

study of emotions (e.g. Edwards, 1999) while neglecting the bodily experience of affect 

since it has the inscribed assumption that only emotions are accessible via discursive 

practices. However, the core idea in affective turn in social sciences has been that previous 

theories have overplayed the role of rationality in human thinking and social action, and 

thus neglected biological roots in the formation of subjectivities. Therefore, current affect 

theories emphasize the effect that bodily experiences and affective tendencies have on 

human thinking and reasoning. (Salmela, 2017.) Additionally, this has led to great amount 

of academic discussions whether the strict distinction between emotion and affect is even 

meaningful (e.g. Ahmed, 2014; Wetherell, 2015). For instance, social psychologist 

Margaret Wetherell (2012) argues that emotion and affect are so intertwined that making 

differentiations between them is superficial and thus unnecessary. Instead, affects the same 

way as emotions are part of meaning-making process in emotional experience, thus 

accessible via discursive actions (ibid.). 
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As the affective turn has drawn attention to bodily experiences and their impact on both, 

social actions and individual subjectivities, it has shed light on social structures that 

otherwise are not easy to reach (see e.g. Maasilta & Nikunen, 2018). Emotional intensities 

play a significant role in social and political movements (see e.g. Goodwin et al., 2009) and 

impact societal power dynamics. Negative emotions are used to invoke hostility between 

demographic groups (see e.g. Ahmed, 2018, 110) and are used to construct boundaries and 

societal power hierarchies (Ahmed, 2014; Skeggs, 2004; Wetherell, 2012). In fact, invoking 

emotional intensities is a way to use social power (Ahmed, 2014). When emotions are 

triggered and legitimized, they can also be directed. This means that individuals are invited 

to “adopt certain emotional positions toward other groups” (Ojala, Kaasik-Grokerus & 

Pantti, 2019, 168). This latter notion resembles the ontological view of affect which treats it 

as an intensity that shifts between bodies and entities and impacts on their ability to affect 

and be affected (see e.g. Ahmed, 2014; Massumi, 1995). In contrast with other theories that 

adopt a more psychobiological view and see affect merely as a reflection of inner bodily 

needs (see e.g. Gregg & Seigworth, 2010). As this thesis is grounded on social 

constructionist framework, followingly I am adopting the ontological view of affect and 

treat it as intensity that can shift between bodies and entities. This approach is also in 

converging with recent discussions in social psychology (Wetherell, 2012, 2013). 

Moreover, as affective turn has been influential in scientific field at large, I draw my 

analysis on the work of cultural scholar Sara Ahmed and her influential book Cultural 

politics of emotion (2014), which I will discuss next, before turning back to CDP and 

affects as part of meaning-making process. 

 

3.3.1 Cultural politics of emotion 

For Ahmed the distinction between emotions and affects is not important nor accurate, 

because it is not possible to credibly divide the meaning making process (traditionally 

emotion) from the bodily experience (traditionally affect), since the bodily experience by 

essence involves interpretations. Thus, for Ahmed there is only emotions. She adopts the 

ontological view to emotions and argues that emotions are not directly in the subject nor in 
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the object but shaped in contact between. They are both subjective and embodied 

experiences, but also socially and culturally constructed. (Ahmed, 2018, 15-21.) In other 

words: emotions are “significant when the psychological and social are constructed as 

objects” (Ahmed, 2018, 21, my translation). 

 

Central in Ahmed’s theorization is the circulation of emotions (that she calls affective 

economy), that shapes social and natural objects. The circulation is both horizontal and 

vertical, meaning that emotions move vertically beyond time, because they are socially and 

culturally constructed, and thus reflect historical and cultural perspectives. Horizontal 

circulation describes how emotions move between individuals, which connects to the 

ontological view of emotions: that they are not inside the individual but shaped in contact. 

(Ahmed, 2018, 21-22.) Followingly, Ahmed argues that we do not feel what we feel 

towards an object because of some inner features of that object. It is rather that affective 

encounters make us perceive that certain objects possess certain features. Which again 

connects to the notion that emotions are products of interaction process. (Ahmed, 2018, 

72.) 

 

Followingly, as emotions are not individual dispositions but features of interaction, Ahmed 

emphasizes their performative nature and draws her analysis on the early work of feminist 

scholar Judith Butler (1990) (whose work parallels to a great extent with West & 

Zimmerman’s conceptualization of doing gender, which I have discussed earlier). When 

emotions are performative, they must be examined as forms of action. Emotions create and 

shape not only bodies but individual subjectivities aswell, and further on direct them 

towards each other. (Ahmed, 2018, 13.) Emotions are effective devices in boundary 

construction and subordination of social groups as they are deeply attentive to systems of 

power (Ahmed, 2014). 

 

While Ahmed does discuss the emotionality of texts, she does not aim to create empirical 

method for studying emotions, rather her objective is to demonstrate how emotions are used 

to construct images of certain social groups and thus legitimize their subordination. 
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Whereas Ahmed’s approach to emotions is more theorethical, Wetherell who comes from 

the CDP tradition, has been developing a more empirical approach. As her work is 

grounded on practice theory, she has further developed Ahmed’s ideas (among others) in 

her approach of affective practice (2012), which I will discuss next. 

 

3.3.2 Affect as discursive practice 

Wetherell’s theory of affective practice (2012) is grounded on her earlier work in CDP, and 

thus carries its empirical assumptions about cultural and historical specificity, 

performativity of discursive actions as well as their functionality. For Wetherell, affects are 

not something that occur beyond human consciousness (as discussed earlier in chapter 3.4 

Affect and discourse), but instead arise in social relations and are then identified, negotiated 

and further communicated in those relations (Wetherell, 2012, 98). Affects are both 

subjective and social in the sense that they are physical, embodied experiences that are 

given meaning and communicated in social interaction. Similarly to Ahmed, Wetherell 

neither sees functionality in separating affects (as physical experiences) and emotions (as 

conscious meanings), as they are so intertwined. 

 

Wetherell emphasizes affective meaning making (i.e. affective practices) as central part in 

social relations. Affective practices build individual subjectivities and as part of social 

interaction they also build broader social structures and carry societal implications. 

(Wetherell, 2012, 90-93, 115). On the one hand, affective practices maintain social power 

hierarchies and what is considered socially valuable, but on the other they can also 

challenge prevalent dynamics. Similarly to Ahmed (2014), Wetherell sees affects 

functioning “to construct and mark boundaries” and thus affects can be used to control 

social space (Wetherell, 2012, 114). 

 

Wetherell emphasizes the dialogic, situated and relational nature of affective practices 

(2012, 63-90). But while being contexts specific, affective practices are also attentive to 

past, present and future, and thus tied to both subjective and collective histories and 
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culturally shared meanings. As such, affective practices become stratified so that for a 

particular social group, be it for instance gender or race, there is a particular way of 

performing affect. In other words, affective practices, through repetition, become to 

characterize social groups. (Wetherell, 2012, 110-115.) These notions reflect the 

underpinning theory of CDP so that, affective practices can be seen as resources derived 

from the surrounding cultural and social sphere, which further restricts the resources that 

are available for each individual (see chapter 3.3.3 Critical discursive psychology). In this 

sense affective practices are considered as something akin to an everyday repertoire of 

making meaning, shared by members of certain social group. (Wetherell, 2012, 115.) That 

been said, Wetherell agrees with Ahmed that affects should not be considered to be driven 

by essence or other inner forces. Instead, affective practices are a selection of different 

ways of making meaning and attaching meaning to social world, and thus a question of 

selection and construction. (Ibid. 135.) 

 

While Wetherell agrees with much of Ahmed’s theorizing, there is still some frictions 

between the two. Wetherell (2012, 159) has criticized Ahmed for ‘mystifying’ emotion as 

something unlockable that is in endless circulation between bodies and entities, and thus 

detaches emotions from the social practices where they take place. Instead, Wetherell 

emphasizes the “the need to study interactions in order to avoid a conceptualization of 

emotions as outside the interactional realm because this runs the risk of treating emotions as 

interior and distinct from the social.” (Scharff, 2011, 218.) Affective practices show how 

the psychological interfaces with the social to construct individual subjectivities as well as 

collective bodies. Affective practices also encompass the mobilization of affect 

(communication and negotiation), while acknowledging the embodied, situated and 

psychological nature of affect. (Wetherell, 2012, 159.) 

 

3.3.3 Compatibility of discourse and affect 

Reconciliation of affect and discourse in discursive social psychology has not been 

completely unproblematic. Previous approaches have been challenged from inside the DP 
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tradition as falling into cognitive determinism and leaving too little room for individual 

agency, as they consider affect as something that is culturally continuous and tied to social 

histories. Additionally, cultural psychoanalysts have argued, that discursive approach on 

affect falls short because it cannot reach affect, which is seen by cultural psychoanalysts as 

a “psychic sphere beyond language”. (Sharff, 2011, 215-217.) 

 

However, these critiques, as they have mostly regarded the compatibility of discourse and 

affect, reflect distinct ontological and epistemological understandings (as I have discussed 

earlier). Therefore, for instance Wetherell (2012, 10-11), has argued that by neglecting 

affect as something “beyond discourse”, the study of emotions misses a considerable 

amount of valuable information. This is because studying affect broadens the scope of what 

can be understood, as affect allows not only to look at emotional intensities but also 

previously subliminal connections between emotions and social events (ibid.). Wetherell’s 

affective practice approach is built on her previous work in CDP and on “the applications 

of practice theories [..] to domains of emotion” (Wetherell, 2013, 351). As social research 

on emotion and affect is often focused on expressions of emotional intensities, Wetherell 

argues that such research needs methods to “deal with entanglements of embodiment and 

discourse” (ibid.). Her theory of affective practices is built on common ground between 

affective and discursive, as she considers that the psychological and the social are 

inseparable, similarly as affects and discourses (Wetherell, 2012). Additionally, Billig 

(1999) argues, that for discursive psychologists the psychological is entirely social. 

Furthermore, the “argument on the inseparability of the psychic and social is made explicit 

in discursive psychology through the conceptualization of psychic processes as social 

practices” (Sharff, 2011, 216). 

 
3.4 Analytical concepts 

In this thesis I am adopting the analytical standpoint of CDP, developed in particular by 

Wetherell and Edley (see e.g. Edley, 2001; Wetherell, 1998), and the analytical concept of 

interpretative repertoires. As inherent in CDP, I treat language as performative action that 
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creates individual subjectivities and forms social identities. Consequently, I will use the 

concept of subject positions (Davies & Harré, 1990). In particular, my interest lies in 

affective practices (Wetherell, 2012) that as a form of social action, are producing social 

realities and subjectivities. 

 

3.4.1 Affective-discursive practices 

Affective-discursive practice is emotionally charged discursive action, that constructs 

individual subjectivities as well as collective identities. Here in this thesis I understand 

affective-discursive practices as part of interactional meaning making process, which 

emphasizes their contextual and performative nature. Furthermore, I treat affective 

practices as discursive actions, “where emotion is a specific and principal focus of the 

practice” (Wetherell, Smith & Campbell, 2018, 5). Therefore, following Wetherell’s 

affective practice theory (2012), I adopt the analytical concept of affective-discursive 

practice to describe discursive practices that communicate, negotiate, evaluate and 

construct affects in social relations. I am especially interested how affective-discursive 

practices function to “construct and mark boundaries” (Wetherell, 2012, 114) as they 

“construct relations of proximity, distance, affiliation and detachment, and inclusion and 

exclusion” (Wetherell et al., 2015, 58). 

 

Affect in accordance with discourse is constructing subject positions and interpretative 

repertoires, which I will define next. 

 

3.4.2 Interpretative repertoires 

Discourse and interpretative repertoire are key concepts in DP and CDP. They are used to 

describe culturally shared understandings, the common-sense knowledge, people draw 

upon while making meaning of social world. Even though they are closely related concepts, 

they possess some differences in meaning. Discourses are often used in more Foucauldian 

oriented research and seen as broad and somewhat determining of human action and social 

institutions, whereas interpretative repertoire is usually adopted by those “who want to 
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place more emphasis upon human agency within the flexible employment of language”. 

Thus, interpretative repertoires can be seen as more fragmented and less monolithic than 

discourses. (Edley, 2001, 202.) In this thesis I will use the concept of interpretative 

repertoire since my interest is in the various non-contiguous ways in which same 

phenomena can be understood. 

 

Potter and Wetherell (1992, 90) define interpretative repertoires as “systems of signification 

[…] used for manufacturing versions of actions, self and social structures in talk”. They are 

drawn from local and historical meanings and as such culturally recognizable descriptions 

of social objects and events, that often reflect familiar figures of speech, clichés and 

narratives. In a way interpretative repertoire is “’what everyone knows’ about a topic”. 

(Reynolds & Wetherell, 2003, 479.) In this thesis I am interested in the ways which gender 

equality can be understood, and what kinds of emotional connotations these understandings 

have, as well as how affects and discourse work together in the constitution of these 

understandings. 

 
3.4.3 Subject positions 

 
As interpretative repertoires are socially constituted, they are also socially constituting 

social reality and subject positions within that reality (Edley, 2001; Hollway, 1984; also 

Reynolds & Wetherell, 2003). As a concept, subject position relates to positioning theory 

(Davies & Harré, 1990), which stresses the diversity, locality and temporality of discursive 

action and individual opportunities. In addition to these, cultural specificity is central, as 

individuals use culturally shared and recognized meanings while positioning themselves 

and others (ibid). Positions are constructed in discursive practices, by using linguistic 

resources (descriptive terms, narratives, metaphors, et cetera) that reflect particular ways of 

seeing the world, i.e. interpretative repertoires. Followingly, certain repertoires make 

certain positionings available. (Edley, 2001; Burr, 2015, 132-133.) 
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Subject positions are dynamic in the sense that they are constituted in relation to each other. 

Positionings always carry rights and obligations and thus define how individuals are 

expected to be and act, and in reverse it follows that positioning also creates constraints and 

limitations for individual’s existence. These rights and constraints reflect the cultural sphere 

in which the discursive action takes place, and therefore positioning always carries notions 

of social histories and hierarchies. (Hollway, 1984; Burr, 2015, 131-135.) For instance in 

the context of gender and sexuality, men and women often receive different positionings 

inclined with different expectations. Women are typically positioned as passive objects of 

desire, and therefore face the expectations of attractiveness. Whereas men are traditionally 

given the position, and the right, to be sexually active and seek sexual relationships 

independent of their appearance. (Hollway, 1984.) In this thesis I am interested in how 

discourse and affect work together in positioning different genders: what kinds of 

limitations affective-discursive practices create for constructed positions and on the other 

hand, what kinds of rights are attached to these positions. 

 

Even though positioning depends on the available cultural resources, it is not fully 

determined by it. In CDP, people are seen as not only constitutes of social reality but also 

constituting it, which leaves room for individual agency (Wetherell, 1998). Therefore, 

subject positions can be either accepted, or rejected, challenged, negotiated and changed 

(Davies & Harré, 1990). 

 

3.5 Research questions 

In this thesis I examine how affects and discourse work together in constructing social 

equality. My approach leans on the principles of intersectionality and CDP, from which 

follows that my analysis is attentive to current Western power hierarchies around gender 

and race. Consequently, my aim is to examine how antifeminist discourses constitute 

masculinity and femininity, and how they relate to whiteness, as a central building block of 

Western power dynamics. Previous research around the topic has established that 

antifeminist and anti-gender discourses treat gender equality as a threat to “social order”, 
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e.g. current power dynamics favouring white men (see e.g. Saresma, 2018), however 

contemporary knowledge does not cover the use of affects in constructing these 

antifeminist understandings. For instance Saresma (2018) and Bellè and Poggio (2018) 

have pointed out that anti-gender discourses resemble populist rhetoric in many ways, 

populist rhetoric which is, among others, characterized by the emotionalization of 

arguments. Therefore, I consider that integrating affects in to analysing antifeminist talk, 

will yield more information about the nature of this enduring discourse. My objective in 

this thesis is to broaden the understanding around discourses resisting social equality by 

examining how affects in co-operation with discourse work to constitute social hierarchy in 

the Western context. 

 

Consequently, my research questions are the following: 

 

1. What kinds of interpretative repertoires are drawn upon in writings resisting 

equality? 

2. How do affects and discourse work together in positioning in writings resisting 

equality? 

3. What kinds of functions does the mobilization of certain repertoires, subject positions 

and affects associated with them have in writings resisting equality? 
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4 Research 

In this thesis I am interested in the ways affects, as part of meaning making process, are 

used and mobilized in the writings of Jordan Peterson, a popular public figure, previously 

associated with anti-feminist and anti-gender ideas. I will lean on social psychologist 

Margaret Wetherell’s (2012) ideas of affect as a form of discursive action, and explore how 

affects work together with discourse to construct certain understandings of the world. My 

interest is not only on the constructed meanings, but also in the functions they serve. As I 

am adopting a standpoint of CDP, I treat language as a form of social action with broader 

social consequences (following Edley, 2001). 

 

My research will focus on the writings of Canadian clinical psychologist Jordan Peterson, 

who has been described as one of the most influential public intellectuals of the western 

world. His fame is partly due to his world-wide bestseller book 12 Rules for Life: An 

Antidote to Chaos, which was published in 2018 and has since been translated into 50 

languages. In addition he held a public lecture tour in 2018, which covered 165 cities, 

including Nordic capitals Helsinki, Stockholm, Oslo and Copenhagen. Peterson has said 

that “Scandinavians appear particularly interested in what I am saying. They are radically 

over-represented among those who view my YouTube lectures” (text 3 of my data, see 

appendix 1). Based on these notions, it seems fair to say that Peterson is a globally known, 

influential public figure. He has been, among other associates of the IDW, connected to 

recent socio-political movements focusing on resisting non-traditional understandings of 

gender and gender equality (Parks, 2020). As anti-feminist and anti-gender discourses have 

been widely popularized in the 21st century, I find it important to study how such 

conceptions of the world are constructed, especially by influential public figures, such as 

Peterson. Furthermore, although anti-feminism has been studied for decades (see e.g. 

Kimmel, 2013), anti-gender mobilization as a more recent phenomena remains under-

studied (Bellè & Poggio, 2018). 
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4.1 Data 

The data of my thesis consists of writings in Peterson’s blog under the sub-section political 

correctness (retrieved from his website, see appendix 1). In total, the sub-section comprises 

of nine (9) texts of which four (4) serve as responses to particular episodes. These four 

posts were then omitted from the dataset in order to keep the amount of data appropriate for 

the scope of this research, since it would have required that each event in question had also 

been considered separately. Thus, the selected data consists of five (5) posts, which 

converted to approximately 45 A4 pages of text. The original blog posts included series of 

pictures and/or links to Youtube-videos. However, analysing both written and visual 

material was beyond the scope of this thesis, and thus my analysis is confined to written 

material. Publishing date of each post is not clearly stated, but it can be deducted that all 

posts are published no sooner than year 2018, when Peterson was touring with his book 12 

Rules for Life: An Antidote to Chaos, since the posts include references to the tour. 

 

4.2 Analysis 

Following the principles of CDP and Wetherell’s (2012) affective practice theory, my 

analysis concentrated on co-operation of affect and discourse in meaning making in 

Peterson’s writings discussing gender equality. I focused on detecting what kinds of 

interpretative repertoires were drawn upon in the writings and what kinds of affective-

discursive practices were mobilized alongside (RQ 1). More specifically, I wanted to 

establish how gender equality was constructed and thus understood in the writings, what 

kinds of characteristics were associated to it and how it was being related to social and 

cultural sphere more broadly. As CDP carries the idea that different repertoires make 

different subject positions available, I also wanted to explore how different genders, in this 

case femininity and masculinity, were positioned within each repertoire, and how affects 

worked in accordance with discourse in these positionings (RQ 2). This meant that I 

directed my attention to not only the qualities attributed to the genders, but also what kinds 

of rights, obligations and limitations were given to each position, and how these differed in 

relation to each other. Followingly, I also wanted to examine how the positionings differed, 
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if they even differed, between distinct repertoires. Finally, as my interest was not only on 

local level, but rather on broader societal meanings and implications, I wanted to examine 

the functions and social consequences the writings were entailing, in relation to gender 

equality (RQ 3). This last notion connects to main premises of CDP, as it carries the idea 

that discursive action does not take place in vacuum, but rather relates to broader cultural, 

historical and social meanings. 

 

According to Potter and Wetherell (1987, 168) analysis of discourse consists of two 

steps: first is to identify patterns, and second to consider functions. In my thesis, this meant 

that I set out to familiarize myself with my data by repetitive readings. By each reading, I 

was able to identify bits of the repetitive ways of linguistic usage, by noting down the used 

metaphors, figures of speech and different descriptions of social events and objects. I tried 

to establish how gender equality was being discussed in my data, what kind of 

understanding was being constructed of it, and what kinds of meanings were attached to 

these understandings. By reading my data over and over again, I began to identify frequent 

themes and linguistic resources in the construction of gender equality, and certain patterns 

of talk were starting to stand out. Potter and Wetherell (1987, 168) emphasize that 

discursive patterns occur both in the form of consistency and in the form of variability. 

Therefore, I directed my attention to not only the recurring and consistent patterns, but also 

to the variability within the constructions of gender equality. This meant, that I tried to 

detect diversified ways in which gender equality was being discussed and how the 

linguistic usage varied within and between these discussions. After several readings I 

started to notice how certain meanings were constantly being repeated and reproduced, 

which helped me to get a hold on the different interpretative repertoires drawn upon in the 

data. As I continued to sketch the repertoires, I was able to consider the possible similarities 

as well as differences between the repertoires, which further helped me to examine, if the 

repertoires were detached and separate from each other, or if they shared similar 

characteristics. 
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When the interpretative repertoires were starting to stand out, I directed my 

attention to see how people and social groups were being described and constructed, 

because I was interested in the positionings made available in the data. I began by noting 

down a.) the individuals and social groups that were explicitly named in the data and b.) 

words referring to people, their social categories, roles, qualities, characteristics, et cetera. I 

focused especially on detecting adjectives and other descriptive words, such as emotionally 

charged verbs and other value-charged descriptions, because I was interested how different 

social categories were being evaluated, meaning that were they seen through a positive or a 

negative lens. I listed down the used descriptions and characteristics associated with social 

categories one by one, which was time-consuming, but allowed me to see which 

descriptions were constantly repeated and which only served more as a side note. Then I 

grouped the descriptions according to whether they were speaking in the same terms and 

constructing a cohesive image of a social group, or rather constructing a different position 

and different viewpoint. By identifying the ways in which social groups and individuals 

were described and what kinds of characteristics were attributed to them, I was able to 

sketch the meanings given to different social groups and positions constructed for them. 

 

Furthermore, as my objective was to explore how affect in accordance with discourse 

works in constructing understandings of gender equality (and positioning within those 

understandings), I focused on detecting emotionally charged ways of linguistic usage. In 

this I followed Ahmed (2014), who suggests that to get a grasp on the circulation of affect, 

one should focus on examining adjectives, metaforas, metonymias (i.e. expressions that 

replace a spesific word with another that is closely related to the one replaced) and other 

words related to emotions. Therefore I once again noted down the emotionally charged 

ways of linguistic usage that I was able to find in the data. This procedure helped me to 

trace emotional states that were introduced in the dataset, and further on to track down how 

and to whom those emotions and emotional positions were constructed and/or directed. 

Some of the affective-discursive practices were fairly easy to detect, as the corpus carried 

direct and explicit expressions of emotions (such as “infuriating”,“I’m saddened by the 

fact”, etc.), whereas other affects were mobilized with more implicit means. To grasp on 
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the latter ones, I focused specifically on metonymias and other associations created in the 

texts that drew parallels between different social groups (such as drawn analogies, for 

instance, between the leftist and Khmer Rouge). 

 

Even though here I have described my analysis in a way that implies that the process was 

quite linear, I want to emphasize that as analytical prosesses in general (see e.g. Taylor, 

2001), also the phases of my research process were overlapping and repetitive. Rather than 

first identifying the interpretative repertoires, then the positions and then affective 

dimensions, I bore in mind all of these the same time, and while trying to identify the 

repertoires, I also focused on affect as part of the discursive practices in constructing those 

repertoires. Followingly, when considering the positionings within the repertoires, I 

simultaneously bore in mind affects and how they were constructing these positions 

alongside discourse. 

 

Following Potter and Wetherell (1987, 168), the second phase in my analysis was to 

consider the functions and social consequences of the studied texts. As Potter and Wetherell 

(1987, 168; also Jokinen, Juhila & Suoninen, 2016, 35) point out, the consideration of 

functions and social consequences of discursive actions is important exploratory phase, 

because otherwise study findings might lose their focal point of reality. Therefore, leaning 

on earlier research, I continued my analysis with discussing the possible functions and, 

perhaps, inevitable social implications of the studied texts. I will describe these analytical 

interpretations in more detail in the next section, where I also introduce the results of my 

analysis.  
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5 Results 

In this section I will introduce the main results of my analysis. I have organized this section 

around the interpretative repertoires (RQ 1) and will go through them one by one. Within 

each repertoire I will also discuss the positionings (RQ 2) that were made available in each 

repertoire, as different interpretative repertoires often construct different positionings 

(Edley, 2001; Burr, 2015, 132-133). However, since these are closely related and partly 

intertwined, there will be some overlaps within. When introducing the repertoires and 

positionings inclined, I will also consider how affects work together with discourse in 

constructing these. Lastly, I will discuss the functions of the mobilization of certain affects, 

positionings and interpretative repertoires (RQ 3). 

 

I will use extracts from the studied texts to illustrate my findings with the intention that 

each one is representative of the corpus as a whole. I have separated the extracts by 

numbering them and using quotation marks. When referring to a specific part of an extract 

within my writing, I have used inverted commas and italics to separate the quotations from 

my text. The terms used in the studied texts to describe and name pro-equality speakers 

varied from social justice warriors to cultural Marxists and feminist ideologues. However, 

for clarity of the analysis, I have used the term feminist to refer to equality advocates at 

large (be it racial or gender). Additionally, I have used the term feminist policies to refer to 

social practices that contribute to the realization of equality in various societal spheres. By 

this I mean both the acknowledgment of inequality and oppression in its various forms, as 

well as actual active measures aiming to eliminate it. 

 

5.1 Threat repertoire 

The most frequent understanding of gender equality in the studied texts was a threat. It was 

based on a worldview where western values and traditional social hierarchies were being 

threatened by feminist policies that increase equality in several societal spheres. In the core 

was the idea that current social reality was actually discriminating men, while favouring 
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women and benefitting pseudo-academics and radical feminists. I named this understanding 

as the interpretative repertoire of threat, since the key element was that equality (be it 

racial, gender) threatens the whole society, and in particular men. Within this repertoire, 

threat was given several concrete forms and constructed in various ways, while still 

carrying the same core idea of threat against men. 

 

In this repertoire, threat was located in several social groups and various public institutions, 

but still continuously characterized by same features. The main pattern in constructing the 

threat was by contradicting masculinity and femininity, and thus emphasizing gender 

differences. Within the repertoire, gender was understood as an essentialist entity and its 

construction relied heavily on stereotypical readings. Attributes such as rationality, 

competence and ambitiousness were attached exclusively to men, while women’s capability 

to objective and unbiased reasoning was denied and their emotionality and unstableness 

was emphasized. Additionally, mainly negative attributes, such as destruction, hate and 

resentment, were attached to women which allowed the threat to be constructed primarily in 

relation to femininity. 

 

The fact that subject positions are constructed in relation to each other (e.g. Hollway, 1984) 

became very clear in the threat repertoire. As the threatening nature of gender equality was 

attributed primarily to women’s increased societal engagement, the threat repertoire 

allowed women and feminists (who are the ones encouraging women’s societal 

engagement) to be perceived as the principal cause of the degenerating state of modern 

society, while constructing men as the innocent party. This understanding positioned 

feminists as criminals who create more harm than good, and men as the wronged victims 

who suffer from these behaviours. Furthermore, since women were being characterized 

exclusively by their irrationality and emotionality, the threat repertoire constructed them a 

subject position of emotional fool. Nevertheless, the line between women and feminists was 

not clear-cut, and it seemed to be so that feminists were characterized by femininity, while 

women were constructed inherently feminists. 
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What was noteworthy in the construction of the threat, was affective-discursive practices of 

anger that were visible already at title level, as several headlines were evoking emotional 

positions. Headlines serve as effective summaries and have an important role in framing the 

expectations of given text (Andrew, 2007). That is, a powerful title can already put in 

motion affective positioning and impact on the interpretations one makes regarding the 

following information (McConville, Wetherell, McCreanor & Moewaka Barnes 2014). For 

instance, “Beware the Ideologues in Psychologists’ Clothing” (text 1) and “The Gender 

Scandal: Part one (Scandinavia) and part two (Canada)” (text 3) imply a lack of 

authenticity and sincerity, which suggests that objectives of the people involved are to be 

questioned (paralleling to McConville et al., 2014). Additionally, “When the Left Goes Too 

Far” (text 2) suggest something infuriating and threatening to be revealed, and ‘DIE’ (text 

2) immediately triggers strong emotional responses and creates a sense of disastrousness 

and fatality. This seems to be a way of putting forward an affective cascade: to invoke an 

emotional position of anger and alertness, through which the following information is 

interpreted. 

 

Threat repertoire leaned on a worldview where feminist policies and improved equality was 

an attack towards men. Text 1 of my dataset concentrated in particular on one central 

feminist concept, that of white privilege. Main arguments in text 1 revolved around the 

falsity and dangerousness of the concept of white privilege, which the author described as 

“appallingly narcissistic, intrinsically racist and dangerously polarizing”. This was a 

cohesive understanding throughout the repertoire, but perhaps most explicitly indicated in 

following extract. 

 
Extract 1 

 

“The American Psychological Association (APA) recently released their Guidelines for 

Psychological Practice with Boys and Men (paralleling, in principle, their 2007 guidelines 

for girls and women). It manages to be simultaneously predictable, reprehensible, 

infuriating and disheartening — no mean feat for a single document. Make no mistake 
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about it: this document constitutes an all-out assault on masculinity, as such — or, to put it 

even more bluntly, on men. The coup of the APA undertaken by the ideologues and the 

second-raters is now complete. The field has been compromised, perhaps fatally.” (text 1) 

 

In this extract the author is constructing a clear confrontation between APA (The American 

Psychological Association) and its feminist policies and the social category of men. He 

describes a document discussing white privilege as “an all-out assault on masculinity” 

which communicates not only the contradiction but also the intentionality of it. By using 

the word “predictable” the author suggests that this was not unexpected, which connects 

the chain of events in question to the societal situation more broadly. When suggesting that 

APA is deliberately and predictably attacking men, the author seems to communicate mens 

disfavoured position in the modern society. This analogy seems to be connected to a 

worldview, that understands social reality at large discriminating men. To warrant the 

factuality of such readings, the author uses extreme case formulations (Potter, 1996, 188) 

such as “make no mistake about it” and “all-out”, to suggest that there is only one correct 

reading of the societal situation. 

 

It seems to be so, that in this extract APA is constructed as a feminist organization, since it 

is implementing and supporting feminist policies by discussing and acknowledging the 

existence of white privilege. Via this construction, APA is being attached to the category of 

feminists, which allows it to be perceived as a representative of feminists. This construction 

is further supported in the last two sentences of the extract, where the author is building an 

image of a coup, where the “ideologues” and “second-raters”, i.e. feminists, have taken 

over an organization, that once was independent of political dogmas. This construction 

further works to dispute a.) the rationality of feminists and b.) their sincerity and goodwill. 

The rationality of feminists (and in this extract APA as the representative of feminists) is 

questioned by describing them as “second-raters” and “ideologues”, which communicates 

that they are driven by their ideology, not by common-sense nor objective thinking. 

Through attaching such attributes to feminists, the extract shows how opposite qualities, 

such as realism (as opposed with ideologist thinking) and superiority (as opposed with 
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being a “second-rater”) is attached to men, as the constructed counterpart. These attributes 

seem to work to position men as fulfilling the hegemonic masculine ideal of competence 

and rationality (Jokinen, 2000, 217), which parallels greatly with the ideal white identity 

(see Hughey, 2010). 

 

By the means of constructing men and masculine virtues as unjustly attacked by feminists 

and public insitutions (such as APA), a subject position of a wronged victim is constructed 

for men. In this positioning, affect and discourse work together to communicate the 

unfairness of the situation and thus it appeals to the reader’s sense of justice. The author 

also communicates his anger with straightforward expressions such as “reprehensible, 

infuriating and disheartening”, which is also triggering anger in the reader. 

Correspondingly, feminists and the representatives of APA are positioned as criminals, who 

are assaulting masculinity and more bluntly, men. This positioning also communicates the 

lack of authenticity and benevolence, that is being attached to feminists., Additionally, as 

feminists are constructed to be driven by ideology and irrational accounts, they are 

positioned as ideological fools. 

 

The analogy of an attack was recurrent within the corpus and wrongdoers were embodied in 

various ways and in several social groups. The next extract is also from text 1, and 

continues the same discussion around concept of white privilege. 

 
Extract 2 

“Had Peggy McIntosh submitted her “white privilege” questionnaire as an honors’ thesis at 
an intact psychology department in a credible research university, she would have received 
a failing grade. She took none of the necessary steps for establishing her hypothesis (that 
something called “white privilege” exists, and that it is importantly separate from age, 
education, intelligence, personality, sex, ethnicity, health, attractiveness, height and 
interest—to mention just a few of the certain confounding variables that play critically 
important roles in determining success, status, authority and accomplishment). 
Unfortunately, although entirely predictably, McIntosh’s absolute absence of 
methodological sophistication mattered not at all to the sociologists, professors of education 
and social work, cultural critics, armchair Marxists, radical feminists and generally ill-
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educated and resentful pseudo-academic types who granted her musings the status of 
undeniable fact, including those who wrote the Guidelines we are currently discussing. And 
that’s an excellent indication of the absolute perniciousness of the document.” 
(text 1, emphasis of the original) 

This extract has several points of interest. Firstly, the extract shows how the threat is given 

a concrete form by naming several social groups, that are supporting feminist policies and 

thus threatening men and their social status. What seems to be a shared among these groups 

is the relation to science and academia. They seem to be representing the modern 

university, and social sciences in particular (“sociologists, professors of education and 

social work, cultural critics, armchair Marxists, radical feminists and generally ill-

educated and resentful pseudo-academic types”). Secondly, however, the author works to 

question and deny the scientific competence of these groups, and warrants such 

interpretation by extreme case formulations (“none”, “not at all”, “absolute”), lists (“age, 

education, intelligence, personality, sex, ethnicity, health, attractiveness, height and 

interest”) and ironization (Edwards & Potter, 1992, 163), which is an attacking form of 

rhetoric, aiming to delegitimize other arguments and emphasize that they are not to be 

reckoned with. In this extract, the author uses inverted commas when referring to white 

privilege, which seems to work to underline the ridiculousness of not only the concept 

itself, but also people discussing it. 

 

Perhaps the most frequent affective-discursive practice in the corpus was triggering and 

manipulation of anger, which becomes also evident in the above extract 2. It seems to be 

so, that the author uses anger not only to invoke it on the reader, but also to further 

reinforce his argumentation and constructed worldview. When the threat is first constructed 

and then located in “radical feminists” and “resentful pseudo-academic types”, it seems to 

be a clear call for the readers anger, as radicalism and resentment in public discussions is 

often associated with fundamentalism: a closed-minded way of thinking which has 

historically had negative impact in societies. Moreover, to locate social scientists, feminists 

and Marxists in the same social category enables negative associations invoked by Marxism 

to be attached to social scientists and feminists at large (see e.g. Ahmed, 2014). This gives 
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the threat an even more concrete form, as it allows it to be formulated in concurrence with 

past historical narratives about Marxism-Leninism (e.g. assosiations to extremely closed 

and violent dictatorships such as Kim Il-Sung, Pol Pot or Stalin). Throughout the studied 

texts threat was repeatedly associated with marxist ideologies, which is also demonstrated 

in the next extract. 

 

This extract is from text 2, which discussed the role of equality in left-wing politics. More 

specifically, in this part the author talks about the concept of equity and how it is 

endangering societal stability. 

 
Extract 3 

“We know the left can go too far. The Soviets taught us that. The Maoists and the Khmer 
Rouge taught us that. The North Koreans, and the Cubans, and the Venezuelans continue to 
teach us in the same manner. We don’t know exactly when and where the “going too far” 
begins. But I’m willing to stake my claim on the equity doctrine. In a word, it’s 
inexcusable, both morally and practically, and should be regarded, in my estimation, as an 
ideological position that should be roundly rejected by anyone who wishes to be taken 
seriously in any reasonable political discussion. And we should well remember that 
“reasonable political discussion” is the only alternative we have to outright strife and the 
kind of conflict that tends to degenerate rapidly and dangerously.” (text 2) 

This extract rests upon an analogy where feminism is constructed as an extreme and 

dangerous ideology. The author attaches left-wing politics to globally recognized 

dictatorships, starting from The Soviets, and continuing to draw connection to more 

extreme and even genocidal ones, such as Khmer Rouge in Cambodia and North Korean 

dictature, which are commonly judged in the western societies. Here the affective-

discursive practices of anger and rage are being employed, as the writer associates western 

politics to extremely close-minded and fundamentalist ideologies, and constructs an image 

where such ideologies are threatening the current western social hierarchies. By associating 

leftists and feminists with radical ideologies that “go too far”, the text also works to 

undermine the rationality of the leftists, as they are described as possessing morally and 

practically inexcusable ideological position, “position that should be roundly rejected by 
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anyone who wishes to be taken seriously”. This sentence suggests, that left-wing and 

feminist policies, are not to be taken seriously, and should be as widely denied and judged 

as the most violent dictatorships in human history, while simultaneously communicating 

the rational position of the author. Additionally, while linking the constructed threat to 

dictatorships, furthermore works to question the sincerity of the threatening social groups 

(i.e. feminists), as dictatorship communicates lack of authenticity and public accountability. 

Disputing the sincerity and authenticity of feminists was concurrent and cohesive 

understanding within threat repertoire, which I will next demonstrate in more detail. 

 

The next extract is from text 1, which focused on discussing the feminist concept of white 

privilege. In this part, the author is listing reasons why he considers the concept of white 

privilege and feminist policies implementing it as fraudulent. 

 
Extract 4 

“Fifth, and finally, it should also be noted that there is almost nothing in the document that 
constitutes principles of psychological treatment. I don’t believe that a newly practicing and 
interested young psychologist could derive a single technique of sufficiently high resolution 
to be applied in an actual clinical setting from these so-called Guidelines. They are not 
guidelines for psychological practice. They are guidelines for how psychologists must think 
and what they must believe — or else.  This is evidence, as far as I’m concerned, of 
outright fraud in the purpose and delivery of what the APA is purporting to have produced, 
and conscious intent to ideologically purify the private thinking, scientific hypothesizing 
and public practice of the psychologists they are charged with accrediting.” (text 1, 
emphasis of the original) 

This excerpt continues communicating the threat of feminism by promoting the genocidal 

rhetotic, as discussed earlier. It constructs an image of feminists as consciously and 

purposefully intenting to “ideologically purify the private thinking”, which not only 

suggests that the threat is calculated and intentional, but also communicates its 

dangerousness and implies its fatality:“how psychologists must think and what they must 

believe – or else”, which in this particular setting seems to imply negative consequences 

for those who do not conceil to the concept of white privilege. This kind of eliminationist 

rhetoric (also noted by Massanari & Chess, 2018) is a strong discursive maneuver to trigger 
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anger and fear, as the verb “purify” carries negative connotation due to its historical use 

and association to genocides. 

 

In addition with the radical analogy, another concurrent understanding in the studied texts 

was that femininity was the source of the social destruction and threat itself. I will 

illuminate this notion with the next extract, from text 5 which discussed how the general 

societal climate reflects on working life and degenerates modern university step by step. 

The extract is from a part where the author quotes an anti-feminist academic’s ideas about 

women in the work field. 

 
Extract 5 
 
”Janice talked of her mounting horror at the terrible ideological possession that has gripped 
the modern university, and of her decades-long battle with its minions, closing with an 
exceptional statement, which I am paraphrasing: the disciplines dominated by women are 
irrational, vicious, provocative, and destructive – and purposefully so.” (text 5) 

 

This excerpt demonstrates how the threat repertoire positioned women as emotionally 

possessed, by associating femininity with attributes such as “irrational, vicious, 

provocative and destructive”. It seemed to be so, that negative characteristics of women 

and feminists were attributed to conscious decisions: constructed in a way that enabled 

destructiveness and irrationality to be attributed to both women’s inner dispositional 

characteristics, but also to their conscious behaviours. This is to say, that women were 

constructed as inherently and purposefully destructive and dangerous, which furthermore 

seemed to aim at legitimizing current gender hierarchies. Additionally, as common in the 

studied texts and also indicated in above extract, the author uses rhetoric distancing to 

factualize his statements. The extract in question was followed by a transcript of an 

interview where Janice argued at length what the writer paraphrased. To use another 

people’s voice is an effective technique to produce neutrality in the given arguments, as it 

suggests that the given arguments are more widely perceived and accepted, and not merely 

an account of the author (Potter, 1996, 142-149). Furthermore, this extract illuminates the 

affective-discursive practices of anger applied throughout threat repertoire. While the 
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author describes gender equality and feminist accounts as “decades-long battle”, it invokes 

anger as it constructs an image where the same issue has been topical for decades, without 

any progress. Additionally, it works to deny agency from feminists and modern university, 

when they are described as “minions”. This line of rhetoric works to position feminists as 

ideological fools, who are unable to a) learn and change, and b) think individually and act 

accordingly. 

 

The studied texts were clearly founded on and trying to sustain traditional, essentialist 

understandings of gender. As I have mentioned already, they leaned greatly on stereotypical 

readings of gender and emphasized gender difference, instead of emphasizing differences 

between individuals. It seemed to be so, that behavioural differences were reduced to inner 

dispositions, i.e. genders, and often warranted by biology, as demonstrated in the next 

extract. This excerpt if from text 3, which dealt with gender difference and feminist 

policies. One of its main arguments revolved around what the author called “the gender 

scandal”: that when social obstacles are removed, men and women stay different, which is 

an indication of inherent biological differences. 

 
Extract 6 
“Where are the largest differences? Men are less agreeable (more competitive, harsher, 
tough-minded, skeptical, unsympathetic, critically-minded, independent, stubborn). This is 
in keeping with their proclivity, also documented cross-culturally,  to manifest higher rates 
of violence and antisocial or criminal behavior, such that incarceration rates for men vs 
women approximate 15:1. Women are higher in negative emotion, or neuroticism. They 
experience more anxiety, emotional pain, frustration, grief, self-conscious doubt and 
disappointment (something in keeping with their proclivity to experience depression at 
twice the rate of men).” (text 3) 

In this extract, the author reinforces essentialist understanding of gender and emphasizes 

gender differences. The way he constructs men and women reflect prevalent gender 

stereotypes. Women are constructed as irrational and emotional, men as rational and critical 

thinkers. Furthermore, this kind of stereotypical construction works to position men 

through the aspired qualities of hegemonic masculinity, by attaching rationality and 

emotional reticence to men.  The author offers biological, science-derived explanations, 
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that as such ensure factuality of the matter and make it seem indisputable (Edwards & 

Potter, 1992). Leaning on statistics and scientific knowledge distances the author’s voice 

and thus legitimizes the given message (ibid). Similar stereotypical construction becomes 

evident also in the next extract. It is from text 5 which discussed how the general societal 

climate reflects on working life and threatens societal stability. 
 

Extract 7 
“This is something no one will discuss. I don’t believe it’s all women: I think it’s female 
bullies, who specialize, for example, in reputation destruction. I think the dialog is out of 
control because no one knows how to control female bullies. A man that’s out of control? 
Well, he can and will be dealt with like Jim dealt with Sam, and that will slow him down – 
even make him think. But women whose narcissism and rage and resentment knows no 
bounds? We are all powerless before their demands, particularly when allied with the 
female claim to compassion, a virtue whose presence justifies all faults.” (text 5) 

This excerpt shows how affective-discursive practices of hate are used so, that hate as an 

emotional position is attached exclusively to women. The author constructs a group of 

women (“female bullies”) as prisoners of their “narcissism, rage and resentment”, and 

contrasts them with rational men that can be slowed down and encouraged to think. This 

line of thought seems to be shaping the threat as something truly uncontrollable, as “no one 

knows how to control female bullies” which further on emphasizes its threatening nature. 

Additionally, when hate is primarily constructed as a feminine quality, it seems to be 

constructing hierarchy among social groups. Anger is more commonly accepted emotion in 

contrast with hate, which generally associates with destructive conduct, whereas anger is 

connected to more constructive behaviours and “making the wrongs right”. To embody hate 

and resentment in femininities, seems to further on work to attach emotional imbalance to 

women and construct them as emotional fools. In contrast, self-control and rationality 

(“slow him down”, “make him even think”), seems to be applied primarily to the category 

of men, which in turn verifies the constructed characteristic of men as rational and 

contained. This construction is demonstrated also in extract 8 below, likewise from text 5. 

 
Extract 8 
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“Then I re-read the new National Association of Science report on sexual harassment in the 
STEM fields. This is round two in the newest front of the culture wars that have already 
destroyed the humanities and much of the social sciences (the faculties of law and 
education as well). The NAS has decided that since 50% of women report sexual 
harassment in the last year (using a definition of sexual harassment clearly designed to 
produce a percentage of that magnitude – based on the insistence, for example, clearly laid 
out in the report that women under-report true harassment because they are so brainwashed, 
cowed and oppressed by the tyrannical patriarchy) it is necessary to entirely retool the 
manner in which grant money should be awarded, the administrative structure of the 
scientific, technological, engineering and mathematics disciplines (including medicine, 
even though it is already female dominated), and the very definition of success and 
competence in those fields (as current definitions, in the jargon, privilege the male body). 
This is the NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE.” (text 5, emphasis of the original) 

In this extract, the writer states that contemporary society is at “culture war”. This specific 

term was used several times throughout the corpus, and seemed to be communicating the 

same repetitive idea that current societal climate discriminates men, and masculinity is 

being threatened by feminist policies. However, war as a word has strong connotations and 

it directly evokes a sense of dangerousness and communicates that current societal situation 

is a matter of life and death. This kind of rhetoric invokes not only fear, but also anger and 

pride. War as an historically relevant item invites past narratives about noble and 

respectable soldiers fighting for their country and thus associates men with honourability 

(see e.g. Jokinen, 2000). Additionally, the extract locates the threat in modern university 

“humanities and much of the social sciences, the faculties of law and education as well” in 

a way that suggests that the threat has already arrived, and the war is currently ongoing. 

This seems to further trigger anger and direct it to the bodies of modern university. To 

highlight and affirm the given argument, the writer uses three part list (Potter, 1996, 196-

197) “brainwashed, cowed and oppressed” and irony as offensive rhetoric “in the jargon” 

with using uppercases to further deliver (and trigger) frustration and anger. Furthermore, 

this excerpt continues to construct an image of women, that are irrational and unable to 

think (“brainwashed”), which seems to position women once again as emotional fools. 

This is contrasted with the construction of masculinities as competence and successful. 
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Furthermore, the above excerpt has some conspiratorial tones. The author seems to suggest 

that the true motivation of the NSA is not pure and honest, and instead they are plotting 

against men and intending to take away something that essentially belongs to men, i.e. 

“competence and success” by renewing the tools that are used to reward and acknowledge 

competence and success. The author implies, that NSA has deliberately defined sexual 

harassment in this new tool design in a way that disfavours and discriminates men. This 

kind of rhetoric seems to suggest, that the intentions of the NSA are not pure and honest, 

and their credibility is to be disputed. Within this analogy, men are positioned as the 

wronged victims, while NSA, as following feminist policies and thus representing 

feminists, is given the subject position of criminal, who is not sincere in their actions. 

 

5.2 Truth repertoire 

One profound carrying theme in the studied texts was veracity. The texts were constructing 

a worldview, where only one truth applied, that was objectively derivable, not relational nor 

dependent on social realities. This repertoire, that I named the interpretative repertoire of 

truth, was based on true-false dichotomy, that was applied to historical understandings and 

current societal discussions. It carried the idea that present-day society was based on the 

“myth of female oppression”, and that current understanding of western history was based 

on “propagandistic discourses” and fraudulent historical readings. It was coloured with 

conspiratorial tones, where women and feminists were constructed as the root of evil; 

creating propaganda and false versions of reality. The studied texts focused especially on 

academia, as they were constructed as science-based discussions of topical social 

phenomena. In truth repertoire, science was observed through the true-false dichotomy, and 

constructed in a manner that allowed some fields to be disregarded as false science, 

whereas others as true and factual. False science was given the form of sociology, 

education, social sciences, law, HR, among others, and viewed as hijacked and possessed 

by ideologues and feminists. This dichotomy enabled twofold positionings to be 

constructed. Firstly, the author was positioned as an advocate of true science and a true 

scientist himself. In contrast, women and feminists were characterized as liars, “creators of 
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propaganda”, and “antithetical to the truth”, and thus given a subject position of an 

impostor scientist. 

 

Particular feature in the construction of the subject position of a true scientist was face 

validity of the studied texts, which was constructed via several factualization techniques 

(quantification rhetoric, vivid descriptions, extreme case formulations, three part lists, see 

e.g. Edwards & Potter, 1992). It created an impression, that the author factually knows 

what he is talking about, and no other conclusions could be drawn from the discussed 

matters. However, when further examining the deduction, the argumentation was not 

without its shortcomings. It seems, therefore, that only face validity of the texts was high, 

whereas logical validity impaired. Scientific positioning of the author was done with clear 

and straightforward statements identifying him as a ”clinical and personality psychologist”, 

but also with more subtle means for constructing positions. The next extract elucidates on 

the indirect positioning that was quite concurrent throughout the corpus. The extract is from 

text 4, which focused on illuminating the degenerating state of modern society and men’s 

discriminated position in it by quoting letters that the author had received from his fans. 
 

Extract 9 

 
“Within the same thirty-minute period, however, I also received two other letters, each of 
which might shed some light on the reasons Ms. [redacted]’s teenagers find my YouTube 
videos, etc., compelling. I obtained permission from the writers to use what they wrote, 
after it was properly anonymized (so some identifying details, irrelevant to the gist of the 
material, have been changed).” (text 4) 

This extract shows how the scientific position is constructed for the author by indicating 

how he follows appropriate scientific procedures and principles (“after it was properly 

anonymized”, “Ms. [redacted]”). This line of thought is contrasted with the shortcomings 

of women and feminists in fulfilling the scientific requirements, and thus positions them as 

not credible and reliable in their scientific endeavours. 
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This kind of rhetoric works to build a bridge between true science and false science, as the 

contradictions are continuous throughout the corpus. The next excerpt demonstrates how 

these contradictions were constructed. It is from text 1, which focused on the falsity of 

white privilege. 
 

Extract 10 

 

“The APA document writers — who were also, by the way, very likely to 
disproportionately cite their own research — are inexcusably unaware of the basic 
biological facts as well as either ignorant or willfully blind to the data pertaining to the 
absence of fathers and, therefore, to the lack of a guiding masculine hand. 

Why in the world is this happening? Well, the primary axiom, the unshakeable dogma, of 
the ideologues who generate this kind of propagandistic discourse is that Western culture is 
to be regarded as an oppressive patriarchy: unfairly male-dominated, violent, racist, sexist, 
homo-, Islamo- and trans-phobic — and as uniquely reprehensible in all those regards. 
There is no doubt, to give the devil his due, that human history as such is a blood-drenched 
nightmare — and that is also true of Western civilization. However, to view humanity in 
general or the West in particular as solely characterized by its pathology is indication of a 
profound and fatal failure to discriminate good from bad.” (text 1) 

In this extract, the author uses the idiom “to give the devil his due” to refer to social 

scientists and feminists, which still communicates their unpleasantness while 

acknowledging that they got something right. It seems to also work as a concession, to 

communicate the author’s ability to recognize the rights, which again contrasts with the last 

sentence of the extract, which suggests that feminists do not have such ability, but rather 

profoundly and fatally fail to “discriminate good from bad”. However, this extract still 

works to attach propaganda and failures to feminism, which is well aligned with the 

constructed worldview where femininity is attached to incompetence. In addition, reference 

to propaganda draws in previous associations, and works to link femininity with insincerity 

and radicality, as I also discussed in previous chapter. Falsity and dishonesty of the 

feminists is also being constructed in the next extract, which is from text 1, from a part 

discussing masculinity and patriarchal social structures. 
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Extract 11 
“This is all bad enough (and by that I mean inexcusable) conceptually, rhetorically and 
politically. But it’s also a lie, scientifically—and worse (because not merely a lie; instead, 
something more unforgivable). To indicate, as the writers have, that it is the socialization of 
boys and men by men that is producing both a decrement in the personal mental health of 
males and females and a threat to the social fabric is not only to get the facts wrong, but to 
get them wrong in a manner that is directly antithetical to the truth.” (text 1) 

In this extract, the denying of veracity is particularly clear, as the author uses words “lie”, 

“get the facts wrong” and “directly antithetical to the truth”. In addition to these 

straightforward statements, the suggested message seems to be strengthened via affective-

discursive practices of anger, as it is constructing an image where unacceptable lies are 

being spread, which is described as “inexcusable” and “unforgivable”. Furthermore, this 

excerpt seems to work to dispute the conceptual, rhetorical, political and scientific 

accuracy of the writers (which in this extract refers to APA), and thus constructs them as 

unreliable and dishonest. In this extract, the author also positions APA as considering men 

a threat for “social fabric”, and then disclaims that this kind of view of the world is 

“directly antithetical to the truth”. This line of thought does not only communicate the 

falsehood of such claims, but also implies, that the truth is actually contrary, that instead of 

men, it is women who create a threat to “social fabric” and “personal mental health of 

males and females”. 

 

Another factor constructing the subject position of an impostor scientist, is the fact that the 

thinking of women and feminists is attached to utopia and ideology: something 

indisputably separate from the real world. The next extract is form text 2, which focused on 

equality in left-wing politics. More specifically the extract is from a part where the author 

argues how true equality is only an utopia which will never work nor be achieved. 

 
Extract 12 
“First, it suffers from the oversimplification typical of ideological thinkers: that one cause 
(prejudice) is sufficient explanation for a very complex phenomenon (differential 
representation of individuals in various organizational positions). […] Third, it is being 
pushed by individuals who have made the hypothesis that the West is a singularly 
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oppressive patriarchy an unshakeable axiom, and who will fight tooth and nail any idea that 
threatens that absolute article of faith, no matter how absurd the arguments that constitute 
that fight are destined to become.”  

 

In this extract the writer uses several discursive devices to deliver a message. He uses 

metaphors “who will fight in tooth and nail”, extreme formulations “absolute, absurd” and 

manoeuvres that deny other alternatives. Additionally, the writer attaches 

oversimplification to social sciences and feminism, and that way works to build on his own 

subject position of a true scientists. Additionally, feminism and feminist policies are 

described as “article of faith”, which contrasts greatly with the principles of science: 

objectively observable and independent. It also communicates that they are leaning in faith, 

which is often considered as irrational and beyond the real world. Additionally, the author 

uses word “destined” – to imply that it is inevitable outcome, that the feminists will “lose”. 

This kind of rhetoric suggests the authors ideological/rational superiority, as he already 

knows how the fight will end, whereas the feminists do not. This seems to be linked with 

the hegemonic masculine ideal; rationality and moral superiority. 

 

5.3 Justice repertoire 

Among the repertoires of threat and truth, another frequently drawn understanding was 

based on the conflict of fairness. I named this as the interpretative repertoire of justice, 

since the central idea revolved around the injustices pertaining modern society. The studied 

texts constructed current societal climate of western societies as hostile towards “competent 

and ambitious young men”, who, as a consequence of the social hostility, were struggling. 

This understanding enabled men to adopt a subject position of a downtrodden: as someone 

who is treated badly by people in power, who in this understanding are the feminists. The 

justice repertoire functioned to trigger a collective sense that social injustices were unfairly 

and disproportionally directed at men. What I found specifically interesting, was how the 

justice repertoire enabled men to be perceived as underdogs in modern society an how 

social mistreatment was constructed to be directed almost without an exception at young 

ambitious men. Justice repertoire did not offer any other understandings of the world, as 
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such behaviours that could be interpreted in reverse, were constructed as noble fighting for 

the freedom of speech and/or defending the less fortunate. 

 

Within the justice repertoire, feminists were positioned through feminine features by 

emphasizing emotionality as their primary attribute. This kind of positioning seemed to 

have the function of constructing women and feminists as meanspirited tormentors by 

nature, which did not only emphasize the positive characteristics associated within the 

category of men, but also legitimized the anger and rage directed towards women and 

feminists. By doing so, it allowed the suffering of men to be put on feminists’ shoulders, as 

they were constructed to be accountable for the struggles and mistreatments that young men 

face in modern society. Common position constructed for feminists and women within the 

justice repertoire was a villain.  

 

The affective-discursive practices that were mobilized along justice repertoire seemed to 

work specifically to legitimize anger and rage towards women and feminists. Anger was 

triggered and expressed throughout the studied texts, and also primed in depth by using 

various narratives. The following extract is from text 4, which focused on discussing the 

malevolence that engulfs modern society and puts young ambitious men in an unthankful 

position. In the excerpt the author describes an incident that was brought up in a letter he 

got from a fan. 

 
Extract 13 
“The first one came from a mother of teenagers (you’ll see why that description is relevant). 
She was objecting in a very particular way to the lawsuit that I took out against Wilfrid 
Laurier University (of Lindsay Shepherd fame). For those of you unfamiliar with the story, 
here’s a brief recap. In 2017, Ms. Shepherd served as a graduate teaching assistant in the 
Communications Department at WLU. During one of her classes, she played a five minute 
clip of me discussing issues related to the use of so-called gender neutral pronouns on 
TVO’s The Agenda with Steve Paikin. For this crime (after a falsified report of student 
complaint), she was hauled in front of two professors, Nathan Rambukkana and Herbert 
Pimlott, and an administrator from the University’s Diversity and Equity Office, Adria Joel, 
and disciplined. Shepherd had the remarkable good sense to record the meeting, which was 
later released, to internationally scandalous effect. During that meeting, I was, among other 
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things, compared to Adolf Hitler (and to Milo Yiannopoulous, a right-learning provocateur 
who was particularly famous at that time. The leaders of the proceedings hadn’t enough 
sense even to sort out their calumny). In any case, after the recording was circulated, the 
rightly embarrassed President of WLU publicly admitted that university policy had been 
violated by the interlocutors, that the TA had done nothing wrong, and that the disciplinary 
meeting should have never taken place. She apologized, as well, to Shepherd.” 

 

In this extract, contradiction is constructed between university representatives and the 

author/his supporters so that the former is violating the latter. University representatives are 

given the form of equality advocates (“University’s Diversity and Equity Office”) and 

opponents of the author, and by doing so, attached to the category of feminists. This 

construction allows negative attributes attached to feminists to characterize the university 

representatives aswell and invokes negative associations. Moreover, the described incident 

is constructed in a way that enables blame and wrongdoing to be attributed to the university 

representatives, since their behaviour is described with negatively charged verbs (“hauled” 

and “disciplined”), while the counterpart “had done nothing wrong”. This seems to be a 

trigger for the reader’s anger, since the situation is constructed in a clearly unjust manner. 

The author confirms the wrongdoers acts as reprehensible and shameful, by saying that they 

were later “rightly embarrassed”. With this language usage the author not only triggers but 

also legitimises the reader’s anger. Additionally, the author describes how those same 

tormentors “compared [him, the author] to Adolf Hitler and to Milo Yiannopoulous”, 

which seems to further emphasize the infuriating nature of the described event, since it is a 

commonly shared opinion that Adolf Hitler was one of the most horrifying dictators. This 

comparison also seems to trigger emotions of unjustness. 

 

Furthermore, the above extract demonstrates how such an image of the world is constructed 

were it is the author himself and his supporters (who get falsely accused and tormented for 

doing nothing wrong, and even compared to horrific mass-murderers) against the university 

and its insincere representatives. This works in accordance with the central and continuous 

argument of the texts claiming that important public institutions, such as modern 

universities, have been invaded by individuals who do not have the right to, nor the 
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cababilities, for such positions. This line of thought becomes visible in the end of the above 

excerpt, where the whole event is attributed as something that “should have never been 

taken place” and that the university representatives involved were “rightly embarrased” 

afterwards. Moreover, this works to delegitimize the authority of the modern university, as 

the reason why the described event came public in the first place was because the one 

falsely accused had the “remarkable sense to record the meeting”. This suggests, that the 

aim of the university was to act in the shadows, which further delegitimizes their 

authenticity and sincerity. 

 

Furthermore, the above extract demonstrates how affective-discursive practices of 

sympathy are being mobilized. Firstly, sympathy is triggered towards specific individuals, 

such as the writer himself (who was being compared to Hitler) and Lindsey Shepherd, who 

was “hauled” and “disciplined” by “her tormentors”. In these parts, the affective-

discursive practices of sympathy are quite straightforwardly used, however the studied texts 

seemed to trigger and manipulate sympathy more subtly quite frequently. When men were 

continuously constructed the position of wronged victims by suggesting that they have 

encountered immense injustices, the implicit suggestion this kind of rhetoric carries within 

is to sympathize with the one wrongly treated. 

 

In the next extract, the author questions the genuineness and good will of feminists. The 

extract is from text 3, which dealt with gender difference and feminist policies. More 

specifically, in this part the author was talking about Canadian and Swedish governments 

and their feminist policies. 

 

Extract 14 
“Is it also unreasonable to point out that the women who accepted those positions, granted 
to them unfairly, in a prejudiced and discriminatory manner, took that as their due, despite 
the unlikelihood, statistically, of their suitability for the positions in question, and thus 
betrayed themselves, men and women everywhere striving fairly for advancement and 
authority, and their country? 
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All in the name of redress for some hypothetical prejudice, a consequence of the patriarchal 
tyranny, experienced in large measure by vaguely apprehended women of the past and 
definitely other than themselves. 

Appalling. All of it. Appalling.” (text 3) 

 

In this extract, the justice repertoire works to construct the subject position of a 

meanspirited villain for feminists, who in this excerpt are explicitly attached to the gender 

category of women. The above excerpt works to construct an image where women are 

“unfairly, in a prejudiced and discriminatory manner” favoured despite the fact that 

statistics show, that their suitability for such positions cannot be quaranteed. This line of 

thought constructs women as not only betraying themselves and other women, but also 

their country, and intentionally so, as they “took that as their due”. This kind of rhetoric 

further constructs feminists as selfish beings, that supports such readings that emphasize 

feminism as not thriving for true equality but for serving the selfish interests of feminists. 

This also suggests, that feminists’ morality is to be questioned, as they do not care whether 

they are fairly or unfairly granted governmental positions. Followingly, this seems to work 

to position men and masculinities as morally superior. 

 

This excerpt also includes conspiratorial tones, as the author questions not only the 

morality of feminists and the feminist policies applied by thr Canadian government, he also 

challenges historical facts. When referring to historical gender inequality, the author 

suggests that female oppression is “some hypothetical prejudice” that is “vaguely 

apprehended”. This line of rhetoric seems to dispute historical inequality, maybe not in its 

entirety, but atleast it communicates its obscurity and haziness and therefore suggests that it 

is not something that is important enough to be considered. 

 

What I found furthermore interesting in the justice repertoire is that it did not only work to 

construct a worldview where injustices are being directed towards men, but at some parts it 

also harnessed the reader to act in favour of men, in order to rectify the injustices of modern 
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society. In the next extract from text 3 (from a part that discussed the Canadian 

government), such exhortation is made explicit. 

 

Extract 15 
 
“Here’s a full list of cabinet members in case you want to contact them and let them know 
what you think. [link to a website with a listing of members in Trudeau’s government]” 
(text 3) 

 

As this extract includes a clear proposition for the reader to act, more subtle suggestions 

can be read throughout the corpus as well. In several parts of the studied texts the author 

identifies his opponents by name, as for instance university staff as demonstrated in the 

extract 16. In the above excerpt the suggestion to “let them know what you think” seems to 

utilize the affective-discursive practices of anger, as it legitimises the triggered emotional 

intensity by encouraging the reader to act accordingly. 

  

5.4 Repertoire of virtues 

One cohesive way of understanding current society was through the interpretative 

repertoire of virtues. While the other three repertoires discussed before worked mainly by 

constructing contradictions between men and women, the repertoire of virtues had slightly 

different focus. The world was understood and assigned value via masculine virtues, and 

the constructed worldview was coloured by traditional understandings of gender and social 

hierarchies. Focal point in this repertoire seemed to be hegemonic masculinity, which 

functioned as a way of creating proudness and unity within the social category of men. 

Ambitiousness, competence and unselfishness were attributes recurrently attached to 

masculinity, while the emotional positioning of women was coloured with hate and 

resentment. Similarly with other repertoires that were drawn upon in the studied texts, the 

repertoire of virtues also constructed contemporary society as benefitting selfish and 

immoral accounts at the expense of young and courageous men. 
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The repertoire of virtues positioned men (and the author in particular) as good Samaritans, 

as unselfish benefactors that want to create a better world and “help talent flourish”. 

Additionally the repertoire enabled men to be positioned as misunderstood, as someone 

who gets unfairly punished for their best features. The first positioning (good Samaritan) 

was constructed in relation to positions of villain and criminal, positions constructed for 

women and feminists. The latter positioning was emphasized with affective-discursive 

practices of disgust, which seemed to further work to highlight masculine hegemony. In 

addition, affective-discursive practices of pride and sympathy were employed quite 

frequently. 

 

Pride was triggered by emphasizing the positive characteristics attached to masculinity, 

while comparing masculine hegemony to the deficits constructed for women and feminine 

features. Positive qualities were ascribed almost without exception to men, while only one 

type of femininity was given similar symbolic value. It seemed to be so, that femininity 

when combined with characteristics associated with hegemonic whiteness, such as 

consciousness, rationality and simplicity was considered valuable. The next extract, where 

the author discusses and references the ideas of anti-feminist scholar Christina Hoff 

Somers, illuminates this notion. This extract is from text 5. 

 

Extract 16 

“And this means – and I have seen this coming for a long time (not as long, perhaps, as 
Christina Hoff Somers, who wrote a prescient essay back in 2007 prophesying precisely 
this) – that there will be an all out assault on the STEM fields over the next ten years, with 
the full force of the rhetoric of white privilege, intersectionality, inclusivity, diversity and 
equity (all mentioned within the report as descriptions of reality that could not possibly be 
questioned by anyone moral) – and that the consequence of this will be (and the desired 
consequence, make no mistake about it) that the STEM fields will be as shallow and 
pathetic and predictable and unpleasant and dessicated and administratively-overwrought 
and rotten with the stench of the hatred for the competent and able as the rest of the blighted 
university is now.” (text 5) 

In the above extract, the author describes modern university and its feminist policies 

(“white privilege, intersectionality, inclusivity, diversity, equity”) with a barrage of 
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negative adjectives (“shallow”, “pathetic”, “unpleasant”, “rotten”) communicating the 

repulsiveness and hostility of the university. This excerpt also works to attach hatred and 

resentment to feminist policies and by extension, to feminists. 

 

Adjectives such as rotten and pathetic that are used in the above extract, communicate the 

disgusting nature of the constructed social object, and thus utilize affective-discursive 

practices of disgust. By constructing modern university and feminists as unpleasant and 

pathetic, the author seems to trigger reader’s disgust and further on direct it towards 

feminists. This does not only suggest the subordination of feminists, but also underlines the 

moral and emotional superiority of men and masculinities. 

 

The affective-discursive practices of disgust seem to work alongside disseminating and 

distancing oneself from the others: it is aimed at legitimizing the inferior position of the 

other, as disgust is a way to “construct and mark boundaries” (Wetherell, 2012, 114). 

However, to follow socially acceptable norms, it seems that the studied texts are aiming to 

point out the rationality and authorization of being disgusted by the feminists, rather than 

expressing direct disgust. 

 

Ironization was a constant pattern throughout the studied texts. It seemed to work especially 

to construct women and feminists as morally and ideologically inferior to men. As a 

discursive device, irony aims at questioning and de-legitimizing the opposing arguments 

(Edwards & Potter, 1992, 163). It is an aggressive style of rhetoric which, in the studied 

texts, was a way of constructing a clear boundary between who (and what) is to be taken 

seriously and who not. The author ironized feminist policies by describing and commenting 

them in a mockery tone, by using inverted commas when referring to feminist concepts 

and/or policies (as I have demonstrated earlier), and by playing a hypothetical games. What 

I mean by hypothetical games is demonstrated in the next extract, derived from text 3, 

which dealt with gender difference and feminist policies. The excerpt is from a part where 

the author talks about Canadian government has been declared as feminist. 
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Extract 17 
“It might also be pointed out that such a move is particularly appalling, given its source. 
Let’s assume (which I don’t) that there is “patriarchy,” and with it, generally undeserved 
privilege. Let’s even assume (which I don’t) that much of this is accrued unfairly by 
straight white men, as the identity politics players, such as our Prime Minister, self-
righteously and vociferously insist.” (text 3) 

 

This extract shows how the author is constructing ideological superiority in comparison 

with feminists and feminist policies. He uses inverted commas to delegitimize the concept 

of patriarchy which further works to underline its untenability. He also engages in what I 

call hypothetical game: “Let’s assume (which I don’t) that […] Let’s even assume (which I 

don’t) that”. What seems to be the aim of this game is to show the defiencies of feminist 

policies: firstly, that they lean on things that don’t exist (“”patriarchy””) and secondly, 

that they do not even themselves practice what they preach (since the prime minister 

himself is a white straight male). This seems to dispute honesty and sincerity of the prime 

minister, “identity politics players” and therefore, feminists, and position them again as 

selfish and crooked villains driving only their own interests. In contrast, the author 

positions himself above feminists, as someone who can see through and reveal their bluff. 

Here he seems to be constructing not only intellectual superiority but also conscious 

whiteness (e.g. Hughey, 2010) and by extension positions himself as fulfilling ideal white 

identity. 

 

The next extract demonstrates even more clearly how the studied texts were constructing 

hegemonic white masculinity in relation to other subordinated identities. This extract is 

from text 5 which discussed how the general societal climate reflects on modern university 

and impacts young men’s lives. It is from a part where the author is talking about a meeting 

he had with a journalist. 

 
Extract 18 

“[…] This happens because it has become acceptable in our time to put forward a version of 
history, the present and the future that is based on a deep hatred for men (or, even worse, a 
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deep hatred for competence). This is a very enervating, demotivating, discouraging story, as 
it takes what is best about the best young men – their desire for competence, contribution, 
cooperation, competition and success – and turns it into something indictable. [..] It’s 
difficult to be good, honest, noble, courageous and forthright, and all-too-easy to remain 
immature and half-formed. If what is positive is punished, then what is negative has all the 
arguments it needs at hand to triumph.  

This is the reason for the despair of young men. I explained that to the French journalist, 
but he could not listen. He was not really there. He had brought a list of pre-prepared 
questions, “hard questions,” as he considered them, and did not have the confidence in his 
own desperation and curiosity to pursue the question that was actually guiding him. He 
considered himself a liberal, meaning someone attracted by the more radical end of the left, 
and the story I was telling him was simply not comprehensible: not without the demolition 
of what had become not so much his fundamental beliefs as his entire manner of looking at 
the world. So he did not have the ears to hear, and actually repeated the question three more 
times. I gave the same answer each time, to no avail.” (text 5) 

In this extract, the constructed worldview goes hand in hand with the central argument of 

the studied texts: that in modern society men are being discriminated and current societal 

atmosphere allows it. This line of thought also carries a strong conspiratorial tone, as the 

author writes that “it has become acceptable in our time to put forward a version of history, 

the present and the future that is based on a deep hatred for men”, he seems to suggest that 

this version of history (or the present and the future) is based on distorted facts. 

Furthermore, it seems to carry a more implicit implication that such versions of history that 

acknowledge historical oppression, be it gendered or racial, that has favored white men, are 

falsified and products of disinformation. However, as the central argument in the above 

extract revolves around modern society discriminating men, it seems to make intra-group 

distinctions between the social category of men. The extract seems to communicate that it 

is not all men who are being discriminated, but particularly the ones that are competent, 

competitive and have the drive to pursue success. Such attributes as “good, honest, noble, 

courageous and forth-right” are attached to these competent men, whereas their 

counterpart is described with adjectives such as “immature and half-formed”. Indeed, it 

seems to be so, that in this extract the author is constructing different forms of masculinity: 

the hegemonic ideal, fulfilled by the competent and competitive young men, and the 

subordinated one, represented by the French journalist. 
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Within the repertoire of virtues, it seemed to be a repetitive pattern that boundaries were 

constructed between hegemonic and non-hegemonic masculinities. What I found especially 

of interest was how the non-hegemonic, subordinated masculinity shared similar features 

with femininity. This means that those men, who were constructed as “of lower rank”, were 

positioned similarly with women and feminists and characterized with similar attributes. 

These subordinated masculinities were constructed, as demonstrated in the above extract, 

“someone attracted by the more radical end of the left” who have “fundamental beliefs” 

and is not able nor willing to listen (“So he did not have the ears to hear”). This 

construction parallels greatly with how women and feminist were constructed within the 

studied texts: as someone who is irrational, unable to objective thinking and possesses 

radical, ideological beliefs. Such characteristics that were attached to women and feminists 

(and by extent to femininity) became to characterize subordinated men (and certain forms 

of masculinity), and thus positioned the subordinated men similarly with women and 

feminists: as ideological fools. 

 

When constructing a subject position of an ideological fool for the subordinated men, the 

above excerpt works to position the competent young men (i.e. hegemonic masculinity) as 

misunderstood, who are punished for their best qualities (“it takes what is best about the 

best young men […] and turns it into something indictable”). This kind of positioning 

seems to utilize affective-discursive practices of anger. As the author is constructing an 

image of the world where young and competent men (the ones fulfilling the hegemonic 

masculine ideal) are being punished for what is best in them, it seems to be a call for the 

reader’s anger. This is to say, that by constructing the affective subject position of 

misunderstood, the emotional valence is inscribed: if we are done wrong, we have the right 

to get angry. Furthermore, the extract shows, how the anger is sustained by narratives of the 

wrong doers, who are unable to talk things through (i.e. the ones positioned as ideological 

fools). 
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Additionally, the affective-discursive practices of anger seem to work to legitimize the 

superiority attached to the hegemonic form of masculinity. As subordinated men are 

characterized as fundamentalist who are “attracted by the more radical end of the left” and 

unable to comprehend the surrounding reality or the conversations they are having with 

other people (as described in the last sentences of the above extract). This kind of 

construction communicates the deficiencies in feminist thinking and feminist policies, that 

the French journalist in the above excerpt seems to be representing. Further on this seems to 

question a) feminists abilities to engage in reasonable discussions, b) their right and 

competence to criticize or even comprehend the surrounding reality. In other words, such 

construction of feminists and feminist policies works to legitimize traditional social 

hierarchies, that has typically favoured the hegemonic version of masculinity (and by 

extension white men). 

 

The next extract demonstrates how subject position of a good Samaritan is constructed for 

the author. It is from text 4, which introduced a few letters the author had received from his 

fans. The extract is a direct quotation of one of the letters. 

 
Extract 19 
“Obi-Wan, an old wise warrior/hero, reveals to Luke (a self-pitying young man with 

ambition but no direction), the nature of the universe and his role in it. In your lecture, 

you—an older man (no offense)— tells your crowd (largely youthful, somewhat 

vagabondish men) the nature of their cultural heritage and their place in that heritage. 

Obi-Wan tells Luke that his father Anakin was a noble warrior and hero who fought in the 

grandest and most tragic of wars. You tell the individuals in the crowd that they are the 

inheritors of a similar grand tradition of heroism and adventure; that they can, as those 

before them did, ‘wrestle with God;” and that they are part of the fight to make the world 

right (to bring about the kingdom of God).” (text 4, emphasis of the original) 

What seems to be central in this extract is the hegemonic masculine ideal, which is 

constructed metaphorically by referencing a cross-culturally known cult movie Star Wars. 

As a globally known phenomenon, Star Wars goes beyond cultural boundaries and allows 
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the text to plead to a larger audience and a shared consensus (Potter, 1996, 158–162; 

Edwards & Potter, 1992, 107–109). It also allows the author to distance himself from the 

key message, since it is someone else who is speaking, and since the message is delivered 

in the form of a metaphor (Potter, 1996, 142-149). 

 

In this excerpt, the author is equated with Obi-Wan, a character from Star Wars, who is “an 

old wise warrior/hero”. This analogy communicates the unselfish, even heroic, nature of 

the author and constructs him as a wise and honourable person, who is helping the ones 

who are lost. In this extract and its metaphor, young and ambitious men are represented by 

another Star Wars character Luke “a self-pitying young man with ambition but no 

direction”. These descriptions seem to parallel to a great extent with the general set-up in 

the studied texts: that the author is an advocate for young, misunderstood men. By 

attaching attributes such as wisdom and heroism to the author, he is constructed a subject 

position of a good Samaritan, as someone who is doing greater good.  
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6 Discussion 

In this thesis I have examined talk about social equality. I have focused on the co-operation 

of affect and discourse in constructing understandings of social equality and different 

genders. My objective has been to identify various meanings attached to social equality and 

explore what kinds of positionings are constructed within those meanings. My premise has 

been on social constructionism and CDP, that is I have also been interested in the broader 

societal implications and social consequences the constructions of equality might have. 

 

The texts I have studied, discussed feminism and gender equality by focusing on the social 

status of men. What seemed to be central was the implementation of feminist policies in 

western societies and how they have impacted white men’s status. In my analysis I 

identified four interpretative repertoires that were drawn upon in the studied texts, when 

making meaning of current societal situation, which by large seemed to be understood as a 

battleground of traditional genders: men and women, and by extent traditional social 

hierarchies. 

 

In this section I will first summarize the central results of my analysis and then continue to 

discuss how the ways in which social equality was understood in my data relates to a) 

previous research and b) to social realm more broadly. I will also consider my own research 

process critically and finally end this chapter in concluding remarks. 

 

6.1 Summary of the results 

My research questions addressed interpretative repertoires drawn upon (RQ1), positionings 

constructed (RQ2) and functions involved (RQ3) in writings resisting equality. Through my 

analysis I identified four interpretative repertoires, of which each enabled slightly different 

positionings. I named the repertoires as threat, truth, justice and virtues, since I found those 

words descriptive of the central themes and arguments of each repertoire and thus 

summarize the fundamental message communicated by each. Although the repertoires were 
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distinct and as such identifiable, they were also interrelated in the way that allowed them to 

be used as complementary ways of constructing meanings (paralleling with Edley, 2001). 

What was shared among the repertoires was the contradictions upon which they operated. 

Each one of the repertoires worked by constructing distinctions between traditional gender 

categories in a way that allowed men and women to be seen through stereotypical readings. 

Rationality, ambitiousness, courage and competence were attributes attached to men and 

masculinities throughout the corpus, whereas femininities were constructed via attributes 

that communicated their emotionality, irrationality, selfishness and malevolence. While 

leaning on gender stereotypes and traditional, essentialist understandings of gender, the 

studied texts were constructing hegemonic masculinity in a way that allowed traditional 

masculine features to be seen as the ideal way of being. 

 

The first interpretative repertoire that I identified in the studied texts understood social 

equality and feminist policies as a threat. It was based on a worldview where western 

values and traditional social hierarchies were being threatened by the increased equality in 

several societal spheres and especially women’s engagement in the society. In the core was 

the idea that current social reality was actually discriminating men, while favouring women 

and insincere feminists. The threat repertoire positioned men as wronged victims, whose 

whole existence is being threatened by feminist policies. Negative attributes, such as 

destruction, hate and resentment, were attached exclusively to women, which allowed the 

threat to be constructed primarily in relation to femininity. Women were given the subject 

position of an emotional fool, since they were being characterized mainly by their 

irrationality and emotionality, whereas feminist were positioned as criminals, who are not 

open and sincere in their actions, nor want to benefit everyone equally. Instead feminists 

were constructed as self-seeking and dishonest. However, the line between women and 

feminists in this repertoire was not clear-cut but rather blurred and fickle: feminists were 

characterized by femininity, and women were constructed inherently feminists. Threat 

repertoire drew greatly on gender stereotypes and traditional understandings of gender. 

While emphasizing the emotionality of women, it worked to construct men as rational, 

competent and ambitious, i.e. fulfilling the hegemonic masculine ideal. 
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The second repertoire, that I named the interpretative repertoire of truth, was based on true-

false dichotomy which was applied to both societal discussions and academic 

conversations. It had a fairly ambivalent relation with science. On the other hand, it relied 

on biology and evolutionary psychology in particular, but also identified modern university 

and social sciences in particular as “false science”, created by irrational and vicious 

women. This kind of contradiction worked to construct women a subject position of 

impostor scientists, which was contrasted with the subject position of a true scientist. The 

truth repertoire was largely constructed on the idea, that female oppression was a myth, 

spread by feminists and social scientists. The repertoire worked to question not only the 

legitimacy of feminists, but also their sincerity and authenticity of their actions. 

 
The third interpretative repertoire I identified was based on the conflict of fairness. I named 

this the repertoire of justice, since the central idea revolved around the injustices pertaining 

modern society. In this understanding, the injustices were disproportionally directed at men, 

and the societal climate in general was hostile towards young men, who, as a consequence 

of the social hostility, were struggling. This understanding enabled men to adopt a subject 

position of a downtrodden: as someone who is treated badly by people in power, who in 

this understanding are feminists. Followingly, the justice repertoire positioned feminists 

and women as villains, who are driving only their own cause, while masking it as equality. 

 

Within the justice repertoire, feminists were positioned through feminine features by 

emphasizing emotionality as their primary attribute. This blurred line between women and 

feminists was a repetitive pattern throughout the corpus, as I already mentioned when 

summarizing the threat repertoire. It seemed to have the function of constructing women 

and feminists as emotional creatures by nature, which did not only emphasize the positive 

characteristics associated within the category of men, but also legitimized the anger and 

rage directed towards women and feminists. By doing so, it allowed the suffering of men to 

be put on feminists’ shoulders, as they were constructed to be accountable for the struggles 

and mistreatments that young men face in modern society. 
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As the other three repertoires (threat, truth and justice) worked mainly by constructing and 

emphasizing gender difference, the repertoire of virtues highlighted hegemonic 

masculinity. It seemed to focus on building proudness and unity within the category of 

men, while simultaneously making intra-group distinctions between the hegemonic and 

non-hegemonic forms of masculinity. Subordinated masculinities were constructed as 

irrational and ideologically driven, which attached them to the category of feminists, and 

thus positioned as ideological fools. 

 

The repertoire of virtues positioned men, and the author in particular, as good Samaritans, 

as unselfish benefactors that want to make the world better. This positioning was 

accompanied by a position of a misunderstood, who is being punished for their best 

qualities and for trying to make good in the world. In relation, the repertoire of virtues 

positioned women as emotional fools, and feminists as criminals and villains. Their 

emotional positioning was coloured with hate and resentment, which in this repertoire was 

constructed as the main reason for the degenerating state of the society. 

 
 
6.2 Relations to previous research 

I consider that my thesis has several confluences with previous research around anti-

feminism and anti-gender movement. I consider these notions to be related in particular to 

studies of the manosphere, while they still carry relations to topical societal discourses 

more broadly. 

 

As I have demonstrated through my results, the studied texts had a strong anti-feminist 

tone. They focused on resisting social equality, feminist policies and women’s societal 

engagement. The worldview that was constructed in the texts leaned on ideas of reversed 

gender hierarchy, and thus constituted an understanding, where the modern society was 

disproportionally and intentionally discriminating men. This kind of worldview has been in 

the centre of anti-feminist discourses for decades, and it is still topical in present-day social 
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movements, most commonly represented by what Michael Kimmel calls angry white men 

(Coston & Kimmel, 2012; Kimmel, 2013). As western societies are growing more equal, 

the flip side of the coin seems to be the fact that white men as a historically powerful social 

group have created a sense of entitlement to their privileged position (e.g. Kimmel, 2013; 

Venäläinen & Virkki, 2019), which in turn creates angry and frustrated contributions, when 

the traditional power hierarchies are being challenged.  

 

According to Kimmel (2013), the core idea in today’s anti-feminist movement is to restore 

the honour and respect of white men, that feminist policies have shattered by enabling 

women’s societal engagement and acknowledging other forms of oppression at large. What 

seems to be common in modern anti-feminist discourses is the way in which they 

differentiate feminism from thriving for true equality, and construct it as a movement of 

self-serving women, lifting up themselves by the expense of men. Another common 

understanding of feminism in the previous research has been that it is a threatening and 

harmful political strategy (Calder-Dawe & Gavey, 2016a, 2016b; Ging, 2017; Ging & 

Siapera, 2018; Keskinen, 2013, 2018; Kimmel, 2013; Lumsden, 2019; Marwick & Caplan, 

2018; Marwick & Lewis, 2017). This construction resembles greatly with the interpretative 

repertoire of threat identified in my data. For instance, in the repertoire of threat, feminists 

were positioned as criminals, which worked to communicate their dangerousness to the 

general public. This positioning also attached dishonesty and insincerity to feminists, and 

communicated the lack of authenticity in their policies and actions. Quite similarly, the 

repertoire of justice positioned feminists as villains, which equally communicates how 

feminists lack goodwill and do not care for other than their own success. Both of these 

positionings also characterized feminists with emotional positions of hate and resentment, 

which resembles greatly with the common construction of feminists as hateful and extreme 

(Calder-Dawe & Gavey, 2016a, 2016b; Edley, 2001; Kimmel, 2013). 

 

As the studied texts were constituting gender hierarchy in a reversed manner, they were 

simultaneously positioning men as the wronged victims of the situation, as the ones being 

discriminated against by feminist policies. Previous research has identified similar 
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positioning patterns to a great extent (e.g. Coston & Kimmel, 2012; Dragiewicz, 2011; 

Keskinen, 2013, 2018; Kimmel, 2013; Lumsden, 2019; Marwick & Caplan, 2018; Marwick 

& Lewis, 2017). This kind of rhetoric seems to be connected to larger societal discourses 

resisting equality and emphasizing the hegemony of masculinity. 

 

The studied texts understood genders as essentialist entities derived from biology and thus 

leaned greatly on traditional and stereotypical readings of gender. While women were 

positioned principally in terms of emotionality, which was negatively valued, men were 

constructed through masculine virtues. In the repertoire of virtues (while the other 

repertoires were also leaning on similar characterizations) attributes that have been 

traditionally and historically evaluated positively and attached to masculinity became to 

characterize men. Rationality, objectivity, competence and courageousness were repeatedly 

attached to men, which parallels greatly with previous research (Edley, 2017, 40-43; 

Jokinen, 2000, 217; Wetherell & Edley, 1999). With this kind of rhetoric, the studies texts 

were sustaining traditional social hierarchies and constructing a hegemonic masculine 

identity for men. 

 

Furthermore, to support men’s social status and position on the top of social hierarchy, the 

studied texts also resonated with previous research exploring the ways in which hegemonic 

whiteness operates. The studied texts constructed men as sharp-eyed and intelligent, and 

emphasized how they are able to see through the propaganda and disinformation 

disseminated by feminists. Additionally, men were being characterized as someone who 

does not engage in high-flown theorizing, like the feminists, but understands the value of 

simplicity. These features parallel with what Hughey (2010, 1303) has called conscious 

whiteness and simplicity. By the means of attaching negative emotionality and irrationality 

to women, and constructing men through and as fulfilling the hegemonic masculine and 

white ideals, the studied texts worked to construct and legitimize men’s superior position. 

 

What seemed to be particular in my data was its scientific standpoint. The interpretative 

repertoire of truth leaned on black-white dichotomies and perceived not only science but 
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also individual experiences and historical accounts through true-false dichotomy. Certain 

fields of science (such as social sciences, education, cultural studies) and certain historical 

readings, were disregarded as false, while others were given the status of a truth. The author 

positioned himself as a true scientist, who follows scientific procedures and understands its 

basic principles, whereas women and feminists were positioned as impostors, who are not 

familiar with academic procedures, or pure exceptions. This kind of positioning seems to 

lean on the historical continuum, which has typically constituted academia as a masculine 

area (Schiebinger, 1987; Wager, 1998). It also utilises stereotypical readings of gender, by 

attaching rationality and objective thinking exclusively to men (Edley, 2017, 40-43; 

Jokinen, 2000, 217; Wetherell & Edley, 1999). 

 

Similar distinctions between true and false science characterize Italian anti-gender 

movement (Bellè & Poggio, 2018) and some parts of the manosphere (Ging, 2019). In my 

data, gender differences were repeatedly attributed to and warranted by biological 

differences in a way that supported conventional understandings of gender roles and “social 

order”, which parallels with Bellè & Poggio's (2018) observations as well as Saresma’s 

(2018) notions of what she calls gender populism in Finland. Additionally, these kinds of 

understandings were accompanied by explanations derived from evolutionary psychology, 

which parallels with common understandings of gender differences within the manosphere 

(Ging, 2017; Ging & Siapera, 2018; Jane, 2014; Marwick & Caplan, 2018; Marwick & 

Lewis, 2017; Van Valkenburgh, 2018). 

 

Another similarities between the studied texts and features of the manosphere consider 

online shaming/goaling and conspiracies. The former became evident in my data when the 

author identified several of his opponents by name, and some even by picture. He also 

encouraged the reader and/or his followers to get in touch with some of the people who he 

considered as opposing his worldview. This seems to be connected with phenomenon 

derived from the manosphere and its infamous gamergate, where women in the game 

industry were systemically attacked online by male counterparts (Ging, 2019). According 

to Ging (2019) such personal intimidation targeted primarily at women who speak publicly, 
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is not restricted to the manosphere. Instead it is a widely observable practice that aims to 

restricting public spaces and public voices, as Ahmed (2004) has also demonstrated. 

 

Furthermore, the studied texts carried some conspiratorial tones and implications, which 

has become to characterize popular discourses of the manosphere. The most notable of 

these regarded the myth of female oppression. Especially the interpretative repertoires of 

truth and justice drawn upon in the studied texts had conspiratorial tones and seemed to 

imply that historical oppression of women is not a fact, but rather a dangerous tool used by 

insincere and self-serving feminists. Similar remarks considering the honesty and integrity 

of feminists has been noted in previous research of anti-feminist discourses (e.g. Coston & 

Kimmel, 2012; Edley, 2001; Kimmel, 2013) but conspiratorial commentaries have been 

identified as a central feature in discourses of the manosphere (Calder-Dawe & Gavey, 

2016a, 2016b; Ging, 2017; Marwick & Caplan, 2018; Marwick & Lewis, 2017; Van 

Valkenburgh, 2018). 

 

 
6.3 Critical reflections 

I consider that there is three lines of critical reflections to be discussed: my position as a 

researcher, the data I used and the method I chose to conduct my analysis. I will start by 

discussing my position as a researcher, since it evidently has directed not only the whole 

research process, but also has led me to choose this topic to begin with. 

 

Throughout my studies in social psychology I have had a special interest towards the 

intricacy of social realities. I have been fascinated by the fact that same social events and 

objects can be interpreted and experienced in countless ways, and that my ‘truth’ may differ 

considerably with other people’s ‘truth’. Therefore, the problematic nature of ‘truth’ 

underpinning social constructionism (Burr, 2015, 9), has appealed to my interests as a 

social scientist. As I already discussed in the introduction of this thesis, I selected the 

subject partly due to its topical relevance in the current societal atmosphere, but my interest 

towards individual subjectivities certainly had an underlying effect. That being said, my 
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approach towards meaning making and discursive action in this research was colored by 

theoretical orientation of social constructionism. I treated talk as social action, that actively 

constructs social realities and individual subjectivities. Followingly, my position as a 

researcher was also socially constructed and colored by my previous experiences and those 

culturally shared meanings that have been, and were at the time, available to me. For 

instance, the primary lens that guided me was that of gender, since I am located in the 

subordinated gender category within the discussions of the texts, and have also personally 

experienced the inferior position assigned to women within my social and cultural sphere. 

Therefore, to detect those discussions within the corpus that were creating a hegemonic 

white ideal, were perhaps not as easily detectable for me, as a western white woman, who 

has never been discriminated due to her race. By this I wish to communicate, that I 

acknowledge my position as a culturally socialized social actor who will carry those 

culturally learned social meanings within the research process (as Juhila, 2016, 424-425 

discusses). 

 

In addition with my personal interest, the studied topic was personal in the sense that the 

data by large was discussing issues of gender equality and feminism and connected those to 

certain fields in the modern university, in social sciences in particular. Therefore, the 

studied texts were discussing issues relevant to those social categories where I, as a western 

white woman studying social sciences, am located. While the studied texts constructed a 

fairly distinct image of the world, and social objects (such as social scientists and women) 

that form the basis of my social understanding, my aim was to look at the matter as 

objectively as possible, while still acknowledging the cultural meanings and understandings 

underpinning my own position. 

 

Second point of critical reflection regards the data used in this thesis. Following the 

principles of ethical conduct (see Markham & Buchanan, 2012), I considered that as 

Peterson’s blog is publicly accessible online and includes a commenting possibility, it most 

likely is in the interests of the writer as well, to create discussions. In addition, as publicly 

accessible, I considered the texts to be available for research purposes since they were 
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created within the global public sphere. However, it is still possible that the author himself 

would object the use of his texts for scientific purposes, especially when conducted within 

the scientific field he criticises. 

 

Another limitation concerning the data of this study is that the studied texts are written by 

native English speaker, whereas I myself am not native. Therefore, it is possible, that there 

was some connotations that I was not able to fully grasp on, or implications that I as a non-

native speaker was not aware of. However, as English is widely used as the globally shared 

language, and as the audience of Peterson’s blog is global, it would not be totally out of 

place to assume that the writer would want to deliver the information understandably to his 

fans outside English speaking countries as well. This interpretation is also supported by the 

fact that the author himself notes the extent of his Nordic audience by writing that 

Scandinavians seem to be particularly interested in what he is saying. Thus, I as a Northern 

European would then be quite close to the target audience of the writings. The next point I 

consider worth discussing regards the general applicability of the results of my study. 

 
As Peterson’s blog contains several texts from several themes, I cannot say based merely 

on this study, that this offers an exhaustive description of the blog as a whole, nor the 

opinions of the author. However, as I approached the topic with the lenses of critical 

discursive psychologist, I think that my analysis provides important insight to the ways in 

which social realities and social objects can be constructed, and what kinds of 

consequences those constructions might have in a larger scale. By this I want to emphasize 

the basic idea underlying discursive psychology: that even though talk is not the only 

dimension of social action, words impact substantially the ways in which we understand 

and make meaning of our surroundings, and more importantly, that talk has social 

consequences. Followingly, third point worth addressing regards the used method. 

 

As I discussed in the earlier chapters of this thesis, there has been debates around the 

compatibility of affect and discourse. However, I see the question similarly with Scharff 

(2011) and Wetherell (2012): that to disregard affect and discourse as incompatible, would 
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be disregarding an important field of human action and thus a major part of social practices. 

That being said, I understand my position as social psychology graduate who at such an 

early stage in their academic career lacks the authority to make big arguments. 

Nevertheless, I wish that my thesis serves as an illustration of how new indeterministic 

perspectives on complex social phenomena can offer important angle and insight, that other 

way would be left unnoticed. 

 

6.4 Conclusion 

According to my interpretation, the studied texts resonate to a great extent the crisis of 

white masculinity (R. Connell, 2016; Coston & Kimmel, 2012; Ging, 2017; Hughey, 2010; 

Keskinen, 2013, 2018; Kimmel, 2013; A. Marwick & Lewis, 2017; Van Valkenburgh, 

2018; Venäläinen & Virkki, 2019) and in a way, can be read as an intent to sustain 

traditional social hierarchies and restore the honour and respect of white western men (e.g. 

Kimmel, 2013). As modern societies are growing more equal and women, as well as other 

historically oppressed social groups, are engaging more in societal discussions and political 

debates, changes in societal power systems are inevitable. It is indisputable, that when 

socially desirable positions become more easily reachable to women and minorities, the 

privileges intertwined with masculinity and whiteness diminish. Thus, changes in the 

societal power hierarchies hit hardest to the social positions of white western men, who 

have historically been the governing and most powerful social group. These advancements 

will in turn, create what Keskinen (2013) has called frustrated masculinities and Kimmel 

(2013) angry white men. Therefore, I consider that my thesis contributes to producing 

important information around a topical phenomenon, which most likely will remain 

relevant in foreseeable future. 

 

What I consider as the main merit of this thesis, is how it sheds light on the distinctive ways 

in which affects as part of meaning making process are used to construct understandings of 

equality, and how affects contribute in legitimizing, and on the other delegitimizing, social 

hierarchies. I consider, that Wetherell’s affective practice theory (2012), offers a fruitful 
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framework from which affects can be studied, and as a theoretical approach it could offer 

valuable insight in relation the crisis of white masculinity, and other topical societal 

movements. 

 

While Keskinen (2013) and Kimmel (2013) have both acknowledged emotional valence in 

recent socio-political movements fighting for the rights of white men, they have not 

specifically targeted the affective practices intertwined with such mobilization. Therefore, 

future research could benefit greatly by studying affective meaning making in the 

development of social and political movements. However, research of the manosphere has 

covered a variety of themes from online misogyny to white supremacy and acknowledged 

the hateful atmosphere of the manosphere (Ging, 2017; Ging & Siapera, 2018; Marwick & 

Caplan, 2018; Marwick & Lewis, 2017; Tileagă, 2019). Still, these studies have not looked 

in detail, how emotions are triggered and harnessed in favour of ideology. As my analysis 

identified remarkable similarities between prevalent discourses of the manosphere and 

Peterson’s writings, I think that one fruitful direction for future research would be to look at 

affective practices used in construction of such discourses. 

 

Moreover, I consider that my thesis offers important insight by illustrating how affects as 

part of meaning making can be, and are used, to sustaining traditional, oppressive social 

hierarchies. While Wetherell (see e.g. McConville et al., 2017; McConville et al., 2014) has 

mostly applied her theory of affective practice to issues of race and nationality, studies 

applying Wetherell’s framework when focusing on gender in particular, seem to be still 

scarce. Another contribution to the field, in my view, is the scientific emphasis that my data 

revealed. These two features, when combined, can offer an effective, yet also dangerous 

method to construct worldviews and social hierarchies. I consider, that when affects are 

used to legitimize the subordination of others, we are moving on dangerous soil. For 

instance, disgust is “a key device of subordination” (Nussbaum, 2013, 180-184), and as an 

affective-discursive practice it aims legitimizing the inferior position of the other (Ahmed, 

2004). Disgust is a commonly used mean to devalue others (Tileagă, 2015) and possibly 

even the most evident form of affect aiming to demean other people’s worth and dignity. 
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Additionally, future research could benefit from broadening the scope of analysis from 

written materials to visual materials, such as pictures, memes, videos et cetera. For instance 

Peterson, in addition to his books and blog, also has very popular YouTube-channel where 

he posts lectures and other materials. For instance, Katarina Pettersson (2019) and Eemeli 

Hakoköngäs and Inari Sakki (2019) have done discursive analysis from visual materials, 

and similar methods could further expand the understanding of the reasons behind white 

men’s anger and the frustration of masculinities. 

 

Finally, future research should also focus on the affective-discursive practices that aim at 

othering and dehumanizing certain social groups. As I was able to identify subtle means of 

dehumanizing and use of eliminationist rhetoric in the texts I studied, it was still beyond the 

scope of this thesis to look at those dynamics in more detail. However, those practices 

were, and are, by no means irrelevant. What social psychologists have learned about 

dehumanization, and hopefully the whole human species, is that it has far reaching 

consequences. Therefore, it is important to shed light to the affective-discursive practices 

that are creating and legitimizing group differences and inequalities. This is not to say, that 

the studied texts aimed at dehumanizing women or feminists. However, this is to emphasize 

the necessity of understanding the multiple ways how degrading attitudes and prejudices 

develop and are strengthened, to prevent the history from repeating itself. In the contexts of 

this thesis, it becomes even more relevant, because I consider that the studied texts are 

constructing a potentially dangerous image of social reality. This in turn brings us back to 

basic assumptions of discursive psychology: that talk is social action that has consequences, 

consequences we have been forced to witness recently in the forms of violent attacks 

conducted by angry white men and frustrated masculinities. 
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