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Psycho-discursive practices of bystanding and democratic citizenship in
‘bullying’ and ‘violence’ discourse: combining the micro- and the macro-
level of analysis in lay talk
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bullying, The goal of the present article was twofold: to analyze the contributions of
bystanding practices, qualitative methodologies and discursive psychology in the field of bullying studies,
critical agency, as well as to develop an argument to analyze rhetorical practices on
democratic citizenship, bullying/cyberbullying, following the approach of Critical Discursive Social
ideological dilemmas, Psychology. In the Greek context there is a body of institutional interventions, as
school violence, well as non-official interventions endorsed by the civil society. The latter are guided
social psychology by the framework of inclusion, democratic citizenship and Community Psychology,

shedding particular emphasis on integrating social groups. By analyzing these
interventions, dilemmas related to humanism or recognizing the engaged members
as political subjects could be evident. In the present article, it is analyzed how
educators talk about bullying and school violence, by invoking repertoires that may
disempower the ‘victim’/child, through humanistic discourse, but on the other
hand, may criticize the use of disempowering practices of bystanding. In the main
analysis of the present article, it seems that the constructions reflecting the non-
potentiality of critical agency of the victim intersect with repertoires reflecting
democracy and autonomy, reflecting dilemmas of liberalism. As it is discussed, the
- contribution of Critical Discursive Social Psychology concerns the potential to trace
Nea Chili, 68190’ flexible ways in which social agents create or disempower the spaces of critical
Alexandroupolis, Greece agency in the school community, without ignoring the ideological limitations in lay
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Introduction

Public attention, media discourse, and academic research surrounding bullying at school was triggered after
1970s, and particularly after 1990s, in the context of human rights’ recognition. Within this framework, aspects
of children’s rights such as safe education and protection against violence and injury have been widely debated
(Koo, 2007; Ringrose & Renold, 2010; Smith, 2000). Only in the last few years this issue has been discussed in
Greece within the framework of democratic citizenship and inclusion in the school community (Zambeta et al.,
2016; see also interventions by civil society during the last years - with a particular emphasis on the goals of
inclusion and advocacy). In line with other countries’ education policy strategy, Greek policies focus upon the
right of children to be protected against physical and mental violence, and to ensure their human dignity
(Zambeta et al., 2016). The first endeavors in this area in psychology and social psychology had their roots in
aggression studies (Olweus, 1994), conceptualizing this behavioral manifestation as a facet of aggression -
incorporating intentionality, repetition and power imbalance in the perpetration of this behavior (Vaillancourt

! Indicatively, recent interventions have been conducted by the independent authority Children’s Ombudsman, shedding emphasis on
citizen’s rights; or, by civil society acts undertaking the advocacy of social groups’ rights; e.g., Color Youth Athens; Orlando LGBT+ Athens.
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et al., 2008). Therefore, an academic emphasis had fallen upon individual factors, situational factors, and social-
cognitive processes underlying this behavioral manifestation (e.g. Dooley et al., 2009; Hong & Espelage, 2012).

With regards to bullying studies, there has been only recently an increasing tendency to apply
methodological approaches, drawing epistemologically on social constructionism (e.g., interpretative
phenomenological analysis, narrative analysis, discursive psychology). Each of these methodologies moves
beyond the mainstream psychological lines and offers opportunities to highlight participants’
experiences/narratives/orientations, as well as to integrate critical elements to address social and political issues.
These methodologies have a common theoretical ground, as they are interested in similar aspects (e.g. identity
construction), as well as in the potential functions of invoking particular discursive resources. Along these lines,
some critical endeavors have also paid attention to the intersection of discursive constructions with critical social
theory (Augoustinos, 2017; Langdridge, 2017; Murray, 2017). The integrative methodological approach, offered
by Critical Discursive Social Psychology (CDSP) could shed light on how the micro-context of everyday interaction
is informed by the available ideological dilemmas of liberal democracy, as well as other available macro-
discourses informing school violence discourse. In contrast to existing critical research, shedding light on reified
ideologies, CDSP could shed light on how social actors themselves could contribute, through their flexible
discursive interaction, to create spaces of inclusion/exclusion, as well as the potentiality of agency in their lay
discourse.

The majority of research on bullying, following a psychological or social psychological research framework,
has defined this concept as a perceived behavioral manifestation, including intentional, repetitive aggression,
endorsed by an individual or a group of individuals towards another person that is relatively less powerful,
compared to the perpetrator(s) (Swearer et al., 2010). Extant research has further suggested that bullying can
be manifested as physical (e.g. hitting, kicking, damages of property), verbal (e.g. teasing, threats), and indirect,
social, or relational (e.g. spreading rumors, social exclusion) (e.g. Owens et al., 2000; Slonje & Smith, 2008).
Another crucial aspect of youth conflicts, raising concern in the last years, due to the rising use of Information
and Communication Technologies (ICT), is cyberbullying. In psychological research, cyberbullying has been
conceptualized as a manifestation including intentional and repetitive attacks, enacted by an individual or a group
of individuals, via ICT, towards a less powerful person (Smith et al., 2008). Psychological studies have pursued
an endeavor to define the criteria to categorize a behavior as bullying/cyberbullying, and come to a consensual
definition (Olweus & Limber, 2018). In terms of cyberbullying, these categorization criteria have been challenged
by existing psychological research, considering the distinct features of digital environment (e.g. anonymity, lack
of non-verbal cues, the quality that the information could be easily spread, low opportunities for direct feedback,
lack of parental and teacher supervision, target’s delayed emotional responses) (see Erdur-Baker, 2010; Dehue,
2013; Perren et al., 2012; Slonje et al., 2013).

Regarding the conceptualization of bullying, CDSP proposes the examination of categories, as actively
constructed and negotiated through discourse, and it simultaneously analyzes the functions that these categories
may serve in the local context, as well as at a social and political level (Hopkins & Reicher, 2014; Gibson, 2011a).
In particular, CDSP examines (a) the cases in which bullying/cyberbullying and intimidation practices are
recognized/accepted, or justified in social agents’ discourse, as a means to handle social actors’ accountability in
the interactive context; (b) how available social knowledge surrounding bullying/cyberbullying, as well as the
contradictions of liberal democracy, inform the construction of multiple self- and other- positionings, within
specific social, political, historical, and technologically-mediated contexts.

Overall, the aims of the present paper are:
1. to review the available qualitative and critical approaches applied in the field of
bullying/cyberbullying studies;
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2. to outline CDSP’s contributions to existing research, by shedding light on its potential to capture
dilemmatic aspects in lay discourse; this goal is approached through the use of the analysis of self-
and other- positioning- and by examining how the psycho-discursive practice of ‘bystanding’ is
related to the concept of democratic citizenship in education (Levinson, 2011; in Greece; Pechtelides,
2012; Pechtelides & Stamou, 2014; Zambeta et al., 2017).

Qualitative approaches on bullying and cyberbullying research

A strand of research have utilized qualitative methods to examine various aspects of bullying such as
traditional bullying (e.g., Athanasiades & Deliyanni-Kouimtzis, 2010; Hopkins et al., 2013; Rosen et al., 2017),
indirect aggression (e.g., Owens et al., 2000), relational aggression (e.g., Mishna, Wiener, & Pepler, 2008; Pronk
& Zimmer-Gembeck, 2010), bias-based bullying (Mishna et al., 2009), and cyber-bullying (e.g., Cassidy et al.,
2012; Mishna et al., 2009; Spears et al., 2009). Although researchers within this domain acknowledge the insights
offered by quantitative research, they argue that qualitative methodologies are better fitted to capture the
complexities involved in bullying as well as the multifaceted processes involved in it (Athanasiades & Deliyanni-
Kouimtzis, 2010; Bibou-Nakou et al., 2013; Mishna et al., 2009; Spears et al., 2009; Tenenbaum et al., 2011). In
contrast to quantitative research, which employs mainly data gathering methods such as questionnaires and
experiments, the aforementioned research uses mainly semi-structured interviews, focus groups, and to a lesser
extent, written narratives, or internet posts to certain internet sites or services. The methodologies adopted to
analyze the data also present a big variety of different traditions, including Grounded Theory (e.g., Cassidy et al.,
2012; Mishna et al., 2009; Tenenbaum et al., 2011; Thornberg, 2010; Thornberg, & Knutsen, 2011), Interpretative
Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) (Athanasiades & Deliyanni-Kouimtzis, 2010; Pronk & Zimmer-Gembeck, 2010),
Thematic Analysis (Hopkins et al., 2013; Rosen et al., 2017; Spears et al., 2009), and narrative analysis (Karlsson
& Evaldsson, 2011; Svahn & Karlsson, 2017).

Despite the different methodological commitments of each methodology, the aforementioned qualitative
approaches share some common methodological principles: 1. They lay emphasis on people’s own understanding,
rather than examining the degree of acceptance of ready-made sentences as in Likert-scale questionnaires 2.
They follow mostly a bottom-up approach, where theory is built from the data. Within this framework, data is
not used to falsify or provide proof for existing theoretical assumptions. The contributions of qualitative
methodologies, as well as their subtle differences, are discussed further below.

Grounded Theory, an often-used method in bullying/cyberbullying studies, tries to unravel the meanings
that emerge from the data, to categorize them accordingly and to produce data in a bottom-up approach. This
methodology pays attention to a great extent on the meaning rather than on the form of the data. It has though
the potential to capture the social processes and participants’ interactions. However, Grounded Theory does not
usually examine the situated way in which social agents manage their accountability (Willig, 2013). Recent
research following this methodology has unfolded the different phases which the process of victimization
incorporates, capturing the variance in participant reports; it seems that this process involves initial verbal
attacks, stigmatizing and exclusion, the internalization of the victimization process from the part of the victim
(adopting the ‘victim image’), and then the exit process of this positioning (Thornberg et al., 2013). Hence, in this
line of research, the positioning is conceptualized as a process within which the victim could be engaged or
disengaged.

As far as IPA is concerned, this methodology lays emphasis on people’s own experiences and sense making,
while simultaneously acknowledging that researchers cannot have a direct and unmediated path to individual
experience. From IPA’s perspective, researchers’ account of people’s experience will always involve some kind of
interpretation (Langdridge, 2008, 2017). Although this analysis focuses on the content of people’s discourse,
more recently researchers have started to appreciate that the form of discourse may also carry important
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information for studying people’s lives, following the suggestions of discourse analysis (Langdridge, 2017).
Nonetheless, existing IPA research has not paid much attention on how participants attend to accountability
concerns in relation to bullying. Indicatively, along the line of social psychological studies examining bystanding
(Levine, 2010), an analysis following IPA has analyzed bystanders’ lived experiences on bullying concerning: the
potentials and the limitations of their language use, the moral obligation to support the others, the transforming
social connections and hierarchies, as well as the psychological consequences of experiencing that incident
(Hutchinson, 2012).

With regards to thematic analysis, this method examines the patterns of meaning that emerge from the
datasets. As a method, it does not adhere to a certain epistemological stance, leaving room for researchers from
different epistemological backgrounds to make use of it (e.g. critical realists, social constructionists) (Braun &
Clarke, 2006). With regard to research studying the category of school violence, most studies (e.g., Hopkins et
al., 2013; Rosen et al., 2017; Spears et al., 2009) try to examine the different patterns that emerge from the data,
at the expense of examining the production of data as talk-in-interaction. Usually, within this work,
accountability management concerning the micro-level of verbal exchange is something that is beyond the scope
of the researcher. Indicatively, an analysis following the methodology of thematic analysis has defined the factors
that increase the potential of maintaining power imbalance in covert aggression (i.e., behaviors provoking harm
to social status through manipulation), and the factors that could protect against power imbalance, with friends
holding a significant role as a supportive network (Nelson et al., 2018). This methodology has the potential to
highlight the transformative aspects of friendship networking and bystanding, however, not on how social actors
open spaces or limit them.

Finally, a strand of qualitative research coming from sociology, has implemented narrative analysis that is
informed by social constructionism (Karlsson & Evaldsson, 2011; Svahn & Karlsson, 2017). Within this approach,
narratives are conceptualized as talk-in-interaction and emphasis is also laid on the micro-management of talk,
an aspect that has been not systematically examined by research applying narrative approaches. The main focus
is on the way in which participants position each other within their narratives, in the role of the participant in
violent incidents, as well as in how this is accomplished in talk. Positioning of the others and not of the self
remains the central focus of this methodology. In the same line, there is some research following interdisciplinary
and post-structural approaches, which analyzes contradictory discourses around female friendship, social
networks and online conflicts, shedding light on youth own accounts on their relationships; this research
criticizes the study of genders as essential categories in bullying and cyberbullying discourse, related to
repertoires of the ‘victimized girl’ (e.g., Ging & O’ Higgins Norman, 2016); it further highlights the ways in which
repertoires undermining the seriousness of cyberbullying and online conflicts may re-produce
‘heteronormativity’ discourses (Marwick & boyd, 2014); shedding though less light on lay participants’ concerns.

What we consider to be the primary contribution of these qualitative approaches is the emphasis on people’s
own understanding of the phenomenon of bullying, the basic argument being that the complexity of the
phenomenon requires methodologies that do not confine people’s answers through closed questions.
Nonetheless, the analysis usually ends with the presentation of the different categories that the data yields* and
an explanation of its content. Analytic approaches such as discourse analysis (Potter & Wetherell, 1987) and
discursive psychology (Edwards & Potter, 1992) argue that language is also action oriented: it does not only
construct different versions of the world, but it is also used to do things within the local interactional context. As
a result, what previous qualitative research may have put aside is an examination of what social actors may
actually do when they mobilize discourses on bullying and violence. In particular, emphasis is laid on the ways

2 There are few exceptions to be found, like the article by Athanasiades and Deliyanni-Kouimtzis (2010), who follow a social constructionist
perspective to Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis, and the social constructionist approach to narrative analysis (e.g. Karlsson &
Evaldsson, 2011; Svahn & Karlsson, 2017).
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in which participants manage their accountability, and what this may reveal about the normative concerns that
may inform the specific socio-cultural context.

Discursive psychology and its contribution to the study of bullying

Discursive psychology is based mainly on the epistemology of social constructionism and on the research
traditions of Conversation Analysis and Ethnomethodology (Potter, 1996). One of the primary concerns of
discursive psychology is the way psychological notions are used by lay social actors. Within this tradition, it is
argued that discourse is both constructive and constitutive: people actively construct versions of events, of
psychological dispositions, human groups etc. out of pre-existing linguistic materials. These materials, though,
do not determine the meaning of what is being said, since people will use them flexibly to construct their versions
of events according to what they are trying to achieve. It pays attention to the sequential and consequential use
of talk, which is considered a form of social action and not just as merely a descriptive tool. In other words,
discourse is considered as a social practice, with the analysis focusing on the function of what people say.
Accountability is considered as a basic concern for participants in verbal interaction. People have to present what
they say as justified, rational, without personal motives. This is so because, when people construct their social
world, they face a dilemma of stake: they have an interest to present the world in a specific way, but on the other
hand, they have to demonstrate that this is done not because of personal interest (Edwards, 1997; Edwards &
Potter, 1992; Potter, 1996). To manage this dilemma, it is argued that people will mobilize a variety of rhetorical
techniques, with the analysis primary focus on how participants mobilize them, as well as on which functions
they may serve. In discursive psychology, the focus is on the micro-context of the verbal exchange, looking on
how participants seem to interpret, sequence by sequence, what the other members say and try to achieve in the
exchange, while at the same time, they produce their own turns. Nevertheless, discursive theory tends to
overemphasize the micro-analysis of discourse, paying attention to the local interactional context, and not to the
wider socio-cultural milieu that informs the discourse of participants®. This is mainly done because discursive
psychologists, following CA, do not want to impose their own categorizations and assumptions on people’s
discourse. However, researchers argue that in this way DP fails to answer the question, where do these linguistic
resources and shared meanings come from (Gibson, 2015).

The last few years Critical Discursive Social Psychology has emerged as a new approach aiming to combine
both micro and macro concerns. It started with a broadly cited article by Wetherell (1998), who sought to combine
micro and macro analysis; this approach was followed by researchers who were looking for a space between “the
twin perils of interactional and ideological determinism” (Gibson, 2011b, p. 11). The article was basically a reply
to Schegloff (1997), who argued against (critical) analysis that goes beyond the text and examines discourse as a
mean to unravel unequal power relations and so forth. What he proposed instead was a close examination of
people’s own orientations and a prioritization of what people themselves bring into verbal interaction. He argued
that the inferences analysts draw from people’s discourse are basically an imposition of analytic categories that
may not be people’s own concern. Schegloff argued that discourse analytic approaches should give prominence
to the fine-grained analysis of talk-in-interaction, thus paying attention to the micro-level of analysis. Wetherell
(1998) in her reply, sustained that the basic analytic question that is posed by CA and DP, why this? Why now?
cannot be answered solely by examining endogenous reasons within the text. For Wetherell, what makes a
specific rhetorical move successful is something that is embedded within the wider socio-cultural milieu that
informs the common sense of participants. In this way, she also problematized the distinction between the micro-

and macro- approaches, offering a new approach which studies the micro-management of discourse combined

3 Of course, it has to be stressed that the discursive work on bullying mentioned above takes the wider socio-cultural framework into
account.
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with a post-structuralist view that examines the role of the wider societal context. This approach accepts the
principles of discursive psychology, looking on how accountability is managed within the micro-level of local
interaction, while at the same time, it pays attention to more distal functions of discourse. It pinpoints on what
kind of subject positions are created through discourse, while at the same time, following the thesis of Ideological
Dilemmas (Billig et al., 1988), it examines the different and potentially conflictual ideological assumptions people
share, which may give rise to dilemmas. The latter approach may allow researchers to examine how psycho-
discursive practices and multiple self- and other- positionings are invoked in local rhetorical contexts, and how
they are used as resources by participants. In addition, in the present study, issues of agency and the right of
choice are seen as used in everyday interaction to achieve multiple ends - among other progressive and
empowering ends. As it is analyzed, in the present paper, the dilemmatic aspects and the psychodiscursive use of
‘bystanding practices’ as a social psychological tool are analyzed in lay actors’ discourse.

Bystanding practices, discursive and rhetorical psychology: Applying a psycho-
discursive approach to the study of ‘bystanding’

As social-cognitive research has attested, bullying as well as cyberbullying take place with an audience
presence. Bystanders pertain to individuals witnessing bullying/cyberbullying incidents, with the latter having
the potential to intervene in such incidents. Bystanding practices are related to witnessing bullying and
cyberbullying incidents, with the choice either to participate or not. The state of bystanding has been further
related in the field of social psychology to experience feelings of anxiety and insecurity (Polanin et al., 2012).
Within this context, it is further suggested that peer-related interventions may be more effective compared to
direct interventions of adults.

Although traditional social psychology has captured the negative aspects of the bystanding effect, by
shedding emphasis on the lack of it, in cases of emergency (e.g., Rutkowski et al., 1983), more recent endeavors
have shown the positive potential of bystanding through collective support. Both third party presence, and group
size have been featured as contributing factors to conflict solving, and as a means to impede an aggressive act to
be transformed into violence (Levine & Crowther, 2008). This line of research has shown that group processes
and intergroup relations could contribute to bystanding efforts, among others, in bullying and cyberbullying
incidents. It is argued that the group could be used as a means to support others, but at the same time, to
disempower others. Social identity theory argues that, under the presence of other people, individuals may define
themselves in terms of this group-shared identity, and in terms of the norms of these identities; thus, under this
condition of group-based identification, it is more likely for them to offer help to an in-group member. Hence, it
could be argued that out-group helping may, on the one hand, contribute to avoid public accusations of prejudice
(or in this case to avoid accusations of accepting the condition of school violence), but at the same time, it could
be used as a means to empowerment, as more recent endeavors in social-psychological studies suggest (Levine
et al., 2009).

A recent study applying a psycho-discursive approach to social identities has shown the disempowering
effect of ‘heroic protection discourse’ attesting that the children may be responsible for their fathers’ violent
behavior (Dryden et al., 2010). In the present study, though, we aspire to examine the argument of school violence
among adolescents, not only as it functions within the interactional context, but also within the Greek cultural
context, bringing to the front dilemmas of liberalism.

The present study analyzes the ways participants use psycho-discursive practices of bystanding, and how
they might position themselves or others as bystanders in their accounts. What’s more, the social and political
implications for children as social agents is considered and discussed.
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Democratic citizenship as a liberal ideology and as the context for studying school
violence in Greece

Democratic citizenship, under the context of which school violence interventions have been integrated in
Greece, has been conceptualized as an aspect of the broader concept of citizenship. To understand democratic
citizenship in education, one should at first grasp which are the citizen identities formed within education, as
well as which are hegemonic and which counter-hegemonic. Democratic citizenship is one of the most well-
established theories under the scope of which school violence have been analyzed in social sciences (Zambeta et
al., 2016). However, this concept, integrating ideologies related to humanism, social solidarity, and of recognizing
individuals as political subjects, has been far less studied in social psychology and identity studies - since more
often official distinctions of citizenship are studied in this field (Andreouli, 2019; Martinussen, 2019). Under the
scope of democratic citizenship, members are educated to participate as social citizens and to establish social
belonging. As has been indicated, with particular regards to democratic citizenship, this concept may incorporate
both authoritarian and democratic aspects. Very often, though, it has been related to democratic aspects, due to
its relations to the French Revolution and liberal democratic theory; this conceptualization significantly varies
across different cultures (Levinson, 2011). Democratic citizenship may further integrate, except democratic,
multicultural aspects. Hence, the distinct aspects of democratic citizenship, including multiculturalism, are taken
into account in the present analysis, as well as the ways in which social agents’ themselves use concepts such as
school violence included in the concept of ‘democratic citizenship’. Particularly, in the Greek context, and within
the context of the Greek crisis, as traditional forms of solidarity fades, such as the welfare state, civil society
arises as an alternative form of solidarity within the context of education (solidarity pertaining here to the bonds
being evident in the society; Zambeta & Kolofousi, 2014); with this endeavor being also evident in the Greek
context, and particularly in the case of school violence (Zambeta et al., 2016). In Greece, in the recent years there
in an arising line of research in youth studies, analyzing the functioning of democratic governance in youth as a
means for inclusion (Pechtelides, 2012; Zambeta et al., 2017). Within this line of analysis, there are also concerns
regarding the intersection of discourses of autonomy, individuality, and how they could be empowered, on the
one hand, as well as the necessity of the child to be self-regulated, as a limiting discourse, on the other hand
(Pechtelides & Stamou, 2016).

Although there is an arising line of research highlighting the neoliberal aspects of everyday interaction,
incorporating practices such as the weakening social state, and the legitimation of ‘blaming’ practices of
particular social categories or groups, disseminated in social discourse in different contexts and in educational
contexts, social psychological research has highlighted that this emphasis on neoliberal aspects of discourse may
leave behind other important hierarchies, based on liberal ideologies and everyday thinking (Bozatzis, 2016). In
social psychology, it has been argued that there are multiple hierarchies and intergroup relations that could be
captured among youth population, and interpreting their in-between conflicts, moving beyond hierarchical
relations based on gender/race/class, as endorsed by feminist theory (Hopkins, 1994). Post-structural feminist
research, on the one hand, which has more often been used in the area of conflict studies, has argued that in the
case of school violence discourse, issues of race and gender tend to be underrepresented (Ringrose & Renold,
2010); on the other hand, recent social psychological research and rhetorical psychology pinpoints that
counternarratives may be invoked and used - moving beyond the conceptualization and the limitations of
neoliberal subjectivities (Wetherell, 2008).

In this transformative scene, where liberal and neoliberal ideologies may co-exist in lay actors’ accounts, the
(re)construction of self and of the other in violence discourse, and in particular in the case of bullying and

cyberbullying discursive interaction, remains a subject of interest in social psychology (Gibson, 2018). The
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present study sheds light in the use of the dilemmatic aspects of liberalism in lay discourse - as well as in its
social and political implications.

Methodology and analysis of the data

The research was conducted with 41 secondary school educators (teaching in junior high school and senior
high school) in a town of Northern Greece, participating in 11 focus groups. Their work experience was ranging
from g - 25 years. The research methodology was purposeful, as the participants were selected with the criterion
to be willing to contribute in the discussion concerning school violence issues, and to come from different schools,
with variant socio-cultural backgrounds (Starks & Brown Trinidad, 2007). Within the discursive interaction on
issues of school violence, there is a broader question arising, concerning: which kind of citizenship identities and
political agency are formed, and which are the alternative social-political narratives within this discourse (see
Levinson, 2011). In general, the potentiality of alternative narratives is an arising issue of concern in the field of
social psychology - however, in the present analysis, this condition is not related to structural relations and
neoliberal ideals, but to potentiality of alternative action in the context of liberalism.

Hence, in the present analysis, the following research question arises:

How is the psycho-discursive practice of ‘bystanding’ arise in lay talk — and how it is related to the available
macro-discourses of democratic citizenship?

The present study aspires to capture two levels of analysis regarding the rhetorical use of bystanding
practices and inclusion in the context of bullying/violence talk among educators: the micro- and the macro-
context of talk. For the purposes of the present analysis, discursive psychology (Edwards & Potter, 1992),
rhetorical psychology (Billig, 1987) and discursive social psychological tools shedding more light on the function
of ideology in everyday interaction (Wetherell, 1998) are used. To analyze the use of identities in everyday talk,
the present analysis studies the use of psycho-discursive practices. Psycho-discursive practices constitute an
alternative research tool to analyze subjectivities. Social psychological research attests that the analytical tool of
subjectivities may limit their scope only on the constitution of neoliberal ideologies in discourse, and not on the
potential flexibility of rhetorical resources in everyday talk (Wetherell, 2008). In CDSP, participants’ identities
are seen as flexible and multiple - and accountability management practices are used to deal with troubled
identities.

Analysis

In the analysis of the present article, the use of bystanding is analyzed as a psycho-discursive practice, provided
either by students or by other members of school community, in its micro-context of its use. In parallel,
ideological dilemmas implicated in the constructions of school violence and bullying, and the relation of this
concept to macro-functions of the ‘democratic citizenship’ is discussed.

Positioning peers as bystanders
Bystanding by peers as a positive and transformative effort

Extract 1. If someone expresses his/her support towards the ‘victim’, the others may support him/her as
well...

Focus group X

W3: Yes. However it happens, if... if you talk to everyone, it is possible to change their attitude.
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Wi1: Yes, the psychology of the masses. Yes.

K: To become more suppor...?

W3: If someone, at least a child, takes the side of the weak child, let’s say that afterwards.. the others will
come ((and support him/her)) slowly as well. Namely they may apologize...

K: M::mbh.. So, someone should make a start?

W3: Yes. It has happened to me, you know.

W2: I think so (W3: Yes.) that if there is a chance to talk (W3: Yes.) several children may find the way,
possibly not the majority, several children though to::o..

W3: Yes, to stand their feet.

W2: ...to complain for this situation and to show that they are bothered. That if they do not have this
opportunity, to talk, they cannot trigger it by themselves. (W3: Yes.) It is difficult.

K: M:mbh..

W3: If anything... As for me... it has happened to me now recently... hm, they ((some students)) have targeted
their classmate, all the class was against him, by verbal means. And I talked to five - six girls that reacted the
most and they didn’t listen. A student though that delayed coming at school... she came last let’s say from
another school, from another town and she says “As a third party can I say... , can I say my opinion?” she
says “as a third party?”. I say “Talk..” And she sa::ays “hm.. he’s right.” She says to me “George..”, let’s say..
“I” she says “as a third party” I can see that. That all are against him without (him) provoking them. From
that day, afterwards hm... children’s behavior has changed [towards him]...

K: So, she said that in the class that “she is right...”

W3: She said that to five - six hm... friends, like, classmates that reacted the most. Since then, I realized that
there is no other issue. With that particular student.

K: With that intervention. And as for the students themselves, when they receive that... have you seen that
they try to deal with it? Have they done anything?

W2: The victims, you mean?

W3: Yes.

K: The victims, yes, yes.

W2: Sometimes they talk to their teachers. Or they talk to the school principle (W1: At home..) or to their
parents.

W1: Yes, yes. So, then the parents take on the role of the protector in a way not always (.) positive for the
child. It depends.

In the present extract, the educator invokes a cultural repertoire attesting that there is a positive potential
of bystanders to intervene and empower the student receiving aggression. More specifically, she uses a factual
accounting to describe the case of a boy being unfairly treated by his classmates, being though supported by a
particular girl, arguing that ‘he is right’. The girl’s footing is constructed as efficient, i.e. as an objective/rational
observer which could contribute to this particular situation. The positive potential of support by the peer group
is understood here as a means to develop ‘critical agency’ and to deal with this situation. The educator constructs
her footing as a professional assessing and observing the situation, without necessarily stepping in, to develop
the students’ group agency to deal with this aggressive attack. The use of the phrase ‘to stand their feet’
underlines the potential of developing the student’s critical agency. Following this argument, the educator further
considers parents’ protective intervention (i.e. humanistic intervention) - being positioned as protectors of the
child, a positioning which is criticized by the educator herself as disesmpowering for the child itself. In addition,
the psycho-discursive practice based on ‘heroic protection discourse’ endorsed by the side of the parents is
criticized (Dryden et al., 2010).
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Through a social-psychological lens, the aforementioned categorization open the way to envision alternative
forms of social action, within the school community, and thus building the identity of the victim as an active
agent - in collaboration to the other students, able to move beyond pre-defined power relations, and develop
supportive collectivities to cope with the aggressive attack, instead of being represented as a passive individual
(Howarth, 2006). In addition, it penetrates the distinctions between the in-group and the out-group, moving
beyond the limits of humanistic support within and beyond the school community.

Positioning educators as bystanders and negotiating agency in discourse
Dilemmas related to autonomy within and out of the school community
Extract 2. This problem cannot be resolved ‘within’ the school community

Focus group Y

A2: [...] It's not only in the school setting (.) For that reason hm... I've got the

objection. We nominate it, we fragment it and we talk about school violence. It’s violence anyway. It’s social
violence. Simply a part of it we come and deal with it, we see it within school walls. It’s not though isolated.
I mean... there are not hm... some rules, strategies available to deal with school violence. Concretely. You
have to deal with violence that exists within that, within those children, since we talk about children, the
students more comprehensively. More comprehensively.

W2: And outdoors. At the park [this could be the case].

A2: For that reason, hm... if here, for any reason, even with repression (.) hm with... threat... “‘You know you
have to be quiet, otherwise I will expel you’. Nice, he is afraid and he won’t do what his instinct wants to do.
He will go out and [he will do it.]

W2: [He will do it.]

K: Mh...

A2: Did you understand me? It’s not supposed to limit something in this place and since I limit it here, it will
be eliminated.

W2: °It is resolved.®

A2: You can tell that we find the best way, we make it and it is proximately eliminated. Hm school bullying.
It will be OUT-of-school bullying. Because somehow this phenomenon should be eased off. If it doesn’t ease
off here, it will be eased off somewhere else.

So, the point is not its elimination but its management. The fact that it exists, it exists as bullying in general,
let it go the school ((implying here the concept the mediator used as well as its connotations for the attribution
of blaming to the educators)), forget it. The fact that it exists as a phenomenon. Of course, it's a social
phenomenon (.) and that we try to find the ways to deal with it. There? We can discuss. Which are these

ways? What does the school community do for that? What has been done over the last years systematically?

At this point, the educator A2 invokes an interpretative repertoire, arguing that school violence is ‘social’.
Based on this argument, he explains that aggression is related not only to the school setting, but is also connected
with the ‘out’-school setting, an argument used as a means of accountability management. The educator
constructs at this point a strong view (Billig, 1989) - using extreme accountability management practices — an
argument being shared by the whole group as a common perspective in the discussion (Condor, 2006; Condor,
Figgou, Abell, Gibson, & Stevenson, 2006). By invoking a strong argumentation line, it is argued that the category
of violence should not be interrelated to the school setting, but instead the discussion of the management of this
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behavioral aspect could take place at school; the latter discussion though raises issues of autonomy. It is possible
here that the question of the moderator could be perceived as an attribution of blaming to the participants
themselves (Edwards & Potter, 1992). Rhetorical psychology highlights the central meaning of the negotiation of
categories, i.e. here the negotiation of category of ‘social violence’, as a preferable conceptualization, compared
to other conceptualizations. Dilemmas of liberalism, interrelated to the necessity of ‘autonomy’ of the students
at the school setting are also evident in the present extract.

However, at that point, the context of this particular interaction should be taken into account. The
expressions of strong views within that setting could potentially be related to the school setting in which the
interaction takes place. Participants refer to ‘these’ children, implying a particular group of people, who attend
a school where the majority of students holds a low social class status. This understanding is shared by the
mediator and the participants in the discussion. These students are also described in different parts of the
discussion as ‘uninterested children’, and as children who prefer to work instead of studying. Hence, envisioning
an alternative narrative, where violence could be resolved is not viewed as an alternative option, with no
flexibility to creating spaces of critical agency being possible. The non-potentiality of fulfilling alternative forms
of agency have been analyzed in other research areas in Greece; indicatively, in Kesisoglou, Figgou, & Dikaiou,
2016; and in the case of friendships and interpersonal relationships; Martinussen, Wetherell, & Braun, 2020).

Essentializing social categories in the representation of the ‘victim’
Extract 3. The weak victim - not being able to support herself

Focus group Z

Before the following extract, the participant has mentioned a recent case of aggressive behavior targeting a
girl, with a Pomak background*. As the educator argued, this girl was victimized by a group of five girls. As it is
further described in the above extract, this girl wanted to attend the class, while the other girls preferred to
discuss on other issues; thus, constituting ‘the outsider’ in the class.

K: Mh.. So you see these forms as the most...?

Wi1: In the junior high school there is also physical aggression to a certain degree. In high school, I don’t think
so.

W2: In the senior high school, there is not. If you ask me, I believe that the inhibitions of the primary school
children are minimal. I mean (.) there... they can hit, they can pull the others’ hair, they will push the others,
they can kick the others. Hm... in the junior high school and in the senior high school I think they pla... they
choose verbal means to attack. And as you asked for - for the traits of the bully and the victim in the previous
hm... I have experienced incidents hm.. that bullies were often hm.. (.) Very::y... people.. the girls, in other
words, that I can tell they had a lot of confidence, hm... they were people engaged in companies, they had
their back on girls that surrounded them. Hm... and of course when they talked exclusively to them.. they
were the... palely, the chamo- the chamomiles (implicating here humple).. modest girls who respectfully
apologized for their actions. Regardless when they mean it or not. The point is what they brought out of
them.. (.) hm... and on the other hand the - the victim was a quiet hm.. child, coming from the minority
group. Hm.. from another social class, I’ d say, the parents live in a secluded village ((in another point of the
discussion, the participant mentioned that this girl lived in a Pomak village)).. Hm... she hasn’t the same

4 Pomaks are a Slav-speaking Muslim population residing in the mountainous areas of Thrace. They form part of the Muslim minority of
Thrace, the only officially recognised minority in Greece. Due to their low educational attainment, as well as their low socio-economic
status, they are considered as one of the most deprived groups in Greece (Mavrommatis, 2008).
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potentials because the issue is that I cannot lose class (.) that there is so much ado in the class, when they
((these girls)) annoy me. Because, I cannot attend the tutorial. While all my classmates can fill out their gaps
in tutorials. While I do not have it. That potential. So... she was a little bit vulnerable hm... more vulnerable
to some stuff.

At that point, the participant mentions a case of physical aggression being developed among a group of five
girls and a particular girl. The identity of the girl which earlier in the discussion was described as a girl with a
Pomak background, at this point, is interrelated to particular psychological traits (being humple, quiet girl),
through the use of a psychological accounting (Sapountzis & Vikka, 2015). Previous research with Pomak
population has also pinpointed that this minority population may be represented with the use of essentialized
characteristics, and in particular as more submissive and kind (Figgou, 2013). The aforementioned construction
of the girl is being used here to underline the unfair treatment of this girl by the majority group, hence positioning
the educator as effective in her role to assess, and later on intervene and step into this situation through the
school principal. At the same time, though, she positions the victimized girl as lacking ‘critical agency’, through
the cultural repertoire of the ‘weak victim’, hence, disempowering her own strength to react.

In this way, no potential counternarratives of the external intervention are available - to empower the
development of the critical agency of the victim as a means to cope with the situation. On the other hand, the
group of girls is represented in the above extract as adopting two different behavioral expressions, under the
presence or the absence of the teaching staff; pertaining here either to respectful girls, or on the other hand as a
group of people manifesting very intense means of attacking. In another point of the discussion, the same
participant criticizes the aggressive behavior of this girl, drawing on a repertoire supporting that they have to be
sensitive towards the other girls, especially the vulnerable ones - hence, essentializing this gender category.
Existing critical discursive social research has indeed highlighted the representation of the femininities, by the
use of the cultural repertoire of the victimized and disempowered woman/girl (Maki, 2014).

Concluding remarks

The development of theoretical frameworks and research on bullying has been quite prominent during the
last years. The combination of discursive psychology with post-structuralist theory, as initially advocated by
Wetherell (1998), opens new avenues for examining how these historically/socially developed subjectivities are
articulated in situ in talk. Within this framework, discourses on bullying are examined as serving the
management of accountability in different social situations and one of the focal points becomes the functions of
the different constructions. Since Critical Discursive Social Psychology accepts that the linguistic resources, or
interpretative repertoires might be antithetical, as the Ideological Dilemmas thesis stresses (Billig et al., 1988),
researchers can emphasize the way different interpretative repertoires and subject positions collide within
people’s discourse. In this way, we can examine how use of bystanding practices are rhetorically used to achieve
micro-social ends, but also to examine at a more distal level what are the potential consequences of their use. In
conclusion, CDSP provides us with eclectic psycho-discursive tools to expand our perspective beyond intra-
psychic or visible social behavior, as psychological research would suggest; instead, attention is turned towards
the ways in which social knowledge surrounding bullying is flexibly used in everyday interactions to negotiate
social agents’ subject positions.

The last years qualitative approaches have been applied to studies of violence and bullying, thus offering a
more in-depth understanding of participants’ experiences. In this way, youth experiences are studied from-the-
ground, shedding particular emphasis on the potentiality building supportive networking to deal with
victimization experiences. In institutional settings, as in macro-texts in the Greek setting, the discussion is
centered around issues of democratic governance, democratic citizenship and inclusion of social groups at school,
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as well as on how different discourses are available in these macro-texts. In addition, recent endeavors in the
Greek context, and in other settings, analyzing the discourse of civil society, have analyzed the dilemmatic aspects
concerning humanism and the necessity to provide support by recognizing the social beings as political subjects.
Following CDSP’s argument, it is supported that in everyday talk, the reification of discourses and of social
categories may not shed light on multiple rhetorical dilemmas and flexible participants’ positionings. Regarding
bystanding, an ideological dilemma, evident in social actors’ accounts in the present study, concerns the possible
ways bystanders could step into the situation without limiting children’s critical agency and their right to choose
whether they could react in case of experiencing victimization. The latter, in the present discussion, are
positioned as rational, negotiable and effective, but on the other hand, they position students in ways
disempowering their critical agency. Hence, analyzing participants’ interaction through the scope of dilemmas
of liberalism and their rhetorical dilemmas could shed emphasis on their multiple concerns and potentialities of
action in the school community, creating flexible ways of everyday action.
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Appendix

Extracts (in Greek)

Anoéonaocpa 1.

33: Nat. Opwg €xet oupPel va... av Toug HIAOELS, av HIAOELG g OAoug, £xel cUPPEl va aA&Eouve.... oTdon.
31: Nat, puyoroyia g pdlog. Nat.

K: Na yivouv mio vmoot...;

33: Av K&IToL0G £€0TW KL £vag TAPEL TO PLEPOG TOU ASUVANOU G TOVE PETA... Ba pOolve oyd - otyd kat oL AAAoL.
AnAadn prtopel va (NTtrijoouy KoL GUYYVOUN::...

K: M::py. Omote KEImolog va KAVEL TNV apyn);
>3: Nat Epéva pou €xel oupfel ag moUe.

>2: Eyo vopilw (23: Noat) 6tL av doBei::L n evkaipia yia kouBévta (23: Nat.) Bpliokouv v eukalpio apkeTd
oudLd, (owg oxL n mAsloPndia, apketd modid dpwg vo:a...

>3: Nat, va dtapaptupnOovv.
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32: ..va StapaptupnBoulv yia v katdotaon kat va dsi€ouv 6tL Toug evoyAel. Otav dev divetal dpwg aut) 1
evukatpla, ylo kouévia, pova toug dev Ba v tpokaAéoouv. (£3: Nat.) AUOKOAO.

K: M::py.

>3: Toa - {oa. Epéva pou ‘tuxe topa npdodata € siyav PaAel €tol otoxo €évav ocUppaBnT) 0An 1 téén NTav
evavtiov Tou, e ta Adyla. Kat::L piAnoa g mévte - €61 KOPITOLH TTOU AVTIOPOVOAV TIEPLOTOTEPO KAL::L dEV AKOUYV
autéc. Mia opwg padntpla 1 omoia pbe kol kaBuotepnuéva oto oyoAieio, pBe teAevtaia ag movpe amd Ao
OX0AEl0, 0Ttd AN TTOAN A€EL «EY® WG TPITN VA TTW..., VO TTW TN YVOLT HOU;», AL «wG Tpitn;» Aéw meg. Mou AéeL::L
€::8 «&yel 8iklo» pou Aéel 0::0 «...I'iwpyog» ag movpe. «'Exet 6ikio.» E::e «Tati;». «Tati 6AoL eivat evavtiov
ToU.» «Ey», AgeL, «...w¢ TPlTN auto PAENTW. ‘OTL 0A0L €lval evavtiov Tou KAl XwpPIG VO KAVEL KATL. AEV TOUG EVOYAEL
mia. OAn 1 té€n dpwg givat evavtiov Tou.» ATO eKelvn TNV NUEPA LETA €::€ GAAAEE 1 oupTtEPLPOPE TV TTALdLOV,

[omtévavTi Tov].
K: [Ondte] to elme peg v tdén::n [aUTo TO... «EXEL Siklo» ].

33: [To eine otg] mévie - €CL € dieg ™G ag movpe ouppadnTpleg mov avtdpovoav TEPLOCOTEPO. ATIO TOTE £lda
otL dev dnpovpynBnke dAro BEpa. Me Tov oUYKEKPLLEVO pHaBNnT.

K: Me v mapéppaon. Kat ot 8ot o1 pabntég mouv 1o d€xovtal autd nwg £xete det dtL mpoondbnoav va To
dlayelplotolve; Exouv KAVeL, KATL;

32: Ta B0pata evvoeig;
23: Nat.
K: Ta O0pata, vat, vat.

32: Kdmoleg popég pmopel va £xouve pAfoet o évav kaOnynt). 'H va mav va pianoouvv ot dtevBovpla (X1: Eto
oTtiTL.), 1] V& HIAO0UYV OTOUG YOVEIG TOUG.

31: Nai, vat. Omote petd avarapfdvouv ot yoveig ot omoiol avaiapBdvouv Tov poAO TOU TTPOOTATN LE KATTOLOV
TpoT0 O)L GVt () BeTkd yia to maudi. Avdroya.

Anoéonaopa 2.

A2: [...] Aev eivat Opwg pévo oto oyoikd mepLdArov (1) T'ia auto €::€ eyw £xw Vv évotaon. To ovopdlouie, To
katatepoyiCoupe kat PAdpe yia oxoAtkn Bia. Eivat Bla £tol kat adwe. Eival kowvwvikn Bla. ATA®G éva KOPPATL
™G EPYXOLOOTE KL TO OVTILETWTICOVNE, TO PAETTOVE EVTIOG TWV TYOAKGOV TELXWOV. AgV €lval OPWG PELOVWEVO.
AnAadn} dev LTTEPYOLV KATIOLOL £::€ KAVOVEG, OTPATIYIKEG OTTOU B AVTLLETWTTIOELG T OXOALKY] Blo. ZuyKeEKPLLEVAL.
[Mpémnel va aviypetwmniosts m Pla mov vndpyel péoa o€ qUTO, 08 AUTA TA ALY, ooV pAGLE Yo Ttadild, Toug
HaBNTEG €::8 TUVOAKOTEPA. ZUVOALKATEPA.

I'2: Ko €€w. 210 mépko [Ba .oyvoel kAT TEToLo].

A2: [T auto kat] € edv €5 e 0TTOLOVONTTOTE AOYO OKOHA KOL HE KATAOTOAY] () € HE:E ATELAT).. «EEPELG Va eloat
nouyog yiati Oa og amofaiw.» Qpaia, pofatat dev kK&vel autod OV TO EVOTIKTO TOU BEAEL va Kavel. Oa PyeL €Ew
kot [Oa o kavel. ]

I'2: [@a to Kavel.]

K: M::py.
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A2: Me katdAafeg; TAgv TpOKELTAL KATL EY® VA TO TTEPLOPLOW £O® TTEPQA KoL EMELDN TO TTEPLOpLoa 6w e€aAeihONKe.
I2: °A0ONke.°

A2: 1IIeg OTL PPlOKOUNE TOV KATAAMNAOTEPO TPOTO, TO KaTadpEpvoupe Kot oxeddv amareidpetal. E o ayoAkog
ekpoflopds. Oa eival EEQ-oxoAkdg ekdoBLopds. Toati kamou auto 1o pavopevo mpénel va ektovwbel. Av dev
ektovwOel €50 Ba extovwOel k&mmov aAoU. To BEpa Aoy Sev eivat 1) eEdherdmn oAA& N drayeiplom tov. To 6Tl
UTTAPYXEL, UTTAPYEL 0oV €KDOPLOUOG YEVIKATEPA, OG TO TO OYOAKOG EExva To. To OTL LTTApPYEL oav PavOpEvo.
BePaotata kat eivat kowvwvikd dawvopevo () kat 6t mpoomaBolpe va Ppolpe toug TPOMOUG VA TO
avtipetwioovpe (.) Exel; Tudntape. Iotot eival avtol oL Tpomot; TL KAVEL 1 OXOALKT] KOWVOTNTA Yo auto; T €xel
KAVEL T TEAEUTALN ¥POVIX CUYKPOTNEVQ;

Anoonacpa 3.
K: M::py. Omdte autég Tig popdEg PAETETE TAEOV TIG TTLO...;
I'1: ¥to T'upvdolo umapyeL Kot owpatiky o€ évav Badpd. Xto Avkelo de vopilw.

I'2: 310 AUKel0, OXL. AV PWTNOELG ELEVA, EY® OG TTOVUE TILOTEVW OTL (L) Ol AVOOTOAEG OTA TTALSLA TOU ONOTIKOV
egp elvan pndoapuvég. Aniadn (1) exel Ba ytummoovve, Ba tpafriCouv poArl, Ba ompwouv, Ba kAwtoroouv. E::gpt
010::0 T'upuvAoLo Kot 0To AUKELO VORICW TaL... TTAVE TILO TTOAD 0€ AEKTIKO emimedo, ppaotikd €::ep. Kat::L emeldn
POTNOEG YL TO::X — YL TA XOPAKTNPLOTIKG Tou BUTN Kol tou BUUATOG OTIG TTPONYOULEVEG £::€... TTIOU ElXX
TEPLOTATIKG €::€pL oL BUTEG NTave ouvNBwg €::ept () TToAV::L dTopa... T Kopitola dSNAAdY] AUTE TTOU PTTOPW VA GOV
TIW NTOVE E HEYAAT UTOTETOONON, €::€ TOAV::L TNG TTAPEAG, ELYOVE € YL TAATEG TOUG E::1€ TA KOPITOLX TTOV::V
ta mepLrptyvpvovoave. E:ep kot BEPata Otav TG LAOOE QITTOHOVOHEVEG NTAVE T ... TA YAWHA T YOO -
XOALOUNAGKLO, XAUNADV TOV®V TTOU TATELVE (NTHOQVE CUYYVOUN. ACYETO TO OV TNV EVVOOUOV TTIPOYLATLKA 1) OXL.
To Bépa eival to Tt Bydrav amd péoa toug (L) €::€ Kal amevavtiog to - To B0 Tav €va fouyo ::€ TalddxL,
npoepyopevo artd::o () petovotnra. E:iept amd &::dAAN kovwviky tdén Ba ‘Asya, Tave oL YOVEIG 0 QTTOLOVWLEVO
TIOHQL... TIOHOKOXWPL... E::e Sev elye ) duvatdmta ylati pog €8w... T0::0 € To BEHA TG NTAV OTL EY® dEV LITOPW
va x&vw pobnpata () mou yivetal vidpog peg v téln otav pe evoyAoUve... Tati dev pmopw va mnyaivew oe
dpovtoTiplo va TapakoAovBw. Eve autég OAEG €xouv Th SUVATOTNTA VO GUTTANPOCOOUVE TIG — TA KEVH TOUG OE
dpoviotipla. Eyw dev £xw. Aut) v duvatdtnra. Omote HTav Alyo JTLo EVGAWTN: ) €::€ € AUTO KAL TILO ETLPPETTIG
0€ KoL TTPAY AT,
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Puyo-AOYOTIPAKTIKEG UVTTOOTIPLENG QIO TOV  TTUAPEVPLOKOUEVO Kl

Snuokpatiky moAtteldmta otov A0yo 7epi tov ‘ekdpofopol’ kaL TG

‘Blag’: cuvdLAlOVTAG TO HIKPO- KAL TO HAKPO-ETTLITESO AVAAVLOTG OTOV AGYO

Avtovng ZATIOYNTZHE!, Kuplaky KAPATTANNH?

! Tupo Emtiotnuov mg Exnaidevong oty IIpooyoAkr) HAwkia, Anpokpiteto Mavemiotipio Opdxng, AAeSavopoumoAn, EAAGSa

AEEEIY KAEIAIA

dnpoxpatikn moAteldtnTA,
ekdofLopog,

deoroykd SIAppaTa,
Kowwvikn Ppuyoroyia,
KPLTLKY] QUTEVEPYELQ,
TPOKTIKEG LTTOOTHPLENG,

oxoAn Bla

STOIXEIA EIIIKOINQNIAX

Aviovng Zamouvtdig,

Tunpa ETotpov mg
Exmnaidevong oty IIpooyoALkn
HAwia, Anpoxpiteio
IMavemopLo OpAKng,

Néa XnAr, 68100,
Are€avbpoUmoAn, EAGSa
email: ansapoun@psed.duth.gr

IMEPIAHYH

To mapdv apBpo €xel HLTTO OTOYO: TNV avAdelen TG CUPPOANG TV TOLOTIKGOV
peBodoroylwv kat g Aoyo-puyoroyiag oto medio Tov ekdpofiopon, kabwg Kot v
avamTuln  €VOG  EMIXEPNHATOS YlA TNV AVAAUON TV  PNTOPWK®V TEPl TOu
ekdoplopov/kuPepvo-ekpoflopol, Pactopévov oty mpoogyylon G Kputikng
Kowwvikiig Aoyo-Ppuyoroyiag. Ztov eMnvikd Xwpo UTApXEL éva OOUA OEopIKWV
napepfacewv, aA& Kot pn enionpev mapepPdoswv amd TNV KOWVOVIa TOV TOALTOV
(civil society), mou xaBodnyovvtar amd TIG apXES NG OLUTEPANYNG, NG
dnpokpatikng moAtelomtag kot g Wuyoroyiog g Kowdmtag. Eve otnv
nepintwon twv Oeopkadv, 1 Twv pn enionuewv moapeppdoswv, HmopolV va
EVIOMLOTOUV NOKE SUnppata avBpwIopoy, 1) T0 TPOTAYHA TNG OVAYV®PLOTG TOU
TIOMTLIKOU UTIOKELLEVOU OTIG SPATELG EVTOG TNG OYOALKNG KOLVOTNTAG, 0TO TTapdv dpBpo
UTOOTNPIETAL TTWG TA PETEPTOPLA TTOU XPTNOLLOTOLOUVTAL OTOV KaBnpepvo Adyo
aVTAOUV aItd TOAATIAEG Kol aviupatikeg BEaelg, mov pmopel va evbuvapmvouv 1 va
AIOSUVALWVOUV TO TOALTIKO UTOKElEVO. XT0 Tapov dpBpo avoAvetal TG ot
EKTTAOEVTIKOL LIAOUV Yy TOV ekdOPLOUS KAl TNV OXOAKN Bla, YPNOLLOTOLOVTING
pemeptdpla IOV UIOPEl va amoduvapwvouv to maldl/’0vpa’, péow g Xpriong tov
avOpwILOTIKOU AOYOU, EV® amd TNV GAAN, HITOpel va aokoUV KPLTLKY) 0TV Xpron
QTOSUVOALWTIKOV TPAKTIKWV LITOOTHPLENG TOU ‘BUpaTog’. ETnV Kuplwg avdAvon Tou
TAPOVIOG APOBPoU avaBELKVUETAL TIWG Ol KATHOKEVEG JIOU QVIAVOKAOUV TNV o-
duvatdnTa TNG KPLTIKNAG QUTEVEPYELOG TOU TALSLOU/OUHATOG SLOCTAUP®VOVTAL [LE
peMEPTOPLA TTOU o POPOVV TOV EKOHOKPATIONS KOl TNV AUTOVOUIN, AVIAVOKA®VTIOG
Sunnppatikég Béosilg Tou dLaeAevBeplopol. Onwg oulnteital oto mapdv &pbpo, 1
Wwaitepn ouvvelodpopd g Kprukng Kowwvikng Aoyoluyoroyiog €ykeltar otn
Suvatdrta va aviyveleL TOUG TPOTIOUG HE TOUG OMOIOUG OL Kowwvikol Spdoteg
Snuovpyolv 11 AITOSUVAUOVOUV YWPOUG KPLTIKNG CAUTEVEPYELAG OTNV  OYOALKN
Koo, Xwpis wotdoo va ayvoel Toug LOEOAOYIKOUG TTEPLOPLOLOVG OTOV AdYO.

© 2021, Antonis Sapountzis, Kyriaki Karagianni

Abela CC-BY-SA 4.0

323


http://www.tcpdf.org

