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Abstract
In this essay, we draw on a personal experience of sexist cyberbullying unleashed, on social media, 
against one of our academic papers, to act up against increasing instances of cybersexism, in the 
academy. Reading our experience in the context of feminist insights on impurity and abjection, we 
assert the need to dismantle cybersexism targeting non-conforming academic knowledge, namely 
feminist. We also discuss the potentials of the cyberspace to provide opportunities for communal 
solidarity, as a source of empowerment for targets of academic cybersexism. Writing this text 
is an activist expression of voice and resistance, whereby we call our community to collective 
action and increased institutional support against sexism in academia, particularly in online spaces.
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March 31st 2021, midnight. I see a colleague’s message that a professor from 
another institution and country seems interested in one of my papers: he 
publicized posts on Twitter, LinkedIn and Facebook. I feet flattered but haven’t 
seen the posts. My colleague soon writes again that after a careful look, he 
realized that this person was actually ‘ridiculing’ my work. I am not even active on 
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social media but my ‘body’ of work is bullied, ‘liked’ and ‘disliked’ within these 
cyberspaces, in ways that I cannot even know of, let alone control. How naïve I 
was. I am still young in academia, I guess. But, I am learning. The hard way.

But what are we learning, exactly? To keep quiet, get in line and apologize? 
We’re taught, as girls, to not respond when we’re treated wrongfully: ‘Just ignore 

him, he’ll eventually get tired and leave you alone’. But, should we ignore this? 
Naivety here would be ignoring the incident, silencing, or changing our research.

As we read the thread of the online mockeries, we realized that the comments did not only attack 
one of our critical articles recently published in this journal (Mandalaki and Pérezts, 2020), but also 
other critical works seen as destabilizing the power structures sustaining the academic status quo.

So, let us begin by calling things by their proper, blatant, unsanitized name. Publicly ‘ridiculing’ 
academic publications as well as the work of authors, editors and reviewers, on social media, as in 
our case, is called academic cyberbullying (Cassidy et al., 2017; Lloro-Bidart, 2018). It is not just 
‘a trivial critique’, which does not warrant making ‘a fuss’ about it, and certainly not a ‘4/1 [April 
fool’s] joke’, as some Twitter replies suggested. This is a sexist cyberattack against different forms 
of knowledge.

We discuss our recent experience to argue that it is time to act up against academic sexism, 
particularly in online spaces, where sexist cyberbullying is becoming a frequent phenomenon. In a 
context where our academic institutions, society and even ourselves become increasingly tolerant, 
and complicit to such attacks often letting them ‘pass’ unchallenged and undenounced, we argue 
that it is our responsibility, as academics, to assert a professional work ethics whereby such behav-
iour is unacceptable:

‘There’s enough room for all kinds of writing and research, without being unnecessarily snide about 
others’ work’. (Twitter reply against the original sexist post)

A recent special issue on online sexism and misogyny (Ging and Siapera, 2018) signalled the 
rising digital affordances of anti-feminist attacks, identified through a variety of terms, including 
gendered cyberhate, online abuse, online misogyny, digital violence, cyberbullying and cyberhar-
assment, among others. These often have dire mental and physical effects for their targets, such as 
stomach-ache and depression, negative affectivity, augmented stress and concentration problems, 
lowered self-confidence, generalized distrust towards others, life-safety concerns, emotional 
labour exhaustion, troubled interpersonal relationships and fears of financial and career insecurity 
(Cassidy et al., 2017; Ferber, 2017).

More often than not, victims are inclined to self-censorship and silence, rather than to stand up 
against such aggressions, especially when there are structural elements that ‘make it costly for 
women to speak’ (Ahmed, 2016: 34), like in academia. Such was also our first reflex: to remain 
silent. But, we were reminded by Lorde (2017) that no matter the costs of speaking up, the costs of 
not speaking up will always be higher. We were also fortunate to be at the receiving end of feminist 
solidarity from part of the academic community, which empowered us to speak out. Inspired by 
related accounts (Cassidy et al., 2014, 2017; Lee, 2018; Lloro-Bidart, 2018; McKay et al., 2008), 
we read our recent experience – unfortunately neither isolated nor rare – in the context of feminist 
perspectives on impurity and abjection (Cixous, 1993; Kristeva, 1982; Pullen and Rhodes, 2008). 
Doing so, we seek to dismantle the language of academic sexist cyberbullying making an urgent 
call to overrule the abjection that this subjects us to.

By naming sexism, we seek to give substance to events that would otherwise remain dispersed 
experiences gone unnoticed, since some people are invested in not recognizing forms of sexist 
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aggression, thereby raising structural barriers that block and marginalize different other bodies (of 
knowledge) (Ahmed, 2016). We remember that if we are here today, granted this textual space, in 
an otherwise patriarchal academic culture, it is because others before us, including colleagues from 
the critical management studies community, have dared to speak against various instances of dis-
crimination, including in academia (Ahmed, 2016; Dar et al., 2020; Lorde, 2017; Mir and Zanoni, 
2020; Pullen, 2018; Rhodes et al., 2018; Tienari and Taylor, 2019). We thus take over the power to 
dismantle tweet by tweet, word by word, the often-veiled abjectifying language of academic cyber-
sexism, calling for the necessity to challenge such aggressions again and again, despite complicit 
efforts to cover these up.

Overruling sexist abjectification, we suggest, is urgent; particularly in light of far-right, racist 
and sexist patriarchal ideologies pervading many aspects of political life (Davidson, 2021), and 
academic freedom (Myklebust, 2020). These increasingly target critical, feminist researchers stud-
ying ‘difference’ unwanted by the elite (e.g. women’s studies, gender studies, migration studies, 
de-colonial and post-colonial studies), often threatening professors or even whole departments 
with shutdowns and redundancies (Ferber, 2017; Komlik, 2021; Moodie, 2021). In this context, we 
present our example as part of a broader ideological attack addressed against those seen as not 
abiding by normative patriarchal structures advocating the supremacy of linear, disembodied and 
affectively disengaged knowledge. Empowered by the feminist solidarity we received after the 
attack, we propose collective embodied action, also at the institutional level, as a meaningful way 
to act up against academic sexist cyberbullying, joining Aumais in arguing that:

‘We are responsible for exposing and dismantling systems of inequality. Let’s start by looking at our own 
academic set of rules and behaviours and how they contribute to (re)produce patriarchal culture where 
male voices, words, behaviour, work and desires continue to be the norm and different voices continue to 
be silenced, (self)censored and disciplined. . . because we’re part of the problem. . ./Time’s up. (Aumais 
et al., 2018)’.

Time to dismantle the mechanisms of academic cybersexism

Critical organizational scholars have established the necessity to fight sexist aggressions emerging 
from deeply engrained heteronormative and masculine ideologies in academia (e.g. Aumais et al., 
2018; Bell and King, 2010; Fotaki and Harding, 2013; Pullen, 2018; Vachhani and Pullen, 2019; 
Van Amsterdam, 2020). However, public expressions of hate, sexism, shaming, bullying, threats, 
mockery and insults intended to install and perpetuate a culture of fear and domination (e.g. 
Cassidy et al., 2014; Cowie et al., 2013; Davidson, 2021; Faucher et al., 2014; Waldron, 2012) 
continue to thrive, both online and offline. These often emerge from power asymmetries relating to 
tenure, status, gender, age, race, sexuality and other identifiers of difference. At the receiving end 
often stand women academics, namely early career ones (Lampman, 2012), who, as targets of such 
attacks, become enmeshed into a labyrinth, whereby the personal becomes political and the politi-
cal becomes deeply personal (Hanisch, 1970; Lloro-Bidart, 2018). Under hate speech attempts 
(Waldron, 2012), sexist cyberbullying rejects different beliefs and ideologies (Benko, 2017; 
Davidson, 2021), using singular instances to disqualify a whole group of different others that dare 
to do things differently (Lloro-Bidart, 2018), supposedly in the name of “science”. Yet, many, 
either naively or more often cynically, do not even recognize the problem:

‘Where is the misogyny or sexism here? Are women immune from criticism?’ (response in support of the 
original attack)
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To which a colleague reacted:

‘When men who are professors select papers not in their field of expertise to mimic from women who are 
not professors - this is not critique’.

When we name something as sexist, ‘we are often dismissed as having a faulty perception . . . 
“I didn’t mean anything by it,” he might say’ (Ahmed, 2016: 35). This puts us in a position whereby 
we also have to educate our aggressors (Lorde, 2017), who are invested in a blindness that perpetu-
ates and normalizes such forms of aggression, thereby ‘sham[ing] bystanders into apathy’ (Cowie 
and Myers, 2016: 3–14) and mantling the scars of our academic ‘naked’ bodies (Mandalaki and 
Pérezts, 2020). Such effects diffuse rapidly and uncontrollably in the (im)material cyberspace, 
over-exposing marginalized populations usually targeted by such attacks (Daniels and Stein, 2017). 
Such over-exposure is even stronger when targeted individuals/groups are not active on social 
media, and thus unaware of the cyberattacks unleashed against them, let alone in a position to 
defend themselves (Cassidy et al., 2017).

It is probably not a coincidence that since the rise, in our field, of critical perspectives and 
feminist studies problematizing taken for granted assumptions around hetero-male normative 
ways of socializing (e.g. Ortlieb and Sieben, 2019), learning, researching, writing and creating 
knowledge, that cybersexist attacks have increased (Ferber, 2017; Lloro-Bidart, 2018). In mascu-
line academic cultures, those perceived as ‘lacking’ against the patriarchal norm (Lund and 
Tienari, 2019; Mandalaki, 2021) are frequently punished, rendered invisible, redundant, silenced 
and marginalized (Abdellatif, 2021; Bourabain, 2021) when/if they dare to speak up. We become 
the problem for naming a problem (Ahmed, 2016; Aumais et al., 2018) and thus are attacked with 
all sorts of sexist behaviour that trivializes and disqualifies our work, and thus our embodied 
existence as sites of knowledge.

In our case, behind the attack to us, as authors, there was also an attack to the journal Organization, 
for performing their commitment to publish unconventional research both in content and form to 
make ‘an implicit claim about what problems matter’ (Parker and Thomas, 2011: 425). Much like 
the glass ceiling and glass walls in gendered organizations, we see an invisible sexist (cyber)wall 
erecting structural barriers against those viewed as destabilizing patriarchal definitions of ‘clean’ 
academic knowledge (Ahmed, 2016; Daniels and Stein, 2017; Schmidt, 2017). It is precisely such 
suffocating structural barriers that our paper and the others attacked on the same occasion (Lund 
and Tienari, 2019; Mandalaki and Pérezts, 2020; Pullen, 2018; Slutskaya and De Cock, 2008) 
wrote against. Dismantling such barriers seems to be a shared need:

‘Papers like the one you trashed here are a breath of fresh air for so many of us’. (Supportive Twitter 
reply)

So, while many do not ‘see the problem’ accusing us of making a fuss about nothing, it becomes 
of dire importance to understand and expose its (often-veiled) language and mechanisms of dis-
qualifying different bodies’ potential of/for knowing. We propose to do so below by discussing our 
experience in the light of feminist perspectives on impurity and abjection.

Naming cyberabjection in academia
‘Apparently an Editor and three reviewers found this stuff sufficiently interesting to warrant publication’ 
(part of the original attack)
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I remember the feeling of giving birth every time I was pressing the  
re-submission button. And he is also ridiculing others’ work. I don’t  
know how to feel; it’s one of those wordless moments.

That was sadly precisely the point. Silencing us, instead of  
allowing our words to flow. Is our work bullshit then? Are all  

humanities bullshit too? What a ‘cheap shot’ indeed.

Is ‘this stuff’, referring to all the embodied labour, pleasure, pain, physically and intellectually 
uncomfortable, but also engaging moments that we shared while co-writing the article that was 
attacked? How can these people reduce all this labour to ‘this stuff’ also trivializing the work of its 
editors and reviewers? In the thread of ensuing comments, we were labelled as ‘bullshiters’, while 
Organization was accused of having ‘zero scientific value’, and the business schools that employ 
us were taxed with being ‘havens for failed sociologists, anthropologists, etc’.1 Suspicious and 
‘dirty’ words in the titles of the attacked articles were enough to mockingly discredit the work 
behind them (we doubt that even the abstracts were actually read).

Disagreement can be productive and we welcome it. But in cybersexism and cyberbullying, there 
is no intention to engage in a conversation, or even in a disputatio. There is merely the intention of 
conducting a blunt and (un)disguised attack on any form of difference, only considered sufficient, 
interesting or worthy of consideration and visibility when it serves patriarchy’s ‘sanitizing’ interests.

We suggest analysing this as a process of abjection, against which we should act up. In her theo-
rization of abjection, Kristeva (1982) explains how patriarchy’s essentialist constructions of the 
female body (particularly as connected to maternity) are used to abjectify women. Abjection is the 
intermediary, ambiguous ‘state of being cast out’, between a subject and an object, which, based on 
Kristeva, through cultural markings of what we think of as unclean disqualifies different bodies’ 
potential for knowledge. Elizabeth Grosz further notes that abjection involves the ‘impossible 
desire to transcend corporeality . . . a refusal of the defiling, impure, uncontrollable materiality of 
a subject’s embodied existence’ (1989: 72; 1994), which patriarchy uses to attack anything leaky 
and embodied, perceiving it as dangerous. Cixous (1993) also explains how normative masculine 
ideologies exclude anything impure, dirty bodies, their erotic impulse and writing, from normative 
thinking and writing traditions.

In a remarkable piece that could stand proudly with the others accused, Pullen and Rhodes 
(2008: 251) draw on Kristeva to argue that ‘at the level of organizational cleansing, (abjection) is 
the casting out of dirt, and the casting out of the feminine’, which patriarchy works against. The 
imperative of abjection is ‘CLEANSE YOURSELF OR BE SHAMED’ in social life and the aca-
demic text (2008: 255, original capitalization). In this reading, much ‘like dirt, germs [and/or] 
bodily excrement’, embodied texts exposing the leaky body’s knowledge potentials are perceived 
to ‘threaten the purity and order of organization’ (Pullen and Rhodes, 2008: 251).

In the piece that was attacked, we precisely argued for the importance of exposing our vulner-
abilities and embodied leaks by standing ‘naked but not ashamed’ in our academic writing. We did 
so by emphasizing the transformational power of eroticizing instead of sexualizing academic 
nakedness (Aumais et al., 2018; Bell and Sinclair, 2014), to counter traditional associations of 
nakedness with obscenity and dirt in knowledge creation and writing (Mandalaki and Pérezts, 
2020). And, unsurprisingly, we were attacked! ‘Watch what happens. Ouch’, our bodies become 
‘those little objects hurled against [cyber] walls’, under patriarchal domination (Ahmed, 2016: 
138). For all the plurality of knowledge that our account advocates; for all the difference and mar-
ginalization that we speak of and strive to include in academia through notions of care and relation-
ality, our bodies and our work are brought to the cyber battleground, attacked, ridiculed as abject, 
insufficient and incomplete (Cixous, 1993; Kristeva, 1982).
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By using abjectifying language cyberbullies seek to reinforce power asymmetries and unleash 
ideological attacks against forms of feminist knowledge presenting epistemological revolutions 
to conventional ways of knowing (Bell et al., 2019; Lloro-Bidart, 2018). They think they own 
‘the rules of the academic game’ seeking to exclude the sensing, affective body’s knowledge 
potential, and in particular bodies deviating from the cisgender (male) norm (Fotaki et al., 2014; 
Grosz, 1995; Mandalaki, 2021; Pérezts, forthcoming; Phillips et al., 2014; Pullen, 2018; Pullen 
et al., 2020; Young, 1980). This contributes to sustaining an academic status quo, whereby femi-
nine and feminist ideas and knowledge are either wholly rejected as subjective, dangerous, radi-
cal identity politics threatening established epistemological orders or marginally expressed in 
academic spaces constructed as prestigious (Bell et al., 2019).

Yet, as Pullen and Rhodes write, abjection is experienced in the body, opening it up ‘as both 
the locus and authority of writing’ (2008: 251) to reclaim its dirt and fluids as sources of 
autonomy and self-identity (Grosz, 1994) and stand against the disempowerment that bullies 
seek to bestow upon their targets. Spilling these leaks out on to the page destabilizes the domi-
nant order (Pullen and Rhodes, 2008), attesting to the ‘impossibility of the “clean” and 
“proper”’ (Grosz, 1995: 193). This converts our writing into an act of resistance (Ahonen 
et al., 2020) and ourselves from casualties to warriors (Lorde, 2017) empowering us to chal-
lenge what one of the reviewers of this piece thoughtfully described as ‘illegitimate rearguard 
actions’. These are performed by those, who, despite being from outside our research sub-
field, feel entitled to judge the scientific value of our work as irrelevant, ‘failed’ and impure 
when compared to their own work so desperately trying to emulate the ‘hard’ ‘science of erec-
tion’ (Höpfl, 2000: 104).

Unsurprisingly, our recent experience also confirms literature identifying academic bullies as 
usually being established (male) professors. Through (often-anonymous, but increasingly explicit) 
cyber profiles as well as ‘manipulation, and exploitation of well-connected relationships . . ., [they] 
manage to escape the consequences for their behaviour’, protect their identities, and even remain 
blind to their wrong-doing (Cassidy et al., 2017: 15), as illustrated by the supportive comments 
below:

••  This is not the first time he mocks research he does not understand. In fact it seems to be a 
habit

••  It’s a combination of hubris arrogance and ignorance, mixed with sexism – here you go, the 
cocktail of misogynistic attacks to gender or radical qualitative scholarship. . .

••  He complained about having them taken down in a *new* misogynistic post he made sug-
gesting that gender/sexuality publications are simply word salad hoaxes.

••  Narcissists patrolling the ‘standards’ of management studies. This public devaluing of radi-
cally different ways and approaches to understand human experience of studying others is 
a marker of the worst kind of male self-entitlement in academia

••  He won’t stop and won’t change. But we continue to rise, so keep writing – and stop reading 
his posts.

However, if the cyberspace over-exposes the marginalized and their knowledge to sexist behav-
iour, it can also provide opportunities for reinventing ways of conducting activist work and solidar-
ity (Aumais et al., 2018; Baer, 2016; Vachhani and Pullen, 2019), communicating, working and 
relating, particularly in pandemic ‘disembodied’ times (Cozza et al., 2021; Mandalaki and Daou, 
2021). We next discuss this in three steps (Cixous, 1993).
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Three steps in the ladder of Acting up

Countering cyberbullying with cybersolidarity: Join the chorus!
‘We are livid about this LinkedIn post, which openly mocks our colleagues’ work on intercorporeality 
published in Organization. It along with the associated comments are heinous forms of sexist bullying. 
Enough! Flagging it here for your consideration and collective support’.

‘So sorry and angry! Solidarity. This is an attack towards academic freedom, critical work, the entire 
“writing differently” tradition, feminist work and work on embodiment’.

Soon after this sexist event, we began receiving a large number of private and public supportive 
messages both from colleagues we knew and other members of the international academic business 
community whom we have never met, asking ‘Are you ok?’ Worried about our wellbeing, they 
voiced their disgust for the attack and their support to us.

‘The type of myopic, narrow and unimaginative research people do in mainstream management and 
neoliberal business schools which seems to be championed in this thread is EXACTLY why we need papers 
like this’.

‘(Your paper) stood out to me and I still remember enjoying reading it. X will probably never appreciate 
this type of research, but you should know that we are many others who do!’

‘My solidarity for you (. . .) I hope you can both feel safe to continue writing wonderful pieces’.

‘I am so sorry you are experiencing this. The mendacious audacity of these people is staggering (. . .) This 
is part of a broader attack-we must remain vigilant and must support each other’.

Several academics, internationally, also flagged the dire inappropriateness of the situation by 
alerting us, as authors, but also the social media platforms themselves, various academic groups 
and institutions, including the journal. Notably, following these reports, LinkedIn took the posts 
down, while some members of the critical academic community responded to the perpetrators 
directly. Before the two of us had even realized fully what was happening, neither particularly 
active on social media, we were already carried in the arms of an invisible, yet not less real, com-
munity. Such caring response was deeply meaningful for our personal well-being but also as a 
confirmation that we should continue, through our commitment to feminist scholarship, advocat-
ing inclusion of difference and plurality of perspectives in academic knowledge, to visibilize all the 
dirty and ‘naked’ elements that patriarchy maintains veiled, hidden and marginalized (Mandalaki 
and Pérezts, 2020; Pullen and Rhodes, 2008).

Despite its materially disembodied nature, we experienced the expressed cybersolidarity as a 
politicized ethics of care (Fotaki et al., 2020; Mandalaki and Fotaki, 2020; Vachhani and Pullen, 
2019), which as established in feminist literature, can only be enabled when different bodies 
engage in relational action to resist normative exclusionary orders (Butler, 2015). Empowered by 
this, we assert that we need to support each other and keep acting up through feminism understood, 
embodied and practiced as a solidary movement against academic sexism and all forms of attacks 
against difference (Hooks, 2000). Because although it sometimes feels as if we are left alone or 
shouting in the void, we might be actually joining a chorus (Lorde, 2017). A recent activist perfor-
mance created a temporary ‘internet violence museum’ (Davidson, 2021) by printing hundreds of 
messages of online abuse, sexist trolling and cyberbullying on large banners, which they exposed 
on an unidentified hill in China. This reminds us that sexism is a global phenomenon beyond 
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academia, calling for a global fight. We are convinced that even if we can’t hear the chorus or think 
that it doesn’t exist, we should start singing and dancing to (re)create it, to generate the energy for 
transforming our silence into voice and action (Lorde, 2017).

Unsilencing our bodies, through this text, is both cathartic and political, whereby we share our 
experiences as targets of sexist behaviour to make ourselves part of a broader political cause that 
is shared (Van Amsterdam, 2020). Only by making sexist aggressions audible and visible, can we 
take meaningful action against their normalization, and against those who perceive our feminist 
voices as ‘failed subjectivities’ and try to punish us for it (Ahmed, 2016: 66).

Acting ethically and relationally

Our initial reluctance to reply, at all, is certainly linked to the consequences of being over-exposed 
within the academic community but also in terms of all the emotional, psychological, physical and 
other adverse effects of sexist behaviour (Chan and Brough, 2021; Ferber, 2017). This initial reluc-
tance can also be explained by certain ethical considerations in relation to reproducing original 
tweets or comments and how their authors are (re)presented (DeLorme et al., 2001; Palfrey, 2010). 
While not mentioning the real or pseudo identities involved, we acknowledge that we have a 
responsibility towards the authors behind them, as part of our broad audience (Lee, 2018), and are 
aware that, in some cases, these are potentially identifiable (British Psychological Society, 2013; 
Whiting and Pritchard, 2017).

We distinguish two categories. Firstly, when asking those who supported us, if we could repro-
duce their comments here, we were particularly touched by a second, unanimous wave of support: 
maybe the most relational and solidary ethical informed consent we have ever received in our 
research experiences, to date. Secondly, in the case of the original attack posts, we have chosen to 
reproduce them without asking for specific consent, since these were not created in the context of 
private discussions to which we participated (Langer and Beckman, 2005; Richards, 2012; Roberts, 
2015). Instead, they were performed publicly on social media and made available to a wider public, 
including us, who are not even account-holders on some of these spaces. As such, by reproducing 
them here, we do not disclose anything that was not already in full public view, but we assert and 
denounce their unethical and unprofessional character. While not explicitly naming their authors, 
we consider it is our ethical responsibility to make visible their sexist cyberbullying, and not let this 
go unnoticed and undenounced, in this academic piece, even without informed consent (Lee, 
2018). Writing this text and using information that might make people identifiable is not about 
unleashing personal attacks against our perpetrators, whom we do not even know personally. It is 
about responding academically by engaging into a formal academic debate, and not in the shifty 
space of social media, to defend the right of a whole community of scholars who dare to think, 
write and do things differently to be able to continue doing so.

The collective support we received gave us hope and convinced us, as also Lorde (2017) 
reminds us, that our silence will not protect us, despite the costs that unsilencing also usually 
involves. Particularly, ‘when ethics determine that the perpetrator must be protected, the power 
remains with the perpetrator and the victim continues to be silenced’ (Lee, 2018: 312). As ethi-
cally responsible subjects, we thus write to (re)claim our right to expose our story, as part of an 
emancipatory and empowering overruling of abjectification. Denying this would in itself be an 
act of oppression. And if we decided to write this piece, in this way, it is also because our silence 
will not protect any other, who could be at the receiving end of such aggressions. Engaging in 
such ethical reflexivity, and even a forward looking one encouraged in digital research (Pritchard 
and Whiting, 2012), is part of our ethical commitment to act up against instances of sexist cyber-
bullying and any form of unethical, abjectifying behaviour, that speaks from a power position to 
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marginalize vulnerable others. Since often enough our institutions, who could have significant 
leverage, fail to protect us (Cassidy et al., 2017).

Academic research is not perfect and should never be in order to remain refutable and debate-
able. This does not mean having to ask for author-ization by submitting to ‘superior’, ‘legitimate’ 
forces or apologizing for our embodied writing but rather use our authorial voices to challenge 
abjectifying tendencies that constrain our ability to speak in academia (Mandalaki, 2021). Our 
work is meant to be discussed with others, not abjectified as Other. We stand up for this journal and 
with the community of passionate scholars who dare to ask unsettling questions, who ‘see some 
emancipatory potential in the work they do’ (Prichard and Benschop, 2018: 99) and engage with 
‘the sort of reflection that doesn’t sit easily within the core of disciplines and institutions’ (Parker 
and Thomas, 2011: 425). It is within such embodied collective spaces of freedom and solidarity 
that the root of empowerment can be found. There, we acknowledge, that ‘knowledge has a poli-
tics’ (Parker and Thomas, 2011: 421), which cannot be separate from the body of the knower, as 
one of the reviewers of this piece so poignantly put it. With each embodied word, we ‘make activ-
ism a feature of academic work’ (Prichard and Benschop, 2018: 98; Contu, 2020; Rhodes et al., 
2018), to reclaim our right to inhabit our embodied spaces and their truths in our scholarship (Dar 
et al., 2020), thereby keeping the flame of critical and feminist scholarship alive.

Extending an invitation (again and again)

We ended our accused piece with an open invitation (Mandalaki and Pérezts, 2020), embodying 
our conception of thinking and writing relationally (about) organizations. Some chose to waive 
away with contempt on social media, while others took it and engaged with us in further conversa-
tions. Feminist scholars have already been acting up and will continue to do so. We therefore end 
this piece by calling to action the broader academic community, to reassert our collective respon-
sibility to work with(in) our institutions to foster a collaborative, collegial, respectful environment, 
where ideas can be debated and flourish, instead of a climate of hate, intolerance and sexism, both 
online and offline. Institutional authorities’ (non)response can ‘make a huge difference both in 
positive and negative terms’ (Cassidy et al., 2017: 12) and even lead to feelings of institutional 
betrayal, whether it actively silences peripheral voices or fails to protect them when threatened 
(Smith and Freyd, 2014).

Academic cyberbullying proliferating nowadays, unlike academic debates appearing in aca-
demic journals, does not engage in dialogical, reviewing processes before publication thus risking 
to reinforce bias and misinterpretation around the attacked work, when not carefully monitored. It 
is the responsibility of institutions, ours and those of the perpetrators in this context, to be pre-
pared to tackle these instances before they diffuse to avoid upholding toxic cultures, whereby such 
behaviours go unnoticed and unpunished (Aumais et al., 2018; Lloro-Bidart, 2018). From aca-
demic leaders, supervisors, academic committees, colleagues and bystanders, including ourselves, 
but mainly those who make the ‘important’ decisions shaping institutional structures and cultures, 
like department chairs and deans, we should all engage in making sexist cyberbullying visible and 
act against it. This could be done through the introduction of sexism-related preventive institu-
tional policies, closer monitoring of academic institutions’ and their members’ professional social 
medial presence, to ensure that sexist dismissal of ‘dangerous’ and disruptive academic work (Bell 
et al., 2019) is banned and taken down, and its authors held accountable to their institutions and to 
the broader scholarly community. Moreover, institutions should provide organized and systematic 
support for targeted individuals/groups and encourage them to speak up, as well as develop ways 
to retaliate against perpetrators, regardless of their status, tenure or other identifiers of power 
(Cassidy et al., 2017). Our schools should also work towards broadening the epistemic grounds, 
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which determine whether our ability to research, speak and write differently can find roots to grow 
or collapse. This is necessary, we argue, for enabling research cultures, which welcome different 
ways of knowing and embrace this kind of openness towards academic freedom, which our work, 
as writers of organizations, should congratulate.

‘Feminist work is here to stay’, as a reviewer justly put it, and we shan’t apologize about it, we 
add. We shall keep acting against insidious abjectifying language, both online and offline, in order 
to keep problematizing c/overt sexist attacks and prevent them from being normalized. We shall 
keep reclaiming writing (from/about) the dirty, leaky body as an emancipating practice that 
advances dialogue, conversation and inclusion of difference to preserve the right of marginalized 
others to expose their bodies as sites of knowing.

‘Maybe we should take tango lessons’ (Twitter attack2)

                  You’re absolutely right, man. You definitely should.
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Notes

1. Disappointing to our attackers as this may be, we are neither anthropologists nor sociologists but have 
colleagues who are, and whose contributions meaningfully participate in the plurality of knowledge, 
which we wish our academic work to advocate for. Moreover, our PhDs, from reputed business schools, 
have never prevented us from drawing on the humanities and social sciences, which are an integral part 
of management and organization studies since their inception (e.g. Johnsen et al., 2021).

2. Ridiculing the fact that our paper drew on tango dancing as a metaphor.
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