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Abstract

In this article, we outline an analytical reflec-
tion on the territorial disputes that take pla-
ce between 2012 and 2015 in the comments
sections of the Argentine blogs Tod@s and
Boquitas pintadas, where sex-gender diversity
issues are addressed. We conducted a theo-
retical-conceptual approach from Latin Ameri-
can cultural studies and Internet studies from
a feminist and queer perspective. Our work
focuses on a corpus of 5,095 comments that
we analyze with a qualitative methodologi-
cal strategy. We inquire about the meanings
of spatial appropriations and disputes about
users’ sense of belonging with respect to the-
se blogs.
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Resumen

En el presente articulo analiza las disputas terri-
toriales que acontecen entre 2012y 2015 en las
secciones de los comentarios de los blogs ar-
gentinos Tod@s y Boquitas pintadas, donde se
abordan tematicas de diversidad sexo-genérica.
Realizamos una aproximacién tedrico-concep-
tual desde los estudios culturales latinoamerica-
nos y los estudios de Internet con una perspec-
tiva feminista y queer. Nos extendemos sobre
un corpus de 5.095 comentarios que analizamos
con una estrategia metodoldgica principalmen-
te cualitativa para indagar sobre los sentidos so-
bre las apropiaciones espaciales y las disputas
por los sentidos de pertenencia de los usuarios
respecto a estos blogs.
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1. Introduction

In Argentina, the passing of Law No. 26,618 in
favor same-sex marriage in 2010 brought on
the debate for recognition of lesbians, gays,
bisexuals, trans, intersex and queers (LGB-
TIQ) in the public agenda. In this context,
two blogs started in order to discuss issues
linked to this collective, Boquitas pintadas
(BP) and Tod@s, at the hand of the two most
powerful multimedia outlets with greatest in-
fluence in the country, La Nacién and Grupo
Clarin. In charge of each blog are journalists
Verdnica Dema and Bruno Bimbi, who work
posting entries on each blog and monitoring
user comments.

We start with the premise that interest in
gender topics and sexual dissidence draws
participation in these blogs: as you can see
in an investigation of self-authorship (Pérez
Riedel, 2014), these comments can be violent
towards LGBTIQ people and can contribute
to promotion of discrimination. However,
some questions are what are the meanings
that users build in regards to the blogs in
which they participate, what do their disputes
for ownership of these places consist of. How
do they talk about their sense of belonging?
To answer these questions, we conduct our
study from the field of Latin American cul-
tural studies with a feminist and queer pers-
pective that dialogues with Internet studies.
For this purpose, we use the theoretical-me-
thodological tools that the Critical Discour-
se Analysis offers and we complement with
other mainly qualitative techniques and me-
thods. We created a corpus made up of 5,095
comments posted in the blogs between 2012
and 2015, period that corresponded to years
during the second term of President Cristina
Fernadndez, in which laws and other measures
were promoted after the recognition of LGB-
TIQ people’s rights’.

We found that that violent comments against
LGBTIQ people not only include discrimina-
tory representations based on hate motiva-
ted by identity and gender expression and
sexual orientation but also show different

ways of owning the comments section. At
first, we observed that there are users that
refer to blogs as “ghettos” and argue that
LGBTIQ people discriminate against those
who are not like them by denying them the
right to participate and freely express them-
selves. In addition, they mark a “we"” (and a
“them”) and create and legitimize a sense
of belonging to a space that they identify as
their own. They reject hostile participation
of those who jeopardize their sense of unity
or those who threaten property ownerships
of the blogs. Simultaneously, those respon-
sible for each blog observe the coexistence
of violent interventions with others that seek
to converse, but conclude that the blogs fall
into the hands of attackers, who seal off and
inhibit the participation of other LGBTIQ sub-
jects.

2. Theoretical Framework

We understand communication as a social
process of production, circulation and ne-
gotiation of meanings that take place in the
heart of culture, and not as a lineal process of
transmission of information. Communication
creates social relationships in which active
subjects participate, who create meanings,
build identities and take over meanings in-
tervening in the culture, that is defined as a
total social process or a fighting ring whe-
re different people participate in relation to
unequal power (Williams, 2000; Martin-Bar-
bero, 2010).

However, the disputes for dominance beco-
me disputes for representation. Just as Louis
Marin says, “if representation not only repro-
duces factually but also legally the conditions
that make its reproduction possible, you can
understand the interest of the power in ow-
ning it. Representation and power are from
the same nature” (2009: 138). Discourses are
implied in processes of knowledge/power:
the power of the representation consists in
assigning or classifying subjects and contri-
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bute to sustaining inequalities or to resisting
them. As Stuart Hall states, “representation is
an essential part of the process via which me-
aning is produced and exchanged between
members of a culture” (2010: 447).

In that sense, Latin American cultural stu-
dies:

comprise an intellectual and political project
that: 1) conceives culture-as-power and the
power-as-culture; 2) suppose a non-reduc-
tionist focus that is expressed in an trans-
disciplinary attitude; 3) imply a political vo-
cation that seeks to influence the world; and
4) their frame is the radical contextualism (in
regards to its forma de theorization, to the
methodologies used, to their conceptuali-
zation of politics and to their own project)
(Restrepo, 2011: 15)

With this research focus we approach the
study of the comments in Tod@s and BP, ha-
ving a prototypical blog form with an admi-
nistrator that posts content and a comments
section (Yus-Ramos, 2010). These online logs
operate as public spheres where discursive
battles occur that are structured via the inte-
ractions that take place there, by way of indi-
vidual and collective identity configurations
of the users and via the uses they make of
theses sites.

Although meanings, representations and
actions of co-construction of social reality
are defined and negotiated on the Internet,
you have to distinguish it from other media
given that it is an informational-communi-
cational structure and at the same time a
cultural forum where social action is framed
(Jensen, 2011). Think of the internet as a
global space of flows, as Manuel Castells
(2003) suggests, implies recognizing that
there are relationships of power and an-
ti-establishment movements. Internet stu-
dies should take on the task of studying the
dynamics of power and cultural dominance
for the addressing of conflicts as well as the
political processes and the exercising of
citizenship that occurs on social networks
(Ess & Consalvo, 2011).

Thanks to its connection with feminist and
queer theories, Internet studies can show the
extrapolations and translations of the binary
and heterosexist intelligibility nuances that
run throughout virtual communities by incor-
porating key concepts like that of gender and
sexuality with the purpose of identifying new
digital modes of oppression and resistance
as well as new mechanisms of construction of
the sameness and the otherness (Bromseth &
Sundén, 2011). At this intersection of theories
and themes is where our work arises, whose
last objective is to analyze the discriminatory
digital representations in regards to LGBTIQ
people on two pages where the legitimacy of
the recently passed legal and judicial achie-
vements were disputed.

As we said, we carried out our communica-
tional study with a feminist and queer pers-
pective. Particularly, here we followed the
theories of Paul B. Preciado (2002, 2008) and
Judith Butler (1990, 2002, 2004, 2009), who
show the regulatory forces of the discourses
on the genres that establish and build up
unequal power relationships, based on the
physical or cultural attributes that naturally
occur to hide the fact they are a result of a
series of performative acts that support them
over time. The authors seek the deconstruc-
tion and subversion of these normative dis-
courses on the genres and sexualities that at
the same time enable censorship of certain
ways of being, say and do with the purpose
of doing away with the excluding processes
regarding the bodies, desires and practices
that stray from the heteronormativity and the
man/woman fictional binomial.

Queer theories, similar to cultural studies,
offer a framework for the intellectual and po-
litical action with the purpose of denouncing
the material and symbolic injustices that harm
different sectors of the population upon con-
verting their differences into conditions of
inequality. In this sense, it is necessary to ad-
vance in a direction that contributes to era-
dicating said injustices. Here we will analyze
violent comments, understanding that the
violent is the transgression of the prohibited
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in that it marks the limit of a culture and its
system of rules. According to Sergio Tonko-
noff (2014), violence enables the showing
of the surpassing or rupture of the symbolic
border of what is socially acceptable and for
that reason it is rejected as it vulnerates the
values held and defended by a group or co-
llective. The definition of what it is a violent
is itself is situational and subject to systems
of moral classification that repel and distance
themselves from certain actions, beliefs, ob-
jects and people. The oppositional delimita-
tion between the internal and external, good
and threatening, plays an important role in
society in terms of the creation and conser-
vation of a particular order in an attempt to
restore a symbolic order in a society whose
pillars are collapsing into postmodernity. The
comments of our corpus are inscribed in said
context and show that violence is not only a
social problem but also a useful category for
cultural analysis.

3. Methodological Framework

To investigate the social processes of ne-
gotiation of meanings in the blogs here we
build a mainly qualitative methodological
strategy (Orozco-Gémez, 1996). To start, we
approach the sites periodically via non-par-
ticipative processes of observation following
the contributions of Christine Hine (2000) on
virtual ethnography. We see that between
2012 and 2015, 406 articles were posted in
the blogs, but we opted to work with the 10
most commented on examples from a total of
5,095 comments. Then we use photography
techniques and screen shots to collect com-
ments and finally we used a script to quantify
and label them?.

In 2015, we interviewed the administrators
of each blog, Verénica Dema (BP) and Bru-
no Bimbi (Tod@s). The interviews were indi-
vidual and semi-structured and we created a
protocol that worked as a guide (Ander-Egg,
1990). The questions were: 1) How did the
blog come about? 2) Who is it for? 3) What

are the more or less frequent users like? 4)
Why do you think you were chosen to ad-
ministrate the blog? How did you get here?
5) What stance do users comments have? 6)
What is the role of the moderator? 7) Who
is in charge of moderating the content pos-
ted? 8) What is the purpose of the modera-
tor role and the conditions and restrictions of
use of the blog? 9) What characteristics do
the moderated texts have? and 10) What is
the opinion of the activity of the moderator
when faced with the violent or discriminatory
comments and a the possibility of violating
the right to communicate?

Later, in 2016, we counted and classified
the comments using the program Atlas.ti
based on interviews that we had with Dema
and Bimbi, who sustained that in their blogs
there were “two bands” of commenters: we
took their observations and with the already
outlined definitions, we created the catego-
ries “violent” and “non-violent”. We took a
random sample of 589 comments from a to-
tal of 5,095 with a 5% margin of error and
a 99% confidence interval. We divided them
by blog and by type of participation (violent
or non-violent) in relation to each group, one
made up of the LGBTIQ people and their
allies (LGBTIQyA) and another made up of
people that distance themselves from the
first (non-LGBTIQyA). See table below (Figu-
re 1):

Figure 1. Classification of comments into percenta-

ges
Comentarios Boquitas Tod@s
No violento sobre no-LGBTIQyA 30,64 38,98
Violento sobre no-LGBTIQyA 26,81 10,73
No violento sobre LGBTIQyA 11,91 28,53

Violento sobre LGBTIQyA 30,64 21,75
Total 100,00 100,00

Source: made and calculated by author.

We observed that in BP, more than half of the
comments are violent and the majority attacks
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LGBTIQyA people. In contrast, in Tod@s, most
are non-violent exchanges, although mainly
LGBTIQyA people are attacked when there
are violent comments.

Although the previous table (Figure 1) gives
information on the number of violent partici-
pations that occur in each blog, it does not
give details about the content or the repre-
sentations that they hold. We use the theories
and methods the Critical Discourse Analysis
(CDA) offer from its socio-linguistic aspect to
understand the relationship between word
and power. According to Ruth Wodak:

The CDA allows us to analyze the pressure
coming from above and the possibilities of
resistance to the unequal power relations-
hips that appear in the form of social con-
ventions. According to this point of view,
the dominating structures stabilize the con-
ventions and convert them into something
natural. In other words, the effects of power
and of ideology in the production of mea-
ning are dimmed and acquire stable natu-
ral forms: they are considered as something
“given”. The resistance is thus considered
as a rupture of the conventions and of the
stable discursive practices, as an act of
“creativity” (Wodak, 2003a: 3)

According to the author, people resort to di-
fferent discursive strategies to mark their value
stances over other subjects or processes. Throu-
gh them, social relationships of identity and of
difference are established and show in a positive
light the belonging group and the “other” in a
negative light. These strategies are the referen-
ce or nomination, the predication, the argumen-
tation, the perspective and the intensification
or mitigation (2003b). In addition, we take the
contributions of Nora Kaplan (2004) and Peter
White (2004) on the theory of the valuation for
analysis of the attitude and value stances of the
users on the others, their comments and the
processes on which they converse. Likewise,
they enable us to investigate the mechanisms
with which they negotiate these values and re-
lationships are established between users with
more or less similar positions.

4. Analysis

4.1. "Is this a blog or a ghetto??": Appro-
priations of space

In our universe of analysis, anti-establishment
meanings come into play that allow us to de-
fine the existence of two groups, that we de-
fine loosely for the analytical purposes of this
work. On one hand, we find those who posi-
tion themselves on a similar ideological line of
that of the administrator of each blog and that
of the guest authors, where they coincide in
defending the rights of people with dissident
genders and sexualities. On the other hand,
there are those who distance themselves from
the perspective of the announcers. Both par-
ties participate in the comments section to ex-
press their agreement or disagreement on to-
pics like same sex marriage, legal recognition
of transgender identity, adoption and single
parenthood, among others. In these dialogue
exchanges, we observe that there was simul-
taneous debate on the right to free speech
and the right to a life free of discrimination.
Thus, some of the users that we classified in
the second group looked negatively upon the
activity of moderating or deleting comments,
which they called an act of censorship. At the
same time, they identified the blogs and their
moderators, and LGBTIQyA people with the
label of “ghetto”.

We start with text that we extracted para titu-
lar this section:

Andres Sotto a Mia L: what happened
here??? when | was trying to reply to a
comment | get a message that says it was
deleted by the moderator, and there was
nothing offensive in it. Is this a blog or a
ghetto?? [...]

Apart from the denouncement of censorship,
here Andrés Soto negatively classifies the BP
blog for deleting content for reasons other
than being offensive. Hls accusation is similar
to that of other BP commenters, like in these
examples:
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manuel to Roy: that's the way it is roy, they
have censored several of my comments...and
then the homosexuals complain that they are
discriminated against!!! but they are the first
to lock themselves in a ghetto and not allow
well-supported adverse expressions.

susana to Dixon: [you guys] blogs like this
one are created to attract a social majority...
take it... you are nothing more than a ghetto.

In the first case, the user manuel complains
about the deletion of his text and, with it,
his own exclusion. With a similar position,
the user susana is ironic about the motiva-
tion behind the creation of the blog and once
again denominates this space (and its parti-
cipants) as a ghetto. The three commenting
users allow for the drawing of a provisory
semantic chain, that associates the group of
LGBTIQyA people with censorship, discrimi-
nation and formation of sectarian groups. In
other words, according to these opinions,
non-heterosexual people exclude themsel-
ves and discriminate against cis heterosexual
subjects mainly for their religious beliefs, for
their sexual orientation and for not accepting
their “deliriums”, as seen in other texts.

Comments like that of susan receive replies
that resist and put into circulation affirmative
meanings on space and negative meanings
about their detractors:

Karen Bennett to susana: Based on what |'ve
seen, you are attracted to the ghetto. You
are always on it.

Juan Carlos Diaz to susana: No, it's not that
they don’t want to intermix or be part of the
social majority, but they do want to avoid
that minority of people like you, that scorn
and openly show their disgust of them. |
wouldn’t blame anybody for that.

If blogs dedicated to the topic of sexual di-
versity are or are not a ghetto depends on the
discursive position of the speaker. In these last
replies you can see two complementary ideas:
the first, is the defense for social integration
and, the second, the appropriation of a spa-

ce that in ideally speaking represents an open
site for people that, according to Juan Carlos
Diaz, "scorn and openly show their disgust for
them” (LGBTIQ people), in rejection of those
who offend them.

Nevertheless, the comments of Karen Benne-
tt, also in an ironic tone, adds a third element:
the questioning of the reasons that drive so-
meone to participate in the blogs of those
people that distance themselves from the
demands of the LGBTIQ collective. Another
user makes a similar contribution and writes:

Maria to Miguel Andrada: [...] why do peo-
ple come to this blog and get upset about
what they see knowing beforehand what
they were going to find. Are you going to
tell me that those clicking on a blog named
Boquitas Pintadas, that claims to be gay
friendly, that has a rainbow flag and posts
titles like “Anita and her two mothers”3, a
children’s story about accepting family di-
versity, thought they were going to find a
list of the saints? Perhaps they should ask
themselves, what they are doing here if it
bothers them so.

Maria lists some graphic and textual elements
that refer to the identification of the blog
with a space for the LGBTIQ community: the
image of the gay pride flag, the name of the
blog, its slogan and its contents. Here once
again the questioning (and the rejection) of
non-tolerant participation of the announcer
is reiterated, like that in this excerpt:

principe de viana reino navarr to Andres So-
tto: [...] This is how your comments should
start, “l, heterosexual homophobic and be-
liever in a Gay friendly blog demand that:".
How long are you going to continue to
accuse us of being AIDS carriers, since for
decades we know that is a sexually-trans-
mitted disease to which all sexually-active
people are exposed? Got anything new?
Any other accusations that you haven't used
yet? Anything else you can use to insult or
lie about? Buy a dog and take it out for a
walk instead of making ridiculous comments
since you are not even interested in the arti-
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cles that Verénica [Dema] posts. You are not
even trying to understand the position of
people like us who are born with a different
sexual condition which is what comes with a
gay-friendly blog.

In this comment we note that there is not only
a sense of belonging towards the blog but
also an identity construction of a “we” and
a “them”: the first, that they are accused of
being sick, and those that are their accusers.
Moreover, the user principe... positively values
Dema, the space and its posts, created to bring
people into understanding with one another,
the opposite of what Andres Sotto does. From
one place or another, the discursive positions
of each participant can be summarized in a for-
mula where We = positive, and Others = nega-
tive. Who belongs to each group is indistinct:
the operations of defense of “we"” and of scorn
and/or attack towards the “others” seem to be
exchangeable. In each case, the equations is
We = victims, Other = perpetrators; We = nor-
mal, Others = abnormal.

Finally, we see that opposite spatial appro-
priations coexist in regards to both pages: on
one hand, there are those who see a blog as
an open public space, that can be visited and
used by anyone; but, at the same time, there
are those who see it as a private site, where
you can participate behind closed doors only
if you follow the “house” rules. And like any
private place, you can enter to be sheltered
from the rest, something that is consistent
with the idea of refuge that LGBTIQyA peo-
ple describe in some of their comments: you
will remember that they said they looked to
the blog as a space of dialogue that would be
discrimination free. What external subjects
see as “ghetto”, those that demand the legi-
timacy of their feeling of territoriality present
it as a safe place.

4.2. "Come here to leave your hate": sen-
se of belonging

Both in Tod@s and BP, violent discursive prac-
tices occur that close the dialogues and can

lead to the exclusion of participants. In the-
se exchanges, the guiding principle is the
struggle for respect. Nevertheless, likewise a
sense of belonging is disputed that refers to
the identification of a group with the digital
space. As an example, here we show a Tod@s
comment and BP comment. In Tod@s we see
a dialogue between Bimbi and a user, which
ends like this:

EMILIANO to Bruno Bimbi: YOU CAME OUT
BACKWARDS. THERE IS ONLY BLACK AND
WHITE. WHAT COLOR ARE YOU? GO BUY
SOME VASELINE AND DO WHAT YOU DO,
SAY NO MORE ATHIEST

Bruno Bimbi to EMILIANO: This is my blog.
Did you know? If you continue insulting or
speaking with that vulgar, rude and violent
tone, he who will say no more here will be
you.

Bimbi is the administrator of Tod@s and parti-
cipates more frequently than Dema given that
he posts 213 and she only 1. In the comment
here he replies to EMILIANO with a threat in
order to prevent him from posting comments
considered violent, not only for the attacks
there are in this and previous comments, but
also for the use of capital letters, that repre-
sent a scream or an attack according to the
rules of internet courtesy (Yus-Ramos, 2010).

In the second case, the user scorns the blog
member, attacks and questions him for his re-
asons for joining the blog. Dice:

Karen Bennett to Fernando Galmarini: in
addition to showing that you are still living
in the middle ages, could you please tell us
what the hell you are doing participating in
a LGBT blog?

In the corpus we find other comments with vio-
lent content that were written in response to
those identified as attackers; this is regardless of
the group to which they belong. In other words,
if there is a LGBTIQ person that threatens the
values of a non-LGBTIQ people, they will attack
him as a mechanism to preserve the values that
he is endangering. On the other hand, if a per-

131
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son threatens the ideals or principles of LGBTIQ
people, they resort to violence to subdue or eli-
minate the risk of loss that the “other” embo-
dies. This exemplifies the p conservative poten-
tial of violence that Tonkonoff speaks of (2014).

Violence is used to ward off all that which re-
presents a danger to “us”. However, we must
reiterate that the categories of sameness and
otherness, violent or non-violent, depend on
the position of each speaker. As Teun van Dijk
says:

The overall strategy of a positive self-pre-
sentation and a negative presentation of the
others is very typical in this biased descrip-
tion of the events in favor of one's own inte-
rests, while the actions and negative situa-
tions are blamed on the opponents or the
others (Van Dijk, 2006: 64)

The definition of violence is contextual and varies
according to the implication of the protagonists
and witnesses: it will never be said that someone
from the in-group is violent and less if he believes
he is under attack. No matter what, you have to
protect the belonging group (and their territory)
in the face of a danger that comes from outside
at the hand of an “other”.

4.3. Blogging sexual dissidence

The question we have to know who is who in each
blog leads us to interview Dema and Bimbi. The
first thing we asked about was their target: Who
is each blog directed towards? Both responded:
“to everyone"”. However, the journalists identi-
fied the existence of “two bands” and carry out
a classification identical to ours. Bimbi argues
that cis heterosexual people participate in blogs
to “spit their hate” defend a traditional hete-
ro parental family model. For Dema, people go
to her blog in order to attack are making fewer
and fewer LGBTIQ people want to participate.
In other words, these spaces are taken over by
people that offend and chase away others. The
idea of taking over or occupying a foreign pro-
perty are key when seeing how people react to
ward off or exclude those trying to occupy.

We found that 52.4% of the comments were
against LGBTIQ people, such as these:

Lore Zepp: [...] all | can say is that you are
one more of those male sluts that stupidly let
people rip your butt and on top of it now you
want us to pay you a subsidy??? go get a job

mila ferreiro: Reading the different opinions
on this blog what | see is that the only Into-
lerant people are those that belong to and
follow the gay community. You are the ones
that insult those on the other side. Is that
what you call tolerance, that which you ask
so much for? There is so much hate in your
hearts. [...]

Some comments confuse sexual orientation
with gender identity and associate trans iden-
tities with homosexuality, transvestitism, with
drag queening, with prostitution and participa-
ting passively in anal sex, to which they give a
negative sense and use them as a tool of per-
sonal attack to scorn blog members.

The responses received are diverse and some
lead to a continuum of violence. There are
users from an opposite position that call for
respect:

C Méndez to Raul Montefiore: If | enter a
space, let's say for Catholics, | can say “I'm
atheist” like here any run of the mill hete-
rosexual can contribute and give their opi-
nion but I'm not going to go calling people
crazy or jerks. Either way, the cases are tota-
lly different. If a person decides to believe in
supernatural beings, it's their decision. Ente-
ring a space defined as “gay friendly” and
treat people as abnormal is like entering a
space for Africans and calling them monkeys
or a space for Jewish people and citing ‘Mein
Kampf’ ...

This comment also outlines a sense of proper-
ty and belonging. Moreover, it establishes a
notion of a “should do”, that contradicts with
the expectation of equal treatment in a spa-
ce where you call and advocate for a dialogue
of equality. Blogs are gay-friendly spaces and
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one would expect participants to be LGBTIQ-
yA. Based on this criterium, people that assign
categories of “abnormality” to other people
motivated by their gender or sexuality do not
belong in this blog, as well as those that use
terms associated with racial or religious discri-
mination do not belong to a blog of Africans
or Jewish, taking the words of C Méndez.

Therefore, not only does it construct the we/
them dichotomy binomial but it also shows the
creation of a here as a mobile spatiality given
multiple meanings. An inside and an outside is
drawn and creating a sense of privacy where
you can constantly dispute the title rights of
said property. Moreover, the comments sec-
tions of the blogs operate like fighting rings
where meanings are negotiated and limits are
set on what is acceptable and what is tolera-
ble, while at the same time, there is partici-
pation from different people according to the
group they belong to or of reference. In this
sense, offensive discursive practices are exe-
cuted that put the group which they attack at
risk but at the same time show that their unit
itself is being threatened.

As seen, blog administrators attest to a sense
of violence in the comments of non-LGBTIQ
people. However, at the same time we ob-
serve the coexistence of violent modes that
seek the exclusion and elimination of the
non-LGBTIQ discursive opponent via the be-
littling of their persona and of the places he
claims as his own. Some of these operations
include the re-definition of the political me-
anings behind concepts like that of discrimi-
nation and that of the ghetto. The previous
commentary enables us to see that just as
there are those who give a derogatory sen-
se to the web platform, there are other users
that expected to find in each blog a safe pla-
ce free of discrimination.

Along these lines, the blog administrators
desire multiple receivers but legitimize the
sense of belonging to LGBTIQyA people
upon indicating that they are attacked and
victimized by people who only go to the blog
to attack them. People that receive a hostile

comment on behalf of a user tend to be more
vulnerable to more attacks if they decide to
reply to it. As a result, they opt to not respond
or stop participating in these spaces.* Dema
pays particular attention to the comments
section of articles where topics linked to trans
populations are addressed to see that they at-
tack them using pronouns that do not respect
their genders. She said she could understand
the hurtful that this could be to trans people
when a commenting user refers to her insis-
ting on using masculine pronouns.

The existence of a group of haters is similar to
that of users that denounce the existence of
organized commenting users or trolls, figure
that intentionally spread false rumors, trans-
mits personal attacks and deviates topics of
discussion that the authors of web content
propose (Myers, 2010).

One user says to another:

Josedelbarrio to claudiogn: [...] you show
that, as a good troll, the only thing you are
interested in is attacking and confusing. There
is really no point arguing with trolls, since the
constructive dialogue in not the purpose of
their participation in a forum, but at least it is
constructive expose them as such.

Josedelbarrio suggests that the objective of
the trolls’ comments is not to converse but to
bother others. But we could complete his sta-
tement by adding:

Included in the direct effects of cyberattac-
ks are inhibition and self-censorship that is
not only direct, that is to say, of the people
attacked, but also the disciplining of the en-
vironment as a result of a lesson, that is pro-
duced in people who agree or think simi-
larly to the position of the attacked. [...] In
this sense, the cyberattacks operate a moral
economy that aims to directly or indirectly
dissuade the posting or sharing of discour-
ses considered unwanted, to the point that
their circulation would provoke harassment.
The discipline sought by the cybertroops is
silence or changing the topic of discussion
(Amnesty International, 2018: 8)
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Moreover, according to Majid KhosraviNik
(2017: 593), the problematic appropriations of
digital public space lead to the installation and
consolidation of a type of discourse. In the case
of the users that are described as trolls, the
discourse that disseminate is not only cis he-
terosexist but also one that positions them as
victims of LGBTIQ people: these are intolerant,
discriminatory, violent, sick, perverse and selfi-
sh people that represent the end of the values
of a “normal” society. As Bimbi said in the in-
terview, the activity of these commenting users
inhibits the participation of the rest and for this
reason the blogs are appropriated by haters.
This sentence allows us to catch a glimpse of
the vision of the blogger of who for him are
those who have the right to use the blog: LGB-
TIQyA people.

5. Conclusions

This investigation analyzed how meanings for
denomination and appropriation of daily Ar-
gentine blogs are disputed. We found that the
responses to the questions for the senses of
belonging to the blogs are interchanging and
that the notions of property are constantly
questioned by discussing the right of perma-
nence and pertinence in each blog. We noted
that on neither of the sites there is consensus
on who are the owners of each site: those who
give themselves the right of ownership do
everything possible to inhibit or destroy the
participation of those that invade foreign terri-
tory via attacks, insults and other strategies to
belittle discursive opponents.

While some users hold discourses that contri-
buted to the inequality of the LGBTIQ people
via the use of name calling and disparaging
preaching in regards to them and the spaces
they called their own, likewise people of that
collective at times responded with violent com-
mentaries to defend themselves from hostile
comments they received and attack others. In
both cases, the “others” were the face of evil,
of risk or threat: the evaluation of their poten-
tial danger justified the taking of violent mea-

sures to soften or eliminate said danger. They
were the cis heterosexual users on one side,
and the sexual dissidents on the other. It was
argued that the first wanted to diminish the
rights established by the LGBTIQ population,
while it was said that the latter sought out laws
that gave the privileges at the cost of the rest
of society.

The novelty of this study regarding a previous
investigation (Pérez Riedel, 2014) is that now
the assertion as victims of oppression that
formed part of the political struggles of the
LGBTIQ movements is reappropriated by the
people that distance themselves from the co-
llective and they subvert it in a way that, ac-
cording to their discourse, they become those
that suffer discrimination. In other words, in
some comments the meanings of victim/ag-
gressor are reversed and they claim that ho-
mosexual people are attacking and violating
the rights of those who are not. All this is done
with the purpose of implementing a morality
against-nature as a normal option that circu-
lates in different ways among society, one of
them being the creation of these blogs in digi-
tal press. Some conservative religious sectors
even refer to the propagation of a “gender
ideology” at the hand of the gay lobby, that
distorts language, truth and justice to show
“gay marriage” or homosexual marriage in a
favorable light, while at the same time it dis-
tances society from nature and of the word
and will of God (Monedero, 2016).

The comments sections of these sites are set
up as spaces of hetero and homo resistance
in that the users negotiate meanings that put
the legitimacy of their identities, rights, and
complaints into dispute. But these processes
go hand in hand with discursive mechanisms
of positive and negative evaluation of the
processes, events and subjects on which they
write, and that define the social limits of the
acceptable, the good, the just and the desira-
ble. In this set of meanings, social change is
promoted and resisted. In terms of the blogs,
users exercise their citizen participation. Each
commentary, whether explicitly or implicitly,
proposes meanings of equality, justice and
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democracy. Here, recognition of denial of the
LGBTIQ collective rights operates in harmony
with opening or closing processes of the geo-
graphic material and symbolic borders that
validate or invalidate them in the personal
and political realms when commenting on the
internet.

Notes

1. For example, the Law of Gender Identity (No.
26,743/2012) givea access to registration changes
for legal recognition of gender for transsexuals
and provides the possibility to receive free hor-
mone and surgical treatment; Nation Law No.
26,791/2012 modifies Article 80 of the Argentine
Penal Code to address hate crimes based on gen-
der, sexual orientation, gender identity and its ex-
pression; the Law of Cupo Laboral Trans of the Pro-
vince of Buenos Aires (No. 14,783/2015) and the
Law of the City of Buenos Aires against Discrimina-
tion (No. 5,261/2015). In those years the possibility
of updating the Law Punishing Discriminatory Acts
(No. 23,592/1988) was debated in order to inclu-
de discrimination of sexual orientation and identity
and gender expression. Also national educational
workshops were held and promoted for teachers
on integral sexual education. During the Fernan-
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