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Abstract: This article examines anti-woke rhetoric as a contemporary 

form of social interpretation situated between critique and conspiracy discourse. 
Drawing on critical theory and recent work on conspiracy culture and the digital 
public sphere, it argues that anti-woke discourse often does more than oppose 
particular claims about gender, rights or political correctness. It constructs a 
political ontology in which social change is imagined as the effect of hidden 
design, abstract domination is personified as intentional agency and critique is 
recast as revelation. The article develops this argument through a qualitative, 
critical-theoretical reading of eight Greek public interventions published between 
2024 and 2025, treating them not as representative of the Greek public sphere 
but as an exemplary corpus in which broader semantic patterns become visible. 
It shows how the ‘woke agenda’ functions as a flexible signifier that gathers 
heterogeneous anxieties about science, freedom and social cohesion into a unified 
figure of threat. The article’s contribution is primarily conceptual: it clarifies how 
anti-woke rhetoric may reproduce heteronomy, moralise conflict and transform 
complex social mediation into a conspiratorial narrative of imposed cultural 
crisis. 
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Introduction 
In the contemporary environment of multiple uncertainties, public 

debate around gender, rights, political correctness and identities is 
increasingly organised through unstable, conflictual and highly charged 
concepts. Among these, the term ‘woke’ occupies a privileged position. From 
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a marker of social alertness and sensitivity towards forms of oppression, it 
is increasingly transformed, especially within reactionary and conservative 
public discourse, into a signifier that gathers heterogeneous value shifts and 
cultural conflicts into a unified and threatening form. On the basis of this 
shift, the so-called ‘woke agenda’ appears not merely as a mistaken 
ideological orientation, but as a mechanism of social control, an instrument 
of censorship, a vehicle of cultural destabilisation and the bearer of a new 
form of normative imposition. 

This dynamic does not emerge in a historical vacuum. The 
strengthening of anti-scientific or pseudo-scientific narratives, together 
with the erosion of trust in institutions of knowledge, has produced an 
environment in which scientific and social complexity recedes before 
schematic, slogan-like and affectively charged interpretations.1 At the same 
time, the contemporary prominence of anti-woke discourse can be situated 
within a broader context of cultural backlash, in which anxieties over 
liberalisation, diversity, gender norms, minority rights and cultural 
pluralism are reorganised through defensive, often authoritarian, claims to 
order, tradition and common sense.2 In this context, woke culture is 
frequently framed as responsible for the distortion of reality, the departure 
from science, the weakening of freedom of expression and the erosion of 
social cohesion. Criticism of the ‘woke agenda’ thus appears as a defence of 
reason, normality and truth, while in practice it often constructs an 
interpretive schema that personifies power, recasts social conflict in moral 
terms and dramatically simplifies social reality.3 

The Greek case is particularly useful because anti-woke discourse does 
not emerge from a single ideological location. It is articulated across 
conservative, religious, liberal, nationalist and, at times, left-critical or anti-
identitarian vocabularies. This dispersion allows the article to examine anti-
woke rhetoric not merely as a partisan lexicon, but as a broader interpretive 
form through which anxieties about modernisation, national culture, 
science, rights, tradition and social cohesion are reorganised. The Greek 
public sphere is therefore not treated here as an isolated or localized case, 
but as a situated field in which wider transnational culture-war vocabularies 
are translated, adapted and reassembled through local ideological 

 
1 Cf. Tom Nichols, The Death of Expertise: The Campaign against Established 

Knowledge and Why It Matters (New York: Oxford University Press, 2017). 
2 Cf. Pippa Norris and Ronald Inglehart, Cultural Backlash: Trump, Brexit, and 

Authoritarian Populism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019); Ruth Wodak, 
The Politics of Fear: The Shameless Normalization of Far-Right Discourse, 2nd ed. 
(London: SAGE, 2021). 

3 Cf. Lee McIntyre, Post-Truth (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2018); Jan-Werner 
Müller, What Is Populism? (London: Penguin Books, 2017); Jason Stanley, How Fascism 
Works: The Politics of Us and Them (New York: Random House, 2018). 
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traditions, religious idioms, national-cultural concerns and anxieties about 
social transformation. The interest of the case lies precisely in this 
articulation: ‘woke culture’ becomes a flexible object through which 
different political and moral concerns can be rendered legible as aspects of 
a single crisis. 

The present article seeks to analyse this logic by focusing on selected 
public interventions in the Greek public sphere which, for the most part, 
treat woke culture as an imposed agenda of social control and ideological 
manipulation.4 The aim is not simply to assess the content of these 
interventions, but to examine the social ontology that underlies them: how 
power is conceived as an invisible yet unified centre; how social change is 
interpreted as the product of design; and how criticism of ‘woke logic’ often 
assumes the form of revelatory diagnosis. 

Methodologically, the article proceeds through a qualitative discourse-
theoretical reading of eight selected Greek public interventions published 
between 2024 and 2025. The texts were selected because they explicitly 
address woke culture, political correctness, ‘rightsism’ – a polemical 
critique of rights-centred politics – or the so-called ‘woke agenda’, and 
because they circulate within recognisable public platforms of commentary, 
journalism, religious intervention or politico-cultural analysis. The analysis 
does not claim to provide a representative quantitative mapping of Greek 
public opinion, nor does it seek to measure the prevalence of anti-woke 
attitudes in society. Rather, it reconstructs recurring semantic patterns 

 
4 For the selected interventions, see Panagiotis Christias, ‘Dikaiomatismos (Woke 

Culture) [Rightsism (Woke Culture)]’, I Kathimerini Cyprus, 6/1/2025, 
https://www.kathimerini.com.cy/gr/apopseis/arthrografia/panagiwtis-xristias/1-
dikaiomatismos-woke-culture; Giorgos Karabelias, ‘WOKE: Bellum Omnium Contra 
Omnes (Polemos Olon Enantion Olon) [WOKE: Bellum Omnium Contra Omnes (War of 
All Against All)]’, HuffPost Greece, 30/6/2024,  
https://www.huffingtonpost.gr/kinonia/woke-bellum-omnium-contra-omnes-polemos-
olon-enantion-olon/; Panos Kazakos, ‘Apo tin Anaptyxi stin Afypnisi (Wokeness) [From 
Development to Awakening (Wokeness)]’, The Books’ Journal, 4/5/2024, 
https://booksjournal.gr/paremvaseis/4852-apo-tin-anaptyksi-stin-afypnisi-wokeness; 
Metropolitan of Messinia Chrysostomos, ‘Ichnilatontas tin Woke Atzenta [Tracing the 
Woke Agenda]’, Orthodoxia.info, 2/9/2024, https://orthodoxia.info/news/ichnilatontas-
tin-woke-atzenta/; Thanasis N. Papathanasiou, ‘Apoikismeni Aristera [Colonised Left]’, 
Efimerida ton Syntakton, 18/8/2024,  

https://www.efsyn.gr/nisides/443495_apoikismeni-aristera; Kostas Theologou, 
‘French Theory kai Woke Atzenta [French Theory and the Woke Agenda]’, HuffPost Greece, 
24/11/2024, https://www.huffingtonpost.gr/kinonia/french-theory-ke-woke-
atzenta/; Kostas Theologou, ‘Woke Culture: I Varvarotita tis “Sostis Plevras” tis Istorias 
[Woke Culture: The Barbarism of the “Right Side” of History]’, Ardin–Rixi, 25/4/2024, 
https://ardin-rixi.gr/archives/256664; Nikolaos Varotsis, ‘Gyalinoi Pyrgoi kai 
Pragmatikotita! [Glass Towers and Reality!]’, Metarithmisi, 1/8/2024, 
https://www.metarithmisi.gr/content/gualinoi-purgoi-kai-pragmatikoteta. 
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through which anti-woke discourse configures power, social change, truth, 
conflict and collective agency. The analysis focuses in particular on 
recurrent metaphors, causal attributions, enemy constructions, 
representations of power and forms of moral-political boundary drawing. 
The selected interventions are therefore treated as public discursive 
materials that make visible a broader interpretive grammar: one in which 
heterogeneous social transformations are gathered under the figure of a 
unified ideological threat. 

The central working hypothesis is that Greek anti-woke rhetoric is not 
merely a conservative reaction against new forms of social recognition, but 
a broader form of conspiratorial imagination. Despite its rhetoric of 
contesting dominant powers, the approaches in question often fail to 
produce a substantive critique of social domination, instead transforming 
social analysis into a narrative of hidden agendas. In this way, critique does 
not necessarily lead to the demystification of power; on the contrary, it may 
reproduce its mystification in a more recognisable and politically charged 
form. The article contributes to current debates on conspiracy discourse, 
culture wars and democratic publicness by showing how anti-woke rhetoric 
can operate not only as ideological reaction, but as a mode of social 
ontology: a way of imagining power, causality, agency and the limits of 
political conflict. 

 
Fetishism, Alienation and the Conspiratorial Logic of the 

Woke Agenda 
The analysis of anti-woke rhetoric can be clarified through the 

theoretical resources of critical theory and the critique of political economy. 
In Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 18445 and Capital6, Karl Marx 
conceptualizes alienation and fetishism not as external distortions imposed 
upon social life, but as historically specific forms of social relation in which 
human activity confronts its producers as an alien and apparently 
autonomous force. Social pathology, in this sense, is not simply imposed 
‘from outside’; rather, it is reproduced immanently through the very 
practices that constitute socio-historical reality. In the same direction, in the 
Theses on Feuerbach7, Marx insists that the human essence is not an 
abstract property of the individual, but the ensemble of social relations. The 
production of reality is therefore located in social practice itself, rather than 

 
5 Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844 (1844; Mineola, NY: 

Dover Publications, 2007). 
6 Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy, Volume 1 (1867; London: 

Penguin Books, 1990). 
7 Karl Marx, ‘Theses on Feuerbach’, in Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Collected 

Works, Vol. 5: Marx and Engels, 1845–47 (1845; New York: International Publishers, 
1976), pp. 3–5. 
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in any transcendent or purely subjective domain. From this perspective, 
ideological formations – such as anti-woke rhetoric – must be understood 
not merely as mistaken beliefs or manipulative discourses, but as 
expressions of underlying social relations that are actively reproduced 
through everyday practices. As such, they participate in the reproduction of 
a social order whose contradictions they simultaneously obscure and 
articulate. 

From this perspective, conspiratorial thought constitutes a peculiar 
evasion of the process of critique. Where critical theory turns towards 
abstract, impersonal and historically mediated forms of domination, 
conspiratorial logic displaces the interpretation of power onto the level of 
intentions, secret plans and invisible mechanisms.8 Michael Barkun’s9 
analysis of conspiracy culture is particularly useful here, since it shows how 
conspiratorial worldviews tend to connect otherwise heterogeneous events, 
actors and anxieties into overarching patterns of hidden coordination. 
Similarly, Jaron Harambam’s10 account of contemporary conspiracy culture 
highlights the extent to which conspiracy theories often gain force in 
contexts of epistemic instability, where established authorities of knowledge 
are distrusted and alternative interpretive communities acquire social and 
affective significance. Anti-woke rhetoric can be situated within this broader 
field: it does not merely express disagreement with particular claims about 
rights, gender or language, but offers a totalising explanatory form through 
which uncertainty becomes readable as design. 

The ‘woke agenda’ thus appears not as the name of an ambiguous and 
internally differentiated historical transformation, but as the condensation 
point of an already presupposed threat. Educational, political, media and 
cultural processes, instead of being analysed as contradictory fields of social 
mediation, are narratively unified into a schema of directed imposition. Yet 
this personification of power, however narratively effective it may be, 
remains unable to grasp the immanent and impersonal dimension of social 
forms of domination. It converts historically mediated social processes into 
the presumed effects of agency, intention and control. 

The same problematic is further developed by the first generation of 
thinkers associated with the Frankfurt School. In Dialectic of 

 
8 Mark Fenster, Conspiracy Theories: Secrecy and Power in American Culture 

(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2008); Nancy L. Rosenblum and Russell 
Muirhead, A Lot of People Are Saying: The New Conspiracism and the Assault on 
Democracy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2019). 

9 Michael Barkun, A Culture of Conspiracy: Apocalyptic Visions in Contemporary 
America, 2nd ed. (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2013). 

10 Jaron Harambam, Contemporary Conspiracy Culture: Truth and Knowledge in 
an Era of Epistemic Instability (London: Routledge, 2020). 
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Enlightenment11, Horkheimer and Adorno showed that modern reason does 
not automatically lead to emancipation, but may be transformed into 
instrumental rationality and a new form of domination. In Eclipse of 
Reason12, Horkheimer analyses precisely this transition from substantive 
reason to a logic of calculation, adaptation and control. This point is 
especially significant for the discussion of woke culture, since anti-woke 
discourse often presents itself as a defence of reason and scientific truth, 
while in practice it constructs normative and instrumental schemas of 
thought that do not interpret reality but foreclose meaning. ‘Truth’ and 
‘reality’ are not posed as objects of critical inquiry, but as presupposed and 
unmediated measures by which opposing positions are judged. 

The concept of the ‘culture industry’ is equally illuminating here. For 
Horkheimer and Adorno13, mass culture is not simply a means of 
manipulation on the part of certain elites, but a field in which 
commodification, standardisation and repetition become forms of 
experience reproduced by subjects themselves. Similarly, in Minima 
Moralia14, Adorno argues that everyday life already appears permeated by 
forms of alienation that are experienced as self-evident, as ‘second nature’. 
In Negative Dialectics15, he would later insist precisely on the non-identity 
between concept and reality, and on the need not to reconcile oneself with 
the dominant and apparently self-evident schemas of the social whole. 
Viewed in this light, the narrative of the ‘woke agenda’ may be understood 
as a characteristic form of imaginary totalisation: heterogeneous social 
processes, shifts and conflicts are gathered into a single, univocal and 
threatening object. 

The contemporary renewal of critical theory through the intellectual 
path of Open Marxism leads to even sharper formulations. John Holloway, 
in Change the World without Taking Power16, shifts the centre of gravity 
from power as an external object to the very social practices that reproduce 
it, stressing that ‘we are the production and the crisis of capital’. In Crack 
Capitalism17, the concept of the ‘crack’ refers precisely to the possibility of 
rupture emerging within everyday practices rather than outside them. 

 
11 Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment: 

Philosophical Fragments (1947; Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2002). 
12 Max Horkheimer, Eclipse of Reason (1947; London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013). 
13 Horkheimer and Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment. 
14 Theodor W. Adorno, Minima Moralia: Reflections from Damaged Life (1951; 

London: Verso, 2005). 
15 Theodor W. Adorno, Negative Dialectics (1966; New York: Continuum, 1983). 
16 John Holloway, Change the World without Taking Power: The Meaning of 

Revolution Today (London: Pluto Press, 2002). 
17 John Holloway, Crack Capitalism (London: Pluto Press, 2010). 
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Likewise, Werner Bonefeld18 insists that the categories of political economy 
are not neutral structures, but forms of social practice that conceal their 
historical genesis. From this perspective, the conspiratorial understanding 
of the ‘woke agenda’ as the outcome of ideological engineering by hidden 
actors constitutes a theoretical regression. It does not abolish fetishism; it 
reproduces it in a more culturally recognisable form. 

The crucial point here is that anti-woke rhetoric presents itself as a 
‘revelatory discourse’. It claims to reveal what ‘really’ lies behind political 
correctness, ‘rightsism’, new linguistic practices or shifts in public culture. 
Yet, in terms of critical theory, what it performs is a false defetishisation. 
Instead of illuminating the historical and social forms of mediation, it 
displaces power onto persons, institutions, universities, supranational 
centres and secret political projects. In this sense, the social totality is not 
approached as a contradictory nexus of relations and practices, but as a 
‘scene of orchestrated imposition’ by external and intentionally acting 
agents. Domination thereby becomes narratively more intelligible, but 
theoretically more opaque. 

The critique of ‘rightsism’ is, in this respect, another crucial point 
within the same problematic. The claim that identity-based demands divert 
or undermine class struggle presupposes a fetishistic conception of the 
latter, as though it were a pure and self-contained form of conflict detached 
from the nexus of social relations within which it is constituted. Yet, as the 
value-theoretical critique has shown19, the opposition between capital and 
labour cannot be understood as an external confrontation between two 
already constituted subjects, but as a historically specific form of social 
mediation that produces and reproduces the very forms of social 
subjectivation. From this perspective, capital is not simply the opposing 
pole of labour, but an encompassing social relation that traverses the 
practices of both sides and organises social reproduction under the 
imperative of the self-valorisation of value. 

The analysis can be further enriched through the Castoriadian 
distinction between autonomy and heteronomy. In the work of Cornelius 
Castoriadis20, heteronomy does not concern only the traditional derivation 
of institutions from deities, transcendental principles or metaphysical 
sources of legitimation. More broadly, it concerns the imaginary condition 
in which a society is unable to recognise its own creations as its own 

 
18 Werner Bonefeld, Critical Theory and the Critique of Political Economy: On 

Subversion and Negative Reason (New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2014). 
19 Moishe Postone, Time, Labor, and Social Domination: A Reinterpretation of 

Marx’s Critical Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993). 
20 Cornelius Castoriadis, The Imaginary Institution of Society (Cambridge, MA: MIT 

Press, 1998). 
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historical institutions and instead apprehends them as given, immutable or 
externally imposed. The crucial point, therefore, is not merely that societies 
produce institutions, rules and meanings, but that they can become 
alienated from this very creative power, experiencing their own social 
product as an alien force imposed upon them ‘from outside’. For this reason, 
autonomy, for Castoriadis, presupposes recognition that ‘society instituted 
itself’21 and that institutions, precisely because they are historically created, 
can be subjected to critique, contestation and collective transformation. 

From this perspective, conspiracy theories may be seen as 
contemporary forms of heteronomous fantasy. Conspiratorial logic is not 
limited to offering false or oversimplified interpretations of particular 
events. Its deeper problem is that it represents social becoming as the 
product of secret plans, closed groups and invisible centres, thereby 
depriving social subjects of the capacity to recognise their own participation 
in the constitution, reproduction and transformation of the social world. 
Discourse on the ‘woke agenda’ can be approached precisely in this way: 
shifts in language, rights, forms of recognition, cultural sensitivities and 
public claims are not perceived as contradictory and conflictual processes of 
social institution, but as effects of external ideological engineering. The 
social imagination is thus trapped in a form of passivity before an allegedly 
all-powerful system, while the possibility of democratic self-institution is 
diminished. Critique, instead of opening the field of collective action, is 
converted into hermeneutic suspicion towards an already predetermined 
image of the world. 

If the preceding discussion clarifies the fetishist and heteronomous 
structure of anti-woke discourse, post-foundational and agonistic political 
theory helps explain how this structure becomes politically articulated. 
From this perspective, Ernesto Laclau22 allows the rhetoric of the ‘woke 
agenda’ to be understood as an empty signifier, one that draws together 
heterogeneous social demands, contradictions and fears into an easily 
recognisable schema of threat. The political force of the term lies precisely 
in its indeterminacy: it can simultaneously signify political correctness, 
censorship, ‘rightsism’, postmodernity, cultural Marxism, an attack on the 
family, the deconstruction of society or global ideological control. In this 
sense, the ‘woke agenda’ does not function as an analytical category, but as 
a condenser of hostility. It allows different and often disconnected 
grievances to acquire a common name, a common object and a shared 
imaginary adversary. 

Jan-Werner Müller’s23 analysis of the anti-pluralist character of 

 
21 Castoriadis, The Imaginary Institution of Society, p. 146. 
22 Ernesto Laclau, On Populist Reason (London: Verso, 2005). 
23 Müller, What Is Populism?. 
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populism illuminates a further dimension of this logic. Without equating 
every populist articulation with conspiracy thinking, anti-woke rhetoric 
often assumes a form corresponding to what Müller describes as the 
imaginary homogenisation of ‘the people’ and the exclusion of those who 
appear not to belong authentically to it. This is also where Ruth Wodak’s24 
analysis of the politics of fear becomes especially relevant: far-right and 
authoritarian-populist discourses often construct political legitimacy by 
producing threat scenarios, naming enemies and presenting themselves as 
the only authentic defenders of a besieged community. ‘The people’ are 
presented as a unified bearer of common sense, naturalness and moral 
clarity, while opposed to them stands a vague yet powerful complex of elites, 
international organisations, universities, media, activists and cultural 
mechanisms. The conspiratorial logic of the ‘woke agenda’ thus constructs 
a simplified political ontology: on the one side, an allegedly authentic social 
body; on the other, an external or internally intrusive enemy that corrodes 
it. This schema does not strengthen democratic conflict; it depletes it, since 
it converts political disagreement into evidence of betrayal, manipulation or 
participation in a hidden plan. 

Within the same theoretical framework, Chantal Mouffe25 reminds us 
that democratic politics is constituted only through the recognition of 
pluralism, disagreement and the impossibility of the final abolition of 
conflict. Political antagonism is not a pathological deviation to be 
eliminated, but a field of agonistic mediation within which collective 
identities, demands and forms of the common are provisionally constituted. 
From this point of view, conspiratorial narratives do not genuinely politicise 
conflict, but moralise it and cancel its pluralistic character, transforming it 
into a binary opposition between ‘good’ and ‘evil’, truth and error, the people 
and dark mechanisms. As Mark Lilla26 also notes, such a logic favours forms 
of depoliticisation insofar as it shifts attention away from collective action, 
institutional mediation and democratic disagreement towards surveillance, 
interpretive suspicion and the dissemination of emotionally charged 
narratives. 

This moralisation of conflict should also be read in relation to broader 
patterns of cultural backlash. Norris and Inglehart27 show how 
authoritarian-populist reactions are often fuelled by a perceived loss of 
cultural dominance among groups that experience liberal social change as 
status displacement, normative disorder or moral decline. Anti-woke 

 
24 Wodak, The Politics of Fear. 
25 Chantal Mouffe, The Democratic Paradox (London: Verso, 2000). 
26 Mark Lilla, The Once and Future Liberal: After Identity Politics (New York: 

Harper, 2017). 
27 Norris and Inglehart, Cultural Backlash. 



 Vol. XVIII, no. 2/June, 2026 10 16 

discourse resonates with this structure insofar as it transforms changes in 
gender norms, minority recognition, language and rights claims into 
evidence of an assault on the social order. The issue is therefore not merely 
that anti-woke rhetoric rejects particular progressive claims; rather, it 
frequently converts cultural change itself into the symptom of a hostile 
project. 

In a related direction, but with emphasis on the existential and political 
preconditions for the disintegration of a common world, Hannah Arendt28 
highlighted the role of loneliness, estrangement and the loss of a shared 
reality in the rise of totalitarian forms of thought and domination. The 
significance of this insight for the contemporary digital public sphere is that 
conspiratorial narratives do not merely offer alternative interpretations of 
reality, but tend to replace shared reality itself with imaginary schemas of 
semantic certainty and hostile dichotomisation. The promise of a ‘common 
truth’ is then constituted not through critical deliberation and participation, 
but through mass reproduction, affective identification and spectacularised 
circulation. In this way, depoliticisation, individual isolation and the illusion 
of participation in a semantically coherent collective body are reinforced 
simultaneously. 

Finally, a Foucauldian understanding of power allows a further 
objection to be formulated against the logic of the ‘woke agenda’. If power is 
diffuse, productive and inscribed in the very processes through which 
subjects are constituted, then its reception as an external, centrally 
orchestrated and univocal imposition remains theoretically inadequate.29 
Anti-woke discourse thus tends to reproduce a pre-critical image of power, 
an almost theological conception of invisible centres that pull the strings of 
the world. Social reality, rather than being understood as a contradictory 
and open nexus of relations, is represented as already subordinated to a 
project of alteration. Ultimately, this is a form of thought that, instead of 
strengthening critique, freezes the flow of meanings and transforms 
complex social reality into moral-political mythology. 

 
Aspects of Anti-Woke Rhetoric in the Greek Public Sphere 
The preceding theoretical observations become more concrete if one 

turns to certain characteristic interventions within the Greek digital public 
sphere. The texts examined here are approached not as statistically 
representative expressions of Greek public opinion, but as discursive 
materials through which recurrent anti-woke patterns can be reconstructed. 

 
28 Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism (New York: Harcourt Brace 

Jovanovich, 1973). 
29 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality, Volume 1: An Introduction (1976; 

London: Penguin, 1990). 
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Despite differences in style, ideological orientation, institutional location 
and degree of theoretical elaboration, they form a recognisable nexus of 
meaning in which certain motifs recur systematically: woke culture is 
presented as a directed intervention, an ideological construction, a 
mechanism of censorship, a threat to science and reality, and an instrument 
for eroding tradition, the family and social cohesion. What matters 
analytically, therefore, is not that these interventions are identical in tone 
or argument, but that they repeatedly organise heterogeneous concerns 
around a common interpretive object. In this sense, they allow us to 
examine how the ‘woke agenda’ becomes legible as a unified figure of crisis 
within the Greek public sphere. 

In the texts of Kostas Theologou30, Professor of History and Philosophy 
of Culture at the National Technical University of Athens, woke culture and 
the woke agenda appear as ideological formations associated with French 
Theory, American universities and a broader process of cultural shift, which 
is presented as the barbarism of the ‘right side of history’ and as a means of 
ideological imposition. The interpretive move is characteristic: complex 
historical trajectories of translation, incorporation and transformation of 
ideas are attributed to a schema of linear ideological instrumentalisation. 
Woke logic is not presented as the contradictory outcome of broader social 
transformations, but as the product of specific intellectual and political 
engineering. Moreover, the invocation of French Theory functions as a 
genealogical myth of origin, through which a heterogeneous and internally 
contradictory theoretical field is retrospectively reconstructed as a unified 
matrix of political correctness and the woke agenda.31 In his second text32, 
this genealogical condensation passes into a rhetoric of cultural and 
epistemological panic, where the woke condition is described as a ‘new 
order’, as the ‘tyranny of the few’ and as a bearer of censorship and cognitive 
deviation, with the result that social conflict is moralised and translated into 
a schema of total threat to democracy, knowledge and reality itself. 

A similar logic runs through the text by Giorgos Karabelias33, author, 
political analyst and publisher of Ardin, where woke culture appears as a 
form of war of all against all, a project of social decomposition and an 
undermining of collectivity and social cohesion. The shift from social and 
class conflict towards the language of identities is interpreted primarily as a 
deliberate ideological intervention. Here, the historical restructuring of 
capitalism and of forms of political representation recedes, while a schema 

 
30 Theologou, ‘French Theory kai Woke Atzenta’; Theologou, ‘Woke Culture: I 

Varvarotita tis “Sostis Plevras” tis Istorias’. 
31 Theologou, ‘French Theory kai Woke Atzenta’. 
32 Theologou, ‘Woke Culture: I Varvarotita tis “Sostis Plevras” tis Istorias’. 
33 Karabelias, ‘WOKE: Bellum Omnium Contra Omnes’. 
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of cultural deviation is foregrounded in its place. Although the text begins 
from real economic and social transformations of late modernity, it 
ultimately recodes them as the background for the development of an 
‘extreme rightsism’ that dissolves community and transforms social 
relations into a competition of identities. In this way, woke culture is 
constituted as an imaginary total agent of deregulation, within which 
heterogeneous contradictions – of labour, gender, migration, education and 
cultural change – are gathered into a single and threatening object. 

Different in its theoretical articulation is the intervention by Panagiotis 
Christias34, Associate Professor of Political and Social Philosophy and 
Cultural Criticism at the University of Cyprus, where ‘rightsism’ and woke 
culture are described as an excess beyond rational measure, a moral-
political overreach that tends to transform every claim into an absolute right 
and every disagreement into a hostile deviation. This critique nevertheless 
remains inscribed within the same broader schema: woke logic is 
understood as an external aberration, as a normative imposition that 
destabilises social equilibrium and distorts the relation between freedom, 
community and truth. Moreover, the text seeks to give the contemporary 
confrontation a depth of historical-philosophical duration by placing 
‘rightsism’ within a genealogy of unrestrained freedom extending from Plato 
and counter-revolutionary thought to contemporary forms of individualism. 
At the same time, the woke condition is represented not only as a political 
or moral deviation, but also as a symptom of a broader anthropological 
transition, in which bodily self-determination, technological progress and 
the transformation of the human are brought together within a schema of 
cultural anxiety about the limits of freedom and the human condition itself. 

In the intervention by Panos Kazakos35, Professor Emeritus of 
European and International Economic Relations at the National and 
Kapodistrian University of Athens, ‘wokeness’ is inscribed within a schema 
of transition ‘from development to awakening’, in which the new cultural 
emphasis on questions of identity, sensitivity and political correctness 
appears as an indication of a broader shift away from productive and social 
priorities towards a symbolic and cultural overloading of public discourse. 
Although this approach appears more analytical, it also tends to fetishise 
woke logic as an almost self-sufficient cultural formation. The author 
situates wokeness within a broader periodisation of post-dictatorship 
Greece, where the transition from development, productivity and 
modernisation towards postmodernity is attributed to a successive shift of 
values, with the result that ‘rightsism’ appears as a symptom of cultural 
distance from the material and institutional preconditions of social 

 
34 Christias, ‘Dikaiomatismos (Woke Culture)’. 
35 Kazakos, ‘Apo tin Anaptyxi stin Afypnisi (Wokeness)’. 
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cohesion. At the same time, although the author acknowledges that 
experiences of discrimination are real, he reintegrates them into a schema 
in which identity-based claims, in their extreme versions, are presented as 
fragmented forms of moral-political excess that ignore historical evolution, 
anthropological givens and ultimately divide the world into perpetrators 
and victims. 

In the text by Nikolaos Varotsis36, Professor Emeritus at the School of 
Mineral Resources Engineering of the Technical University of Crete, the 
opposition between ‘glass towers’ and ‘reality’ reproduces a familiar populist 
distinction between elites and society. The woke agenda appears as the 
product of centres detached from social experience, imposing abstract and 
unrealistic claims upon the social body. ‘Reality’, however, is presented here 
as unmediated and unified, thereby concealing the media, economic and 
institutional forms through which the very experience of reality is 
constituted. At the same time, the text constructs a characteristic opposition 
between the avant-garde and the ‘average citizen’, through which social 
legitimacy is self-evidently attributed to the latter, while the former appears 
as bearers of arrogance, voluntarism and ideological detachment from 
social experience. Thus, social change is naturalised as a slow, almost 
organic process of ‘small steps and realistic compromises’, with the result 
that every more abrupt or conflictual cultural demand is represented in 
advance as artificial imposition rather than as a possible expression of real 
social antagonisms. 

The intervention by Thanasis N. Papathanasiou37, Associate Professor 
of Missiology and Dialogue at the Higher Ecclesiastical Academy of Athens, 
differs in style and political orientation, since its critique of contemporary 
identity-based and rights-based forms of discourse remains embedded in a 
broader concern with the disconnection of the particular from the common, 
the absolutisation of differences and the political inability to constitute a 
substantive collective horizon. To the extent that this critique attributes the 
crisis of the common primarily to a woke cultural logic, it too risks being 
inscribed within an interpretive schema that oversimplifies the historical 
conditions of contemporary social disconnection. The author translates the 
critique of the woke condition into the vocabulary of the opposition between 
the universal and ‘tribalism’, with the result that the absolutisation of 
identities is presented not simply as a political failure, but as a deeper 
abandonment of left-wing universality itself. At the same time, woke logic is 
inscribed within a double schema of affinity: on the one hand, it is 
approached as a mirror-image variant of far-right identity closure; on the 
other, as a form that flexible capitalism can easily absorb and transform into 

 
36 Varotsis, ‘Gyalinoi Pyrgoi kai Pragmatikotita!’. 
37 Papathanasiou, ‘Apoikismeni Aristera’. 
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a diversity of consumer differentiations, a point that intensifies the 
impression that the social question is being replaced by a moralised 
management of identities. 

Finally, in the intervention by the Metropolitan of Messinia 
Chrysostomos38, Professor in the Department of Theology at the National 
and Kapodistrian University of Athens, the woke agenda is placed more 
clearly within a narrative of moral and cultural decline, where the denial of 
objective truth and the deregulation of stable values appear as elements of 
an organised attack on society and its spiritual cohesion. This logic displays 
with particular clarity the moralisation of the woke threat: the confrontation 
is no longer posed as a conflict of interpretations, but as a struggle between 
truth and decline. The Metropolitan translates the woke condition into a 
theological-anthropological schema of crisis, where ‘rightsism’, the 
absolutisation of desire and the disconnection of social gender from 
biological sex are presented as expressions of a deeper destabilisation of 
human nature and of the meaning of freedom. At the same time, the rhetoric 
of the article escalates its critique from the level of ideological disagreement 
to an almost eschatological narrative, since the woke agenda appears to 
foreshadow an impersonal and inhuman social model in which 
technological mediation, individualistic desire and the dissolution of 
relations converge in an overall image of cultural and anthropological 
degradation. 

Overall, these interventions do not coincide either in ideological 
starting point or in style, thematic focus and degree of theoretical 
elaboration. They nevertheless converge in constructing the woke agenda as 
a unifying schema of threat: at times as epistemological deviation, at times 
as cultural destabilisation, at times as anthropological crisis and at times as 
a mechanism for dissolving the common. What is crucial, therefore, is not 
that all interventions adopt the same intensity or the same rhetorical form, 
but that different anxieties – about science, tradition, freedom, community, 
truth or human nature – are articulated around a common interpretive 
object. The woke agenda thus functions as a semantic node that renders 
heterogeneous shifts legible as aspects of the same crisis. This convergence 
enables the transition from the description of individual interventions to the 
analysis of the form of circulation and reception of anti-woke discourse. 

 
Anti-Woke Rhetoric as a Spectacularised Conspiratorial 

Form 
Despite differences in style, intensity and theoretical starting point, the 

interventions examined converge in a common mode of organising 
meaning. Woke culture is not represented as the historical, ambiguous and 

 
38 Metropolitan of Messinia Chrysostomos, ‘Ichnilatontas tin Woke Atzenta’. 
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contradictory product of social struggles, transformations of public culture 
and changing terms of recognition, but as an imposed logic. Contemporary 
discourses of rights, recognition and political correctness are received as 
manifestations of a mechanism of social control operating through 
education, the media, international organisations, elites or cultural 
industries. This narrative functions conspiratorially even when it does not 
explicitly adopt the label ‘conspiracy theory’, because it transforms complex 
social mediations into an image of directed imposition. 

The previous reference to Horkheimer and Adorno’s39 culture industry 
can be specified here at the level of anti-woke circulation. What matters is 
not that conspiratorial rhetoric simply opposes mass culture as an ‘anti-
systemic’ exception, but that it often reproduces standardising forms of its 
own: recurring schemas of the enemy, predictable narratives of revelation, 
ready-made distinctions between the ‘awakened’ and the ‘manipulated’. 
Thus, the supposed critique of ideological imposition does not abolish the 
passive consumption of meaning; it reorganises it in an anti-systemic form. 

This observation also concerns the forms of circulation and reception 
of anti-woke discourse within the contemporary digital public sphere. 
Walter Benjamin’s40 analysis of technological reproducibility remains 
useful here, because it shows that reproduction does not merely facilitate 
the dissemination of content, but transforms the very mode of its reception, 
detaching it from its initial contexts and reorganising the relation between 
authenticity, experience and meaning. In the case of anti-woke rhetoric, the 
speed, repeatability and fragmentary character of digital circulation make 
the force of an argument increasingly less dependent on its theoretical 
substantiation and increasingly more connected to its capacity to produce 
immediate recognition, affective attachment and a sense of revelation. 

This shift becomes clearer when viewed through the prism of the 
society of the spectacle. Guy Debord41 showed that the spectacle is not 
merely an accumulation of images, but a mode of social relation in which 
reality is mediated by representations that replace complex understanding 
and active political practice. From this perspective, anti-woke rhetoric is 
easily constituted as a spectacular narrative of revelation: it offers scenes of 
decline, enemies to be recognised, moral certainties and a pseudo-political 
sense of participation that is often exhausted in sharing, denunciation and 
the consumption of striking interpretations. The critique of domination is 

 
39 Horkheimer and Adorno, Dialectic of Enlightenment. 
40 Walter Benjamin, ‘The Work of Art in the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility: 

Second Version’, in Michael W. Jennings, Brigid Doherty and Thomas Y. Levin (eds), The 
Work of Art in the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility, and Other Writings on Media 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2008), pp. 19–55. 

41 Guy Debord, The Society of the Spectacle (New York: Zone Books, 1994). 
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thus transformed into an experience of spectacularised vigilance, one that 
mobilises affect without necessarily deepening the understanding of social 
mediations. 

At this point, the problematic of the public sphere, as developed by 
Jürgen Habermas42, makes it possible to see that the issue is not only the 
circulation of false or oversimplified content, but the transformation of the 
conditions under which public opinion is formed. In its normative ideal, the 
public sphere presupposes rational contestation, critical dialogue and the 
participatory formation of common problems. The commodification of 
communication, the fragmentary character of digital publicity and the 
acceleration of attention cycles restrict these preconditions, favouring forms 
of discourse that rely more heavily on immediate emotion, fear and rapid 
moral identification. The conspiratorial anti-woke narrative draws its force 
precisely from this condition: it does not primarily ask to be discussed, 
tested or substantiated, but to be immediately recognised as self-evident 
diagnosis. 

This dynamic is intensified within the attention economy characteristic 
of the digital environment. As Yves Citton43 has shown, social and political 
visibility depends to a large extent on the capacity of content to capture the 
gaze, affect and disposition to react immediately. Conspiracy theories and 
sociopolitical interpretations now circulate through compressed, 
fragmentary and intensely affective forms of discourse: memes, short 
videos, explosive headlines, dramatised interventions and easily 
reproducible schemas of denunciation.44 In such a field, the ‘woke agenda’ 
functions as a digitally transferable formula: it can connect political 
correctness, ‘rightsism’, censorship, the erosion of tradition and social 
destabilisation without having to reconstruct analytically the relations 
between them each time. Anti-woke rhetoric is therefore not simply content; 
it is also a form of circulation of meaning in a field where simplification 
constitutes a structural advantage. 

The relevance of Harambam’s45 discussion of epistemic instability 
becomes particularly clear at this point. Digital conspiracy cultures do not 
merely produce false beliefs; they also generate alternative communities of 
interpretation in which distrust becomes socially meaningful and epistemic 
suspicion is experienced as critical autonomy. Anti-woke rhetoric benefits 

 
42 Jürgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere 

(Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1989). 
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from a similar dynamic. Its appeal does not lie only in the specific claims it 
makes about gender, language or political correctness, but also in the 
interpretive posture it offers: to be anti-woke is to appear vigilant, 
unmasking, resistant to manipulation and capable of seeing through official 
or institutional discourse. This posture is central to the affective and 
political force of the anti-woke narrative. 

In this sense, conspiratorial anti-woke narratives may also be 
understood as anti-Enlightenment forms of communication. They are not 
anti-Enlightenment simply because they oppose some particular ideology of 
progress, but because they replace the open use of critical thought with 
ready-made interpretive schemas, closed causalities and affectively charged 
certainties. The connection with Adorno46 is useful here insofar as critical 
thought is not exhausted by the negation of dominant discourse, but 
requires resistance to the tendency of the concept to identify itself fully with 
reality and to enclose it within a single schema. By contrast, anti-woke 
conspiratorial discourse presents itself as critique, but often functions as a 
cognitive enclosure: it reduces the multiplicity of social processes to a 
unified mechanism of imposition and transforms disagreement into a 
symptom of error, complicity or manipulation. 

The spectacularised and digitally accelerated circulation of anti-woke 
discourse is therefore not a secondary communicative element, but part of 
its very political function. Its conspiratorial force lies not only in what it 
claims, but also in the way it organises attention, distrust, affective 
identification and the sense of participating in a community of revelation. 
In the digital environment, anti-woke rhetoric becomes effective precisely 
because it can translate complex social processes into immediately 
recognisable scenes of threat, decline or manipulation. Its circulation, 
therefore, does not merely accelerate an already formed content; it actively 
contributes to its shaping by reinforcing elements of dramatisation, moral 
certainty and interpretive suspicion. In this way, the anti-woke narrative is 
constituted not only as a discourse on social crisis, but also as a digital 
practice for producing interpretive vigilance. 

 
Conclusion: Towards a Critical Theory of Anti-Woke 

Discourse 
The present analysis has sought to show that the debate around woke 

culture in the Greek public sphere concerns not only an ideological 
disagreement or another cycle of culture war. More deeply, it concerns the 
way in which the very possibility of understanding social change is currently 
constituted. The ‘woke agenda’ functions as an interpretive schema that 
gathers anxieties, fears and suspicions concerning transformations of public 
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life. Its force as a political and ideological signifier, however, does not imply 
theoretical adequacy. On the contrary, anti-woke discourse often appears as 
a form of conspiratorial imagination that turns social complexity into a 
narrative of design, historical contradiction into intention, and abstract 
forms of domination into personified mechanisms. 

In terms of critical theory, anti-woke rhetoric may be understood as a 
peculiar form of fetishistic thought. It presents itself as a discourse of 
revelation, but in practice it functions as false defetishisation: instead of 
analysing the social forms of mediation that produce alienated social reality, 
it attributes them to ideological staffs, supranational centres, university 
networks or cultural elites. Social domination is thereby translated into a 
narratively manageable but theoretically opaque schema. Social reality 
continues to appear as a ‘topsy-turvy world’, but the cause of this inversion 
is now attributed to secret wills rather than to the forms of social practice 
themselves.47 

The fact that many of the interventions in question present themselves 
as defences of reason, science, social cohesion or freedom of expression does 
not remove this problem. Very often, precisely through these invocations, a 
schema is constituted that essentialises society, moralises conflict and 
replaces social analysis with a narrative of ‘truth’ against distortion. The 
critique of woke culture is thus transformed into an expression of a social 
imaginary in which suspicion substitutes for critical thought and revelation 
takes the place of historical mediation. 

For this reason, the sociological and social-philosophical investigation 
of the phenomenon cannot be limited either to moral rejection or to inverse 
polemic. What is at stake is the need to understand the form of the 
discourse: the way in which the ‘woke agenda’ is constructed as an empty 
signifier, a narrative of threat, a schema of heteronomy and a mechanism 
for organising public suspicion. Only through such an approach does it 
become possible to show that anti-woke rhetoric does not necessarily 
constitute a rupture with the dominant system of power. Often, it 
reproduces the very logics it denounces, trapping the social imaginary 
within the image of a power that acts from above and beyond social actors 
themselves. 

This article has not sought to measure the social spread of anti-woke 
attitudes in Greece, nor to offer a comprehensive account of all Greek 
debates on woke culture. Its contribution lies instead in reconstructing a 
recurrent discursive logic through which anti-woke rhetoric imagines 
power, causality and social change. The selected interventions have 
accordingly been treated not as exhaustive evidence of a homogeneous 

 
47 Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy, Volume III (1894; London: 

Penguin, 1981). 



19 Cogito – Multidisciplinary Research Journal 25 

public opinion, but as indicative sites where broader patterns of 
conspiratorial interpretation become visible. In this respect, the article’s 
contribution is primarily conceptual and interpretive: it clarifies how anti-
woke rhetoric organises a particular ontology of power and causality, rather 
than merely expressing a set of conservative opinions or polemical reactions 
to progressive claims. 

If, therefore, there is a crucial theoretical and political stake in the 
contemporary environment of multiple uncertainties, it is the defence of a 
critique that does not surrender either to positivist reductionism or to 
conspiratorial fantasy. Such a critique must be able to think power not as a 
secret centre, but as a historically mediated social relation, and society not 
as a passive victim, but as a field of conflictual, contradictory and open 
processes of institution. Only in this way can the analysis of anti-woke 
discourse move away from moral panic, ideological denunciation and the 
allure of simplified interpretation, and thus be transformed into a critical 
theoretical assessment of the present. 
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