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Abstract 
 
This research uses a modified version of Carol Bacchi’s (2016) “What’s the 

Problem Represented to Be?” approach to conduct a critical discourse analysis 

on the 2016-2020 National Plan for Gender Equality for Greece published by 

the Greek General Secretariat for Gender Equality under the auspices of the 

Greek Ministry of the Interior (MoI, 2018). The aim of this research study is to 

show how gender equality is represented by the Greek General Secretariat for 

Gender Equality and which are the implications and allegations through 

different problem representations. 

 

 

Keywords: gender equality, policies, women, problem representation, WPR 

approach 
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1. Introduction 
 

Gender Equality in Greece has been a minor subject both in politics and in media especially 

in the years of financial crisis. Therefore this dissertation, through Carol Bacchi’s (2016) 

What’s the Problem Represented to Be? approach tries to unfold and analyse the 2016-2020 

National Plan for Gender Equality for Greece (henceforth “The National Plan”) taking into 

consideration the necessities of an immediate socioeconomic growth.  After the present 

introduction, section two deals with the theoretical tools of discourse and governmentality, as 

well as elaborating the modified version of Bacchi’s what’s the problem represented to be 

approach which is used as a guide for the discourse analysis. It also elaborates the key aims 

as being to: understand the National Plan in light of Bacchi’s model; illuminate aspects of the 

conditions of governance through gender equality in the Greek state; and how these processes 

intersect with the wider project of “Gender Mainstreaming” within which the National Plan is 

located. Section three is a literature review outlining in broad strokes the concept of gender 

mainstreaming, the separation of formal rights and material advantages, and the Greek policy 

and political context in which the National Plan sits. Section Four proceeds with analysis, 

engaging in an open-ended discursive analysis of the National Plan according to Bacchi’s 

model. 

Using Bacchi’s approach as a guide and structure for discursive investigation, it discovers 

three key findings about the National Plan, which are related to wider power structures and 

processes of governance not only in Greek Society, but also late capitalism. Firstly, it finds 

that the issue of gender inequality is represented by the National Plan as a collection of 

related harms which lack an attendant structural and systemic concept of patriarchy, or 

gender oppression, on which to hang. This is argued as limiting the sophistication of the 

undergirding concept of gender at the heart of the National Plan, which in turn makes the 

overall policy approach lack a maximal amount of theoretical integration. Secondly, it finds 

that the underlying conceptual logic of the National Plan operates according to disciplinary 

categorisations of the state, where women are both individualised as subjects of the state and 

totalised as members of a harmed population (being women who are harmed as women). 

These twin processes are linked to Bacchi’s own appraisal of the twin logic of 

governmentality. At the same time, the underlying conceptual logic is revealed to possess a 

primacy for the formal, abstract notion of the individual as the sufferer of gendered harms in 

the eyes of the state, which means there are some gaps in how these harms might be 

addressed on a material level by the National Plan’s policy prescriptions. Thirdly, the 
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dissertation argues that there exists a normative silence at the core of the National Plan, 

which is produced by the technocratic, neoliberal, and managerial context in which the Greek 

state must operate. Ultimately, it is argued that the National Plan strains against the limits of 

its own institutional placement, attempting to critique processes which, in part, are 

determined by the state, and yet being unable to follow these critiques through to the end as 

they are being uttered by an organ of the state. 

 

  

2.0 Aims, Theoretical Tools and Methodology: Post-Structural Discourse Analysis; 
Bacchi’s What’s The Problem Represented to Be Approach. 
 

2.1 Aims 
Following Bacchi (2015), the ultimate aim of this dissertation is to use discursive means and 

techniques to illuminate the ways in which the Greek government problematizes the issue of 

gender equality, and how these problematizations are formative of wider processes of 

population governance and management. Keeping the aim open-ended in this manner is 

intended to reflect the broadly post-structuralist purview of the dissertation, which does not 

seek to uncover positivist truths about reality, but instead wishes to understand how actors—

in this instance the Greek state and General Secretariat for Gender Equality—describe and 

constitute the material reality of Gender Equality Policy. As such, the key research questions 

include the steps of Bacchi’s framework (What is the Problem Represented to Be? What are 

its conceptual logics and assumptions? What is left unsaid? What are its effects and how 

might they be disrupted?). Alongside this, it asks how the National Plan relates to a wider 

appraisal of the limits and possibilities of gender mainstreaming in policy, and likewise how 

the plan can generate insights into conditions of governance in the contemporary age. It is 

hoped that, in engaging in the analysis in an open-ended manner using Bacchi’s framework 

as a set of guidelines, the dissertation will be able to shed some light on the wider discursive 

operations of the Greek state, and the political and sociological contexts in which it operates.  

 

2.2 Theoretical Tools 
This dissertation takes a broadly post-structuralist approach to epistemology, ontology and 

analysis. It should be noted that post-structuralism is an extremely broad church whose 

strains are hard to cohere into a single ideological formation. So it is pertinent to whittle 
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down the theorists that will be used in the course of analysis. As the theoretical progenitor of 

critical discourse analysis, Michel Foucault and his work will be taken as the primary 

theoretical lodestone on which the conceptual repertoire of this piece bases itself. Of 

particular relevance here is Foucault’s concept of discourse—as well as Carole Bacchis’ 

specific reading of it, which will be discussed in the final section of this literature review.  

As noted by Sara Mills (2003), Foucault’s concept of discourse is an attempt to understand 

how language comes to embed, re-embed, and disrupt power relations. Discourse refers to 

uttered, written, or other textual statements and sets of statements that are circulated with 

regularity as a structure throughout society. They are functions of power because, in their 

repetition and re-iteration, they come to shape, often unconsciously, the ideas and opinions of 

those who hear, read, and engage with them. Importantly, discourse can refer not only to 

content—what is said, but form—the way it is said, and the way in which it is transmitted. For 

example, the discourse of something like the UK’s Parliament is not only found in certain 

turns of phrase (Mr. Speaker; The Rt. Hon gentleman), but also in the modes of address, 

which can encompass formal language rules but also intonations which reflect an upper class 

mode of thinking and speaking.  

Just as tone, mode of address, and form are important, so too is what is not said. Foucault (in 

Young, 1981) offers sets of binary separations to understand the importance of what is not 

and cannot be said to understanding how discourse re-iterates power relations. He claims that 

discourse’s power-functions come to express themselves through binaries of 

rational/irrational, mad/sane, legitimate/illegitimate (criminal). Feminist Foucauldians like 

Monique Deveaux (1994) have pointed out that these binaries also intersect with patriarchal 

power relations. That is, the way in which certain speech is categorised as mad, and other 

speech sane, corresponds often to the categorisation of certain people as masculine or 

feminine (Adams & Sydie, 2002). Here the above considerations of tone blend with the issues 

of identity and silence, in that one who speaks in a masculine way is more likely to be heard 

as this speech is more likely to bring up associations of a male identity, which is accorded 

more implicit legitimacy in a patriarchal society. The speech of women, in terms of both 

content and form, is comparatively unheard, or sometimes cannot be heard. And this is not 

merely an abstract point. Feminist language scholars, for example, have long observed the 

fact that women’s speech goes overlooked in everyday conversation (Cameron, 1992; Mills, 

2012). On a more grave level, often accusations of gendered harms, from domestic violence 

to sexual harrassment to sexual assault, quite literally fall on deaf institutional ears (Renzetti, 

2013; Fricker, 2009). A feminist-Foucaudlian reading of discourse can, arguably, illuminate 
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these issues by showing the way in which language and its articulations re-embed, circulate, 

and challenge power relations according to processes of repetition, silence, legitimation, 

normalisation, and disruption. 

 

2.3 Methodology 
It is in this context that Carole Bacchi’s (2015; 2016) specific brand of critical discourse 

analysis—the “What’s the Problem Represented to be?” approach (Henceforth WPR)—must 

be situated. As noted by Bacchi (1999), this approach is often brought to bear on policy and 

related documents: ‘At its most basic, the insight is commonsensical - how we perceive or 

think about something will affect what we think ought to be done about it.’ However, it is 

more than common-sense analysis; WPR attempts to engage with representations as key 

vectors for how problems come to be constructed, and by extension what means are viewed 

as legitimate ways of addressing these problems. Underlying the WPR approach is a 

systematic attempt to analyse institutions according to a specifically Foucauldian ontology 

and epistemology. Ontologically speaking, the conceit of Bacchi’s WPR is that it wishes to 

analyse policy articulations by problematising state and related institutions and the 

conceptual logics which underlie them. According to Bacchi (2015: 131), often state policies 

are conceived as ‘react[ing] to “problems” that sit outside the process waiting to be 

“addressed” or “solved”. Against this, Bacchi acknowledges the Foucauldian contention that 

these institutions, in addressing problems, in fact constitute them. That is, in order that a 

policy can address a “problem”, it must first problematise a phenomenon, and normalise this 

problematisation such that the problem comes to take on a discursively self-evident character. 

So, for instance, the clinical discourses of the high modern period, which categorised certain 

types of emotions in women as hysteria, were not responding to an already existing problem; 

they in fact produced the problem of hysteria by attempting to treat it (Showalter, in Gilman 

et al. 1993). This twin function of power—as being both productive and repressive—signals 

a broader ontology of the state and disciplinary institutions, where policies and prescriptions 

should not be taken at face value as unproblematic attempts to solve an issue.  

On the epistemological level, Bacchi’s approach attempts to uncover the way in which 

discourses, and likewise the knowledges they produce, are not value free. This is not to say 

that facts are not facts, or not objective in some substantive sense. Rather, it is to say that 

knowledge is always used for a purpose; while value free if addressed in a social and 

historical vacuum, its dynamic presence in society means that it is always wielded in a way 
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that corrupts any possible claims it might make to being value free. As such, the WPR 

approach attempts to understand how the representations of a problem, how it is framed, and 

the conceptual and discursive logics which underpin it. This is undertaken in order to 

understand how these representations take on a discursive character—how they become 

vectors of wider power relations.  

Finally, and on the ethical level, Bacchi’s WPR strategy is concerned with a traditionally 

Foucauldian set of normative principles. It should be noted that, following Thomas Lemke 

(2019), Foucault’s work strains against any attempt to categorise it as normative. That is, 

Foucault attempts to develop a mode of critique that is less about dialectical negation than it 

is about developing new ways of seeing, new modes of approaching something. This means 

that, even despite the covert anarchism running through much of Foucault’s corpus, a reader 

never sees him condemn certain processes as such in the traditional sense; he rather follows a 

more Nietzschean method of attempting to critique phenomena at the level of ‘“attitude” or 

“ethos”’ (Lemke, 2019: 26). This is because, given that Foucault wishes to critique the 

conditions of truth themselves, he is careful not to simply use those same conditions as tools 

of critique—or, in other words, if one wants to criticise how things normally come to be 

rational knowledges, then one cannot use tools used to produced to create this “normal” 

process of rationalisation uncritically. As such, Lemke defines Foucault’s project of critique 

as founded in ‘critique as a response to techniques of government’ (government here is 

conceived in the classical sense, as the art of managing the totality of human life) (Lemke, 

2019: 26). In this vein, Bacchi (2015:131) herself argues that the ‘WPR approach directs 

attention to an underlying question—how are we governed?’ One can clearly see, here, that a 

Foucauldian ethos/attitude approach to critique, which attempts to examine the conditions of 

“government” conceived in a classical sense, is at the heart of Bacchi’s approach.  

The implications of this ethical content to Bacchi’s WPR, furthermore, can reveal some 

interesting things about the kinds of aims this research attempts to achieve. Given that the 

present analysis attempts to discursively analyse a state policy document, the central conceit 

here is to uncover how this document produces certain kinds of knowledge—knowledges--

that determine the conditions in which those to whom it relates are governed. This 

“government”, moreover, relates to more than policy; it relates to management, to 

subjectivation, individuation, and normalisation. As such, the aim of the present research is 

not to uncover untruths or logical inconsistencies as it is to uncover ways of thinking and 

contradictions; it wishes to re-examine claims around gender mainstreaming, equity, and 

equality, through a lens which focuses on how such claims function as discursive 
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representations which problematise and normalise—which, in other words, have their own 

material effects in society, their own role in producing the subjects and practice of 

government.  

Before elaborating the present text’s specific application of Bacchi’s WPR approach, it is first 

worth examining another key concept from Foucault which Bacchi marks as important: 

Governmentality. Governmentality, notes Bacchi refers to two key things. Firstly is what 

might be called state rationale (literally, government-mentality [Bacchi, 2015: 131). In this 

sense, governmentality refers to the conceptual and discursive logics, which inhere to a state, 

the underlying rationales and “thinking about thinking” which guide overt policy 

prescriptions. Although Foucault might possibly object to such a metaphor owing to his anti-

psychiatric bent in some texts, a useful way to think of governmentality is that it posits the 

state as an institution with its own structural “unconscious”—with submerged patterns of 

thinking that affect its operations in ways which may contradict or undermine its stated aims 

and articulations. The second manner in which Bacchi understands governmentality is as a 

descriptive term which refers to the double character of government as both totalising—

aggregating people at the level of population—and individualisation—in being excessively 

interested in the micro-level operations of power and interaction which structure a given 

citizen-subject’s life world. Given its relation to questions of government and power that lie 

at the heart of the present research, governmentality is an indispensible conceptual metaphor 

that will be threaded throughout the analysis to clarify certain insights where applicable. 

 

Now it is worth explicating Bacchi’s WPR approach in terms of an explicit methodology for 

textual analysis. As noted by Bacchi (in Bletsas & Beasley, 2012) herself, the WPR approach 

can be broadly split into 6 steps: 

 

1. What’s the ‘problem’ (for example, of ‘problem gamblers’, ‘drug use/abuse’, ‘gender 

inequality’, ‘domestic violence’, ‘global warming’, ‘sexual harassment’, etc.) represented to 

be in a specific policy or policy proposal? 

 

2. What presuppositions or assumptions underpin this representation of the ‘problem’? 

 

3. How has this representation of the ‘problem’ come about? 

 



	 10	

4. What is left unproblematic in this problem representation? Where are the silences? Can the 

‘problem’ be thought about differently? 

 

5. What effects are produced by this representation of the ‘problem’? 

 

6. How/where has this representation of the ‘problem’ been produced, disseminated and 

defended? How has it been (or could it be) questioned, disrupted and replaced?’ (Bacchi, 

2012: 21). 

 

This dissertation will utilise Bacchi’s framework here as a step-by-step plan for engaging 

with the National Plan document. It should be further noted that these steps will form a 

thematic, open-ended, and critical jumping off point for discussion, rather than a systematic 

and positivist manner of engagement. This follows Bacchi’s (2012: 23) own contention that 

‘The “WPR” approach ought to be conceived as an open ended mode of critical engagement, 

rather than a formula’. In this vein, the present essay will make some modifications to the 

above six steps while retaining their general features. Firstly, it remove step 3: ‘How has this 

representation of the ‘problem’ come about?’ This is mostly for parsimony’s sake than for 

any issues with this step. It is arguable that asking “how the problem has come about”, while 

useful, would require an inter-textual analysis and more discussion of the Greek state’s 

rationales, discourses, and competing tendencies, which runs the risk of detracting from the 

directness of the analysis, which intends to be focused solely on the National Plan document. 

Given that it only analyses this one document, it will arguably aid conciseness to remove step 

3 as a step in and of itself. This said, aspects of 3. will be discussed in step 2, insofar as the 

question of suppositions and conceptual logics obliquely relates to the question of how 

representations “come to be”. For the same reasons, the methodology will combine step 5 

with a truncated step 6., asking simultaneously about the overall discursive effects of the 

policy representation and ‘how might the representation of the problem be questioned, 

disrupted, or replaced?’. This will, again, ensure that not too much inter-textual analysis is 

needed while centring the arguably key question of “what is to be done” in the final step of 

WPR.  

Finally, it is worth making explicit the implicit associated methodologies at play here; as is 

shown by the fixation throughout the steps upon things such as representation, disruption, 

silence, and conceptual logics, that the analysis will be textual, qualitative, and driven by an 

appreciation for the Foucauldian mode of inquiry earmarked in the above discussion of 
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Lemke’s Foucauldian readings (2019). This approach, furthermore, takes its cues from the 

general approach of Critical Discourse Analysis, which attempts to understand statements in 

social and historical context. Words will only be “quantified” insofar as they show silences 

(amount of times something is/is not mentioned). Likewise, the factuality of the claims at 

hands are less important than what they indicate about the inter-textual play of signs, 

symbols, ideologies, and discourses at hand. 

 

 

3. Setting the scene 
 

3.1 Greece, “Mainstreaming”, and Formal Rights 
According to the UN sustainable development goals, these issues in gaps between male and 

female attainment, and men’s and women’s treatment within the wider social edifice, are not 

only key human rights, but ‘necessary foundation[s] for a peaceful, prosperous, and 

sustainable world’ (UN, 2020: n.p.). Examining Greece’s progress on these key issues 

regarding equality, emancipation, and the general social health of Greek society shows that 

the country, especially when stacked up against other EU countries, is performing relatively 

weakly (EC, 2018). Based on 2017 figures, Greeece polled last amongst all EU countries 

according to the Gender Equality Index 2019. Attaining a score of 51.2 out of 100–16.2 

points below the EU average (EU, 2019)—Greece was found to have large gaps between men 

and women ‘in six core domains: work, money, knowledge, time, power and health’ 

(Ekathimerini, 2019: n.p.).  

In order to understand how Greece got to this stage, it is necessary to understand the 

contextual social and historical processes, which have affected the Greek polity and society in 

the late modern age. Following the end of WWII, Greece was a ‘more-or-less successful 

developing economy’ which nonetheless suffered significant amounts of social unrest, falling 

under military rule between 1967-1975 (Lyberaki & Tinios, N.D.: 2). This period was 

primarily characterised by classical patriarchal models of society premised on notions of male 

breadwinners being wage labourers and women unpaid domestic labourers in nuclear family 

units. However, following 1980 and the mass entry of women into the workforce throughout 

the Western World—and through dedicated activism from Greek women’s movements 

(Stamaris, 1986)—Greece was making reasonably good progress on key markers of gender 

equality, including workforce distributions, wealth, and social position of women in society 
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(Lyberaki & Tinios, N.D.). The then-ruling social Democratic Party PASOK introduced 

several measures in 1980, including legalising abortion and divorce, outlawed gender 

discrimination and dowry (where the property of a brides family is transferred to the 

husband’s as “compensation” for having to “support” the wife after marriage). Other key 

landmarks in Greece was the enshrining of gender equality into the post-fascist constitution 

(in particular articles 4, 22, and 116), which enshrines a commitment to gender issues within 

the foundational conceptual logics of the state (EU, 2020). 

However, one of the key disruptive events which curtailed the ability of Greek society to 

meaningfully address gender equality was the financial crash, and subsequent Eurozone debt 

crisis, which hit Greek arguably the hardest out of any European country (Karyotis & 

Gerodimos, 2015). As noted by Lois Westman (2020), Greece was one of the hardest hit 

countries from the global recession that followed the financial crash of 07/08. These issues 

were further compounded by the nature of the Greek government’s debt to Eurozone 

lenders—in particular Germany—as their short term debt bonds were rendered unpayable 

after the massive dips suffered by their economy. This meant, in effect, a rolling back of the 

limited progress made up until that point on gender equality. The IMF bailout packages 

offered after the Greek debt default demanded massive austerity cuts to the Greek state and 

related services. This had a total effect on economic growth such that parity between men and 

women became harder to achieve, but also a specific effect on women through cuts to key 

social services which often act as levers of gender equality. The cuts to childcare, social care, 

and family related social securities essentially caused a retrenchment of the classical gender 

roles described above, forming a general rolling back of the movements towards gender 

equity and parity which had progressed since the 1980s (Tsomou, N.D.).  

It is in this context that the Greek performance on Gender Equality needs to be seen. Since 

the socialist coalition of SYRIZA took power in 2015 and capitulated to the demands of the 

Eurozon parliament (troika), giving way to further waves of austerity, the situation has not 

significantly improved the situation for gender equality (Muddle, 2017). This is not to say 

that there has been a significant rolling back of actual, formal legal protections—as noted by 

Sopiha Koukoulis-Spilitopouls & Panagiota Petroglou (2018), Greece has adopted many EU 

regulations on gender equality into national law and maintains the sanctity of their 

application to the issues of gender equality. Nonetheless, the shadow of the financial crash 

and swingeing cuts from the Eurozone crisis loom large over Greece’s polity and society, 

which means there have been significant obstacles both for SYRIZA, who ruled from 2015-



	 13	

2019, and the present Christian Democrats, who swept to power in 2019, to address gender 

equality in Greece in a substantive manner. 

It should be noted that the document which this dissertation examines was published in 2018, 

by the General Secretariat for Gender Equality in the Greek Minisry of the Interior (Greek 

MOI, 2018), and the auspices of Alex Tsipiras’ SYRIZA government’s rulership. 

Nonetheless, it seems that the Christian Democrats as of yet have no plans of reversing this 

plan, which makes analysing it a useful way to probe and understand the key representational 

problems at play in present practices of policymaking in Greece.  

While most discussion of the themes in the plan will be kept to the analysis section, it is 

nonetheless worth outlining some other key concepts around feminism, women’s liberation 

and the like which will be used in the process of the discursive analysis. One of the key 

themes which inheres to both the UN development goals and the National Plan is gender 

mainstreaming. Gender mainstreaming is an approach in policymaking, scholarship, and (to a 

lesser extent) activist praxis that ‘seeks to institutionalise equality by embedding gender-

sensitive practices and norms in the structures, processes, and environment of public policy’. 

(Daly, 2005: 435). 

It can be, broadly, contrasted to approaches which attempt to just “add gender and stir” 

without any recognition for the specific conceptual and discursive considerations that come 

with apprehending gender to a substantive level in policymaking circles (Lefevre, 2017; Baaz 

& Utas, 2012). That is, whereas “adding gender and stirring” would be to place addendums in 

existing policies to consider women’s issues, gender mainstreaming attempts to apprehend 

how the very issue of addressing gendered problems might alter the structure of policy and 

practice on a more substantive level (Bacchi & Eveline, 2010). 

However, and despite these lofty ideals, there are issues with gender policy when examined 

in cross-national perspective. As noted by Mary Daly (2005), there exist great gulfs in policy 

as to how the substantive integration of gender into policy prescriptions is conceived; which 

in turn suggests that mainstreaming is an uneven process open to misapplication. 

Another set of problems, which will be considered in the course of this dissertation, orbits the 

issues, which surround the Marxist and Post-Structuralist critique of formal rights, and the 

way in which the patriarchal state negotiates its relationships to gendered citizens. As noted 

by theorist Wendy Brown (1995), one issue with utilising the state as the primary fulcrum for 

generating processes of gender equity is that the state can only ever conceive of citizen-

subjects in one-dimensional, or relatively flat ways. For example, in most Western nations, 

women have a right to abortion; this right, for many women, is nonetheless curtailed by 
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material circumstances—such as censorious or controlling families or spouses, reluctant 

doctors and officiants in the medical system, and various other societal pressures which might 

come from people in their immeidate lifeworld who possess certain religious, cultural, and 

traditionalist values. This means that, while there is a formal and widespread right to an 

abortion for such women, this right does not always have a material character; the abstract 

affordance of a right is frustrated by the material experience of one’s life. This means that the 

state’s ability to affect gender relations sometimes begins and ends with the passing of laws 

and accordance of formal, gendered rights, which can (though not always) fail to the address 

the ability of people to access the concrete benefits which said rights represent. These rights 

and laws are doubtlessly good starting places for securing greater equity, advantages, and 

benefits for those disadvantaged by gender; but, as Brown notes, they can also be obstacles to 

more substantive forms of emancipation which might be more able to get at the root causes of 

gender inequality. 

From this, it can be claimed that the way in which a given state or related institutional organ 

mainstreams gender is an incredibly important aspect in determining the extent to which 

gender is dealt with adequately and seriously. These two, inter-related themes—of gender 

mainstreaming and possible gaps between formal state-given advantages and material, 

citizen-negotiated advantages will form some of the thematic pillars of the forthcoming 

discourse analysis. It is now worth staking out the theoretical tools and methodology that will 

be used to compliment the above thematic and conceptual considerations.  

 

3.2 National action plan for gender equality 
In this section, the text of the National Plan itself will be overviewed and explicated. This is 

to ensure that readers are aware of the general thrust and claims being made in the National 

Plan on a general level, such that any of the more textually oriented claims in the analysis 

have more to hang upon. 

The present 2016-2020 national plan is a continuation of previous National Action Plans for 

Gender Equality, which demonstrates that the initiative has some precedence in the existing 

state bureaucracies for the Greek Ministry of the Interior. Indeed, the frameworks and 

approaches set out in the 2010 plan form many of the structural and conceptual foundations 

of the present plan. The 2010-2013 plan was likewise developed in the shadow of the 

financial crash and Eurozone crisis, although it has its roots in the longer-term plan of 2007-

2013 National Programme for Substantive Gender Equality (EU, 2013). All of this is to say 
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that the 2016-2020 plan should not be seen as some specifically spearheaded by the political 

policies of the ruling SYRIZA party at the time; rather, it should be seen as an extension of 

earlier, civil-service led, bureaucratically policy initiatives which are intended to address the 

trenchant problem of gender inequality in Greece. That the present National Plan is part of a 

longer-standing set of policies and Plans developed to tackle gender issues in Greece in and 

of itself shows that the problem has been on the state’s radar for some time, and likewise that 

‘gender mainstreaming’ has been part of its approach for some time. 

As such it is best to conceive of the National Plan as the latest iteration of longer-standing 

policy approaches attempting to mainstream gender in Greece. Given the effects of the 

financial crash and the Eurozone crisis in significantly fracturing traditional modes of 

progress in Greek society, it is hard on a macro-level to identify whether these plans are 

manifesting in cumulative forms of success. Nonetheless, it is useful to remember that this 

policy and its general purview are not new items on the Greek state’s agenda. 

After laying out its objectives, the National Plan document is split into 6 primary sections, 

which deal with: equality for women who suffer ‘multiple discrimination’; gender based 

violence (GBV); labour markets and family life; education, training, and lifestyle; health; and 

issues to do with women in leadership and power. In each of these six sections, problems are 

represented and elaborated around the key themes of gender mainstreaming and gender 

inequality. Tabulated implementation action plans are introduced which give an action, 

implementation body, and time-frame for completion for several discrete issues separated 

according to objectives defined in the previous discussion sections. It should be noted that a 

significant bulk of the text is dedicated to these tabulated action plans, with roughly half of 

each section dedicated to these detailed objective and implementation plans.  

Again, this signals the longstanding and embedded position of the General Secretariat for 

Gender Equality—under whose auspices the National Plan has been commissioned and under 

whose authority it will be implemented. The General Secretariat For Gender Equality 

(previously General Secretariat for Equality) was established in 2002 as part of the expansion 

of Greek Regional Committees for equality across Greek society (Zartaloudis, 2009). The 

position was created as an attempt to formalise existing structures being developed towards 

the end of Gender equality in Greece, and to place gender mainstreaming firmly upon the 

Greek policy landscape (Kapotas, 2005). This helps to explain why the policy prescriptions 

are so expansive—because the National Plan is outlined from the office of arguably the key 

institutional figurehead for gender mainstreaming in the Greek political bureaucracy. 
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All of this is to say that the National Plan is expansive, covering several areas of gender-

based inequalities, harms, and possible policy gaps. At the same time it is an authoritative 

document by virtue of being published under the auspices of the Greek General Secretariat 

for Gender Equality. This means that the policy(/ies) at hand are of great relevance to the 

future of the Greek polity and society regarding issues of gender equality, and likewise are 

extremely ambition and exhaustive in scope. As such, this places some limits on the present 

analysis; that is, as well as being discursive in character and involving close textual analysis 

which attempts to uncover certain logics, rationales, governmentalities, and processes of 

normalisation, the analysis will necessarily have to involve some thematic and aggregating 

elements given the impressive scope of the National Plan under analysis. 

Having framed the National Plan, the powers of the Genereal Secretariat for Gender Equality, 

and its placement amongst wider bureaucratic nodes in the Greek state, it is now worth 

beginning the Bacchian approach to analysis, and ask: “What’s the Problem Represented to 

Be?” 

  

 

4.0 Analysing the National Plan for Gender Equality for Greece 
 

4.1 “What’s the Problem Represented to Be?” 
It is clear from examining the preamble of the National Plan that gender in-equality is the key 

problem under representation from the policies. The problematisation begins from the very 

first line, where Gender Equality (and by extension, its obverse referent of Gender Inequality) 

is staked out as the key concept at hand in the policy document (MoI, 2018: p. 9). However, 

as note by Bacchi (1999) in her foundational text on the issue, this general problematisation 

of gender equality is only scratching the surface of the issue; the more granular, and 

pertinent, aspects of problem representation lie in asking the question: “What’s the problem 

of ‘women’s inequality’ represented to be?” (Bacchi, 1999: 8). In other words, the question 

here is: How does the National Plan problematise women’s inequality? What are the key 

ways it understands this inequality’s vectors and manifestations? 

The first interesting thing to note about that is that the National Plan does not problematise 

women’s inequality as women’s inequality. Rather, it takes the definition of gender 

inequality as operative. While most of the National Plan nonetheless concerns women and 

what might be thought of as “women’s issues”, it is still notable that the question of 
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inequality is framed in this way. Indeed, the problem of women’s inequality here is subsumed 

into a wider problematisation of gender inequality. 

This act of representational subsumption can be seen as a useful rhetorical device, which 

helps to cleave to the core of what is exactly wrong about the patriarchal structures that exist 

in most societies across the globe. By making the problem about gender equality, rather than 

women’s equality per se, the National Plan enacts a small, though significant, deconstruction 

of the immutability and perceived naturalness of women’s oppression. Saying that the 

problem is with gender inequality as a general category implies that the fact that it is women 

who tend to be disadvantaged, and men advantaged in our present society is incidental, or in 

other words arbitrary. As noted by post-structural feminist Mary Poovey (1988), casting 

women’s oppression and inequality compared to men as arbitrary is an important step in 

decoding and deconstructing patriarchal ideologies, as it shows that there is nothing about 

women’s subordination in present societies that is natural or immutable. In Derridean 

(Derrida, 2006) terms, there is a hauntological aspect to recasting women’s equality as 

gender equality. Hauntology refers to how the ghosts or traces of the past can infest our 

experiences of being in the present. In original context, Derrida used it to refer to how even 

after the fall of the Soviet Union and “actually existing communism”, the spectre of Marx 

haunts political writings as a figure that thinkers cannot help but engage with. Here, there is a 

hauntology at play regarding lost matriarchies; by recasting women’s equality as gender 

equality, a spectral suggestion haunts the definitions that implicitly refers to the possibility of 

the hierarchy being inverted. This represents the problem as one borne not of nature, nor 

moral right, nor competence, but instead one which has arisen contingently and arbitrarily, 

and, while the choice to represent the problem as gendered equality contains a hauntological 

trace of past, now-dead, matriarchies, the clear statement that gender inequality is a 

problem—no matter its directionality—also embeds a clear anti-authoritarian ethos into the 

statement. The spectral presence of past matriarchies exists in the re-articulation of women’s 

equality into gender equality to double down on the notion that such inequalities are in and of 

themselves harmful. 

Alongside this rhetorical device—this shifting of the terrain from women’s issues to broader 

issues of gender equality—are several other representational modes which show a certain 

underlying problematisation. The first thing to note is the way that the text is divided, as 

noted in the previous section, into multiple oppressions; GBV; labour market access; 

education & lifestyle; health, and women & leadership. Notable about these representations is 

that the logic of precession or directionality is not left maximally clear. For instance, look at 
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this comment on the relation between gender inequality and the disadvantages women face, 

from p.8: 

 

‘women in the 21st century continue to be the majority of the economically inactive 

people, to be more vulnerable to poverty, social exclusion and violence, and to face 

even more significant financial difficulties.’ (MoI, 2018: 8) 

 

This observed inter-relationship between gender inequality and vectors of disadvantage is 

repeated elsewhere in subsequent section-chapters; the section on multiple oppressions 

observes that ‘addicted women’ are entangled ‘in power relations of dependence, weakness 

and oppression’ (MoI, 2018: 16), which signifies the gendered nature of female addiction. 

The same passage mentions immigrant women, and how their social position is negatively 

affected by ‘more cumulative gender exclusions, reinforced by a lack of education and 

different national identity’ (MoI, 2018: 17). Both of these representations, while describing 

the disadvantages and harms which these women suffer qua women and other identities, do 

not offer any explanations. The representation of the problem is related to questions of 

‘cumulative exclusions’, which are thought to amass as several small instances of 

discrimination and form a wider process of gender inequality. This is not incorrect in and of 

itself, but without positing a wider narrative of gender inequality as an explanatory structure, 

then aspects of the problem representation seem under-theorised and therefore somewhat 

nebulous. The policy document often only represents these issues as associations, without 

providing an attendant concept of how one feeds into the other. While gender inequality and 

female addiction are doubtless linked, the text struggles to represent their inter-relation 

beyond observing correlations, which in turn makes their problematisation of the issue 

primarily a problematisation of “related wrongs”.  

By related wrongs, it is meant that the document problematises gender inequality by showing 

how women suffer wrongs by virtue of being women. This is fine in and of itself, but it 

leaves something of a gap, in that gender inequality in and of itself, as a general gestalt 

formation that produces these harms, is never problematised or used as an explanatory 

structure to understand these wrongs. This is shown by the limited use of terms like 

patriarchy; when they are used, they are not fleshed out, but mentioned in passing 

(‘patriarchal perceptions’ [p.12; p.75]; ‘patriarchal relationships’ [p.75]; ‘the questioning of 

patriarchy’ [p.69]). This means that the harms enumerated are represented as related to 

gender inequality often without an adequate argument for how they are caused by gender 
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inequality. On one hand, this is useful as it rightfully presents the fact that women are 

disadvantaged as women as a self-evident harm that must be addressed in policy. But on the 

other, the lack of a substantive representational link between a gestalt (greater than the sum 

of its parts) concept of gender inequality and the material day-to-day harms suffered by 

women by virtue of their womanhood means that the National Plan’s representation of the 

problem remains confused, or at least under-theorised.  

In other words, the representation of the problem is unable to narrativise the issues of gender 

oppression at hand. The representations involve a discussion of certain harms which are 

observed as disadvantaging women, but rarely are these harms woven into a wider 

understanding of how the gestalt structure of gender inequality is perpetrated against women. 

In feminist parlance, there is no overarching concept of structural patriarchy guiding the 

policy document, which means the problems to be addressed are represented as a collection 

of related harms, rather than the systemic perpetration of harms. This in turn can be linked to 

the fact that the document is ineluctably and unavoidably written from the position of a state 

institution. To posit a structure of patriarchy in a policy document is to admit that there exists 

a wider social edifice with which the state itself is at least somewhat complicit, which can be 

an uncomfortable and hard-to-word proposition when writing from the perspective of 

policymaking. This suggests there is something of a rational explanation for why the National 

Plan shies away from positing an explanatory structure of patriarchy, or indeed is reluctant to 

posit a more causal inter-relationship between gender inequality and the harms it enumerates. 

To address the why of the problem on a more substantive level—to represent it as systemic, 

rather than a collection of related harms—would be to call into question the function and role 

of the state itself in giving tacit endorsement to certain structures which prop up patriarchy. 

As such, the why of the problem is often skirted—though, as can be seen in some passages, it 

is not totally avoidable given the subject matter. In one telling part, the National Plan 

bemoans the ‘unfortunate conditions of detention… overcrowding and the lack of medical 

care in Greek prisons’ which are a vector of gendered harms for women suffering from 

multiple oppressions like refugee and immigrant women (MoI, 2018: 18). Choosing to see 

the problem as “unfortunate” can be viewed as a way to desubjectify the complicity of the 

Greek state in manufacturing the conditions that are problematised as vectors of gender 

inequality. That is, in saying “the unfortunate conditions in… Greek Prisons”, the National 

Plan removes a subject, a doer, from the sentence, while turning the object, the being-done-

to, into an institution; the sentence is structured so as to cast the harms at hand as both 

lacking a perpetrator, and being inflicted on an institution. This arguably reveals the 
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uneasiness which lies at the heart of the document, where the problem at hand is represented 

as a collection of related harms because to delve further and represent it more substantively 

would raise uncomfortable insights about the complicity of the state in the structural and 

active processes of patriarchy which are constitutive of Gender Inequality as a gestalt entity 

which aggregates gendered harms.  

 

4.2 What Assumptions and Conceptual Logics Are At Play? 
Having staked out in broad strokes some issues with how the problem of gender inequality 

and gendered harms are represented in the National Plan document, it is now worth analysing 

these representations and asking what underlying discourses—what structural sets of 

circulated statements and linguistic power-functions—might be at play here. Or, in other 

words, what is the organisational unconscious of such a document? What implicit 

presumptions and assumptions guide this presentation of gender inequality as a collection of 

related harms, as opposed to a systemic perpetration of damages?  

Here it is worth remembering the above discussion of Wendy Brown and the problem of the 

gap between formal granting of rights and the material expression of said rights. It is arguable 

that the issue of representing gender inequality through “related harms” outlined in the 

previous step of the WPR is undergirded by the same conceptual logic which lies at the core 

of the rights regimes critiqued by Brown and other theorists like Foucault, and Gilles Deleuze 

and Felix Guattari (1983). That is, there is both a liberalism and methodological 

individualism which underpins these approaches, and which in turn might suggest some 

interesting things about the governmentalities at play in the National Plan. That is, the 

attempt to address gender inequality as a set of harms to be addressed through 

institutionalised improvements presupposes certain things about subject formation—about 

who is being harmed, under whose remit they exist, and in what relation they operate to 

certain institutional nodes. 

For example, consider one of the points offered as an action to aid women suffering from 

gender-based violence, where the recommendation is to expand ‘Health programs and free 

medical examinations (mental and physical health, dental care, etc.) for women released from 

prison’ (MoI, 2018: 26). These recommendations, in this case, presuppose a victimised and 

vulnerable female subject who, in some meaningful sense, has already been produced, 

individuated, and identified by the state—the woman prisoner. It then makes suggestions to 

aid the figure which it has co-produced as vulnerable through the act of imprisonment. 
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Notably, these suggestions involve further submissions to state-ran institutions which, like 

the prison, will first have to identify the ex-prisoner as vulnerable in order to address the 

harms against her. 

None of this is to advocate for the abolishment of imprisonment or health care as such; here it 

is worth remembering the injunction of Foucauldian critique, which is to observe rationales 

of government without submitting these rationales to formal processes of critique through 

rejection. What is most pertinent about this observation is how it reveals certain assumptions 

about the governmentality at play here—and how it repeats the totalising/individualising 

dynamic elaborated in the previous sections by Bacchi herself. The female subject is 

individualised as a prisoner and then a patient, while at the same time having the policy apply 

to her as a member of a “vulnerable” population which is designated by the state. This in turn 

reveals the contradictory conceptual logic at the heart of the National Plan’s policy—in order 

to accord material advantages, or at least address material disadvantages, it must first 

formalise and triangulate a citizen’s identity according to abstractions (prisoner, patient). 

Sometimes, the latter (formal identity) can be a bridge to the former (alleviation of material 

conditions); but the fact that the policy must generated bridges between the two—that it must 

subjectivate before it can alleviate—reveals a gap in the very conceptual logic of the state, in 

its twin governmentality-based processes of individualisation and totalisation.  

This gap between individualisation and totalisation is rendered more of a problem in 

conceptual logic when one remembers the above point about gender inequality being 

problematised as a collection of related harms. Because, as shown in the previous step, the 

National Plan struggles to create a formal narrative of gender inequality that see it as 

entangled with structural perpetrated damages, this means that it remains wedded to a 

methodological individualism that is unable to account for or theorise a systemic patriarchal 

structure that can help to explain the existence of gender inequality. This methodological 

individualism—this need to see gender inequality as manifested as harms upon the individual 

first, which are then aggregated relationally into harms against women qua women—means 

that the policy operates on a conceptual logic that can only conceive of the problem, and 

therefore the solutions in a certain, limited ways. 

It must be remembered here that none of this critique should be taken as an invitation to 

oppose the National Plan in totum. Following Bacchi’s and Lemke’s reading of Foucault, the 

point here is rather to critique the conditions under which people and populations are 

governed and problematised; as such the contradictions pointed out do not necessarily 

demand a complete rejection of the National Plan policy. Rather, they simply show that the 
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Plan is entangled in certain conditions and rationales of government which make it partial—

which make it productive in some ways and repressive in others. In order to map these 

repressions in more detail, it is worth now attending to the issue of silences—the missing 

notes, and what is not said in the National Plan. 

  

4.3 What Are the Silences? What Is Left Unsaid; What Cannot Be Said?  
Silences have already been addressed in the above discusssions of problem representation and 

conceptua logic; nonetheless, it is worth dwelling on the issue of these silences through the 

lens of what is not said and what cannot be said in order to clarify some points about how the 

National Plan represents the problem of and solutions to gendered inequality. Already, we 

have seen a clear “taboo” threaded throughout the text regarding the state’s reluctance to infer 

a structural system in which itself might be complicit. This trace element—which re-iterates 

its “taboo-ness”—is further revealed in the way that policy constructs its own 

recommendations for improvement. 

A common thread throughout all of the sections when it comes to practical applications is the 

idea that policy should be properly implemented; references abound to ‘more concrete and 

direct’ (p.15) implementation of policies towards gender equality; how ‘implementation of 

the second-generation child-care legislation has not progressed at the desired pace’ (p.17); 

other policy prescriptions argue for a revision of previously ‘fragmentary’ policy with a more 

‘integrated, strategic’ (p.29) approach. The silent trace which haunts these articulations is a 

critique of the government’s own handling of gender inequality in past years, which is 

implicitly embedded within the text but which can never be fully articulated. Or, rather, the 

critique can only be uttered in technocratic language, which stifles and muffles the possibility 

of a more normative and ethically informed understanding of gender inequality. It is indeed 

telling that the only time where the normative value of gender equality is stated squarely is in 

the preamble by the General Secretariat—and even then, the discussion of gender equality’s 

normative values rarely crosses over into the realm of normative critique.  

This is not to say critical normativity is completely absent in the document; the section on 

labour and family life is arguably one of the most normatively forceful and combative. It 

squarely places the blame for the present retrenchment of gender equality at work with the 

Greek government’s project of austerity from 2011-2018; the austerity measures ‘have 

disproportionately affected women’ and resulted in mass unemployment (MoI, 2018: 47). 

While this auto-critique of the state present in a state-derived document should be praised, the 



	 23	

normative content here still reveals a kind of silence. One would expect a document which 

decries the negative effects of austerity measures—which problematises them as a vector of 

gendered inequality—might make at least some tentative suggestions towards alleviating or 

reversing these measures. But this problematisation, in the National Plan, is only partial, in 

that the offered solutions do not even address the way in which the issue is problematised. 

Rather than suggest a reversal of austerity, the National Plan advocates policies which can sit 

atop the existing context of austerity without meaningfully challenging its bases. Instead, 

lower-cost policies such as encouraging social entrepreneurship and encouraging ICT skills 

and are posited. The silent claim here is that the austerity policies which have been so 

damaging to women in the past decade in Greece cannot be opposed, which feeds into the 

wider inability of the state to critique itself observed above. Austerity thus takes on a reified 

presence—as a human process which is elevated to the position of natural, immutable force 

(Lukacs, 2017; Feliciantonio & Aalbers, 2018; Theodossopoulous, 2014). Implicit throughout 

the text is the categorisation of a direct and normative critique of austerity—the articulation 

that another future, another world is possible, or that the edicts of neoliberal technocracy are 

not “the only alternative”—as silent speech, as something that cannot even be uttered. The 

absolute sanction of this kind of speech as nonsense is seen in how the National Plan can in 

one section decry the effects of austerity measures and yet only a few pages later absolutely 

refuse to engage with the implications of this critique—that perhaps austerity should be 

reversed. Of course, one can observe that there will be some very rational justifications for 

why austerity cannot be challenged; there will be funding and budgetary restrictions, dictates 

from the IMF and Eurozone, and the separation of powers in the government meaning that 

challenging austerity is simply not on the table form the perspective of the General 

Secretariat for Gender Equality. But the very fact that these justifications are at once rational 

and deflective shows how the conditions in which the rationality of the state is formed 

operate as functions of power. The governmentality at play here—the rationality which locks 

austerity away as a reified, natural force which cannot be challenged—is productive of a set 

of knowledge/power relations (Foucault, which lead to a partial problematisation, and a 

deafening silence surrounding what can be offered as a solution. In other words, the fact that 

there are very rational possible explanations for why austerity is not challenged in the 

document does not excuse the problem; it is the problem. The conditions under which 

knowledge about austerity is produced preclude the possibility of critique, because the 

policies are situated as part of an unflappable economic rationality whose edicts cannot be 
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challenged, which assumes the reified position of a natural force to which ‘There Is No 

Alternative’ (Hunt & Stanley, 2019: 479). 

Of course, as this is a policy document made by a state in a wider context of global 

neoliberalism and other associated dicourses, this is a silence beholden to the very form of the 

text as much as it is a taboo manufactured by this text in specific. Policy documents tend to 

be constrained by the wider governmentalities which demand the production of texts with 

impact, effect, and measurable (I.E., quantifiable) outcomes (MacKinnon, 2000). This, in 

turn, is an effect of the discursive turn towards a managerial and neoliberal mode of statecraft 

across the Western world, where policy articulations are embedded in a language and practice 

of technocracy—a ‘technical rationality’ (Feenberg, 2015: 490). This rationality elevates the 

status of process, measurement, and quantification, and elides the question of normativity in 

favour of questions of efficiency and discipline (Young, 2016; Wacquant, 2010; Donnelly & 

Norton, 2017). This reified approach to austerity and its critique is therefore a specific 

instance of a general discursive formation. However, it is arguably particularly telling when 

contextualised in the Greek case, insofar as SYRIZA were elected to power on a specifically 

anti-Troika, anti-austerity ticket and failed to deliver on these promises. While, as noted in 

prior sections, the General Secretariat for Gender Equality in Greece is an office that long 

precedes the financial crisis and indeed SYRIZA’s rise, it is nonetheless telling that even 

when conducted under the auspices of a nominally democratic socialist government, the 

discourses and modes of articulation are not very different from what one would expect from 

a centre-right, neoliberal state when it comes to actually dealing with austerity.  

That this issue of silent normativity is part of a wider discursive formation of technocratic 

managerialism does not make it unremarkable. Rather, the way in which the National Plan 

strains against the inherent normativity of its own subject matter in offering purely 

technocratic problematisations and solutions reveals how it is embedded in an arguably 

stifling structure of wider policy problematisations. Indeed, the conversion of the normative 

claims in the pre-amble into questions of efficiency, improvement, and process which can 

only offer partial critique of absolutely devastating state policies like austerity show the 

normative silence at the very core of the National Plan, which is related to wider problems to 

do with the taboo nature of a state critiquing itself with too much normative force—even, as 

we have seen, when it is one organ of the state criticising another. This silence, moreover, has 

been shown as entangled in wider discursive formations wherein contemporary states act as 

part of larger discursive formations which silence the possibility of addressing problems 
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according to edicts outside of neoliberalised instrumental, technical reason and efficiency 

(Miller & Fox, 2015) 

 

4.4 What Are the Discursive Effects? How Might they Be Disrupted? 
So far, the present text has used a WPR approach to the National Plan and has uncovered 

three respective insights which broadly cohere to the concepts of Problem Representation, 

Conceptual Logic, and Silence. These are the representation of gender inequality as a 

collection of related harms; the underlying conceptual logics of a disciplinarian 

governmentality which is simultaneously individualist and totalising; and a normative silence 

which relates to the reified nature of the Greek state’s economic rationality. Now it is worth 

broadening the discussion and asking what the effects of these insights are and might be 

when viewed in light of the broader strategy of gender mainstreaming, which clearly guides 

the thrust of the National Plan’s policy. 

The first thing to note effect wise is that the above discourse analysis has arguably re-iterated 

Daly’s point, earmarked earlier, that gender mainstreaming is a contradictory set of processes 

fraught with difficulties and obstacles to become meaningfully substantive in many women’s 

lives. That is, it is clear that while serious policy efforts are made in the National Plan 

towards the goal of gender mainstreaming, these efforts are always-already curtailed in effect 

by the underlying logics and silences of the plan itself. In other words, there are clear limits 

to the extent to which gender mainstreaming, conceived solely in terms of state policy, is able 

to materially affect the lives of the women it is meant to uplift.  

Perhaps the greatest limit found in the above WPR and discursive analysis lies in the 

technocratic and disciplinarian nature of the National Plan’s policy-making. This is especially 

notable given the overtly liberatory bent of the National Plan; it utilises an extremely nuanced 

and well-considered definition of gender equality, and represents the consequences of the 

problem as especially serious and deleterious. And yet, the core of the prescriptions in the 

text are fundamentally technocraitc in nature, which elide a structural analysis of gender 

inequality as a patriarchal structure and instead present it as a diffuse aggregate of related 

harms which are conceived as discrete, though inter-related problems which can be improved 

with targeted implementations, efficiency increases, and mechanisms of improvement in 

existing policies. This signifies a wider lacuna in the very idea of gender mainstreaming, 

where the mainstreaming at hand, as observed by Daly, is very often narrowly conceived to 

policymaking circles. This means that, while gender might be “mainstreamed” within the 
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edicts and operations of a state, the conceptualisation of gender which is mainstreamed is 

distorted by those edicts and operations. In other words, just as there are multiple 

knowledges, feminisms, and discourses at play here, there are also multiple conceptions of 

gender. The underlying conceptual logics which inform what idea of gender is being 

mainstreamed will thus necessarily curtail the effects of how that mainstreaming materially 

affects women. The above discussion reveals that the way in which the National Plan deploys 

its concept of gender means that its mainstreaming processes run the risk of failing to capture 

the character of the inequality it wishes to address in a substantive manner. The gender being 

mainstreamed, because of the discourses, which curtail the possibility of substantive auto-

critique, by state organs, is thus lacking a concept of patriarchy, and is trapped in processes of 

governmentality which can struggle to form bridges between abstract categorisations (women 

as being harmed by gender inequality) and the material manner in which these categories 

might be alleviated. 

The effect of this is to tackle a gender inequality which is conceived primarily in terms of 

citizens harmed by impersonal processes and gaps in policy. Here, the text’s treatment of 

austerity is especially illuminating. While avoiding the concept altogether in most sections, 

where it is brought in as a contextualising factor, it remains just that; a background 

ornamentation, a quasi-natural process who edicts cannot be challenged. This is worrying in 

terms of effects because it suggests that there would be serious shortcomings in the National 

Plan’s policies even if the concept of gender being deployed were more fleshed out. Even if 

the National Plan were to posit a structure of patriarchy which perpetrates harms and 

damages, this structure would arguably be left unaddressed if the text’s treatment of the root, 

political-economic causes of gender retrenchment, were left as is.  

It should again be re-iterated that these observed problems do not invalidate the National 

Plan; many of its prescriptions are sensible suggestions which forward the aims of gender 

equality that it seeks to address. Some of the policies indeed show a fine appreciation for the 

problem between formal rights and material advantages outlined in the previous discussion, 

with special attention paid to making sure policy prescriptions actually translate into 

meaningful outcomes and actions. Nonetheless, in asking how the National Plan represents its 

problems, we can see the text straining against the implications of its own representations. It 

shows multiple oppression and austerity as a problem for gender equality, but elides any kind 

of possibility that these might be challenged. The effect of this is to delimit the discursive 

sphere of knowledge in which its policies are legitimated. The question of macro-level 

processes such as terrible conditions in prisons, the mistreatment of immigrants and racial 
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minorities, and the devastation of austerity cuts following the Eurozone crisis, are all locked 

off from the epistemological purview of the National Plan. The effect of this is to mainstream 

gender, but only within a specific set of policy arenas and articulations. The underlying 

causes of many of the problems identified in the National Plan thus go addressed. This, as has 

been shown, is more to do with the nature and function of the state and its policymaking 

organs than it is to do with a specific failing of this specific policy document. Nonetheless, 

the contradictions at play here arguably through into stark relief the limitations of a gender 

mainstreaming approach in policy cricles dominated by managerial, technocratic and 

neoliberal discourses. 

How, then, might these processes be disrupted? Firstly, the above discussion has shown that a 

key-delimiting factor on the effectiveness of the National Plan is the wider discursive and 

political context in which it operates. It must be noted that observing a recalcitrance to 

oppose austerity is not in and of itself a failing of the text; it is rather a contradiction that 

inheres to policy making committed to equality in a country (and indeed, by many metrics, a 

world) that is suffering economic and socio-cultural retrenchments in the wake of the 07/08 

crash and the subsequent crises of legitimation that have followed (Habbu, 2011). This 

suggests that any attempt to disrupt these limited effects, and to forward a more 

comprehensive notion of gender mainstreaming that takes seriously the extent of 

retrenchment must be holistic in nature. That is, it is not enough to acknowledge multiple 

oppressions and their intersections between; there must be a more comprehensive integration 

of feminist perspectives on patriarchy, violence, and how gender inequality is a global system 

where one group is advantaged above another. At the same time, we must, in a Foucaudlian 

vein, attempt to find new modes of expression that are not trapped in the technical 

rationalities of the state. As has been shown in the above discussion, one of the main 

problems with the National Plan is how it strains against the technocratic, managerial 

purview of how policy is conceived in the modern day. It is clear that new modes of 

speaking, new ways of understanding policy and its practice, are necessary to make gender 

mainstreaming less of a slippery figure—to turn it from something inconsistent and riddled 

with contradictions, into something which has enough of a discursive presence of its own to 

not be beholden to the technical rationalities and governmentalities of the neoliberal state.  

This, in turn, suggests that perhaps these disruptions might be better undertaken from outside 

the state. One of the most telling things about the National Plan is that, despite being 

conducted under the auspices of a nominally far-left SYRIZA government, how remarkably it 

still must capitulate to the technocratic policymaking format which has come before. The 
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normativity remains incomplete, the harms under-theorised, and the silences deafening. This 

suggests that there are clear discursive and governmental limits on the rationales and logics 

which can be circulated within the bounds of a state. This does not, of course, mean that 

policy has no role. But rather, that a given state can only enact policy and disrupt the 

observed effects of technical rationality insofar as it is emboldened to do so from forces 

outside. Given that the National Plan has a reasonably nuanced appreciation of feminism, 

inequality and related issues, and yet still strains against the discursive structures in which it 

operates, shows that policymakers and the state cannot solve this problem on their own. It is 

arguable that a stronger and more forceful set of civil society organs which demand change of 

the state might be more able to, through contestation and conflict, open up a discursive space 

in which the technical rationalities and incomplete conceptions which bog down the National 

Plan might be better opposed. While the SYRIZA project’s capitulation to the Troika does 

not make one optimistic about these possibilities in the Greek context, it also must be 

remembered that SYRIZA rose to being the ruling party having only been founded in 2009, 

and did so based on mass contestations and resistances within civil society. In other words, 

there is a basis for forces from “outside” the state opening up a discursive space which 

reconfigures what is thought of as possible within the state. It is thus arguable that the kinds 

of disruptions necessary to improve the National Plan and the way in which it represents its 

problems would ideally need to come from an emboldened civil society which is able to 

challenge the technical rationalities and governmentalities that structure, limit, and distort 

very well-meaning policy prescriptions.  

 

 

5. Conclusion: The National Plan, Problem Representations, and the Conditions of 
Governance in Late Modernity 
 

In conclusion, this dissertation has discovered several key contradictions and limitations in 

the representations of gender (in)equality by the Greek state in the National Plan. It has been 

argued, through Foucault, that these contradictions are not damning, nor grounds for a critical 

rejection of the policy. Rather, they should be used as jumping off points to articulate new 

discursive possibilities of understanding policymaking and its relation to issues of gender 

equality, liberation, and wider projects of disruptions and resistances to power. Nonetheless, 

and despite these caveats, it is clear that there are some contradictory aspects to the way in 
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which the National Plan develops its knowledges about gender. Firstly, it is clear that the 

problem of gender inequality within the plan, while well fleshed out in some senses, too often 

takes the form of a set of inter-related harms without a wider explanatory structure posited to 

understand how, or even that, these harms are perpetrated within a patriarchal system where 

one set of identities is advantaged and another is disadvantaged. Too often, patriarchy, 

sexism, and oppression form so much background noise in favour of an approach, which 

understands the problem of gender inequality as harm visited upon sets of individuals. Of 

course, the point here is not to say that gender inequality does not involve harm. Rather the 

point is to observe the existence of these harms and tie them into a wider narrative of how 

and why these harms persist so doggedly through time. Lacking this approach, the National 

Plan takes on a primarily ameliorative character, which struggles to cut to the root of 

gendered inequality in a systematic or structural sense. The related issues of conceptual logics 

and assumptions have been shown to relate to Bacchi’s reading of governmentality as 

simultaneously individualising and totalising. And yet, the discursive analysis has shown that 

there is a primacy of individualisation running throughout the text; women are conceived of 

as harmed individuals whose aggregate harms are then turned into a gendered form of 

collective harm. This is accompanied by an underlying understanding of women throughout 

as sufferers of gendered inequality, which implicitly forwards an understanding of the women 

the National Plan tries to help as vulnerable or wounded subjects. This, while clearly a set of 

contradictions, is arguably less egregious than the issues with how gender inequality it’s 

represented and problematised. This is because the conceptual logics at play here—of the gap 

between formal abstraction and material experience, and of the problem of needing to 

alleviate harm by imposing an identity of victimhood—are rather more longstanding and 

irreconcilable issues of rulership to which there are few contending discourses, currently. 

Comparatively, the issues with the National Plan’s representation of gender inequality as 

“related harms” is more problematic because there is a contending discourse—of patriarchal 

structure—drawn straight from feminist literature which arguably illuminates the issue more 

clearly. Thirdly, and perhaps most egregiously, the exploration of silences within the text has 

shown how the National Plan strains against the technical rationalities of the neoliberal and 

managerial context in which it operates. Most tellingly is how it conceives of things like 

austerity in Greece. Despite the devastating effects of such policies on Greek women in the 

past ten years, the National Plan only mentions them in passing, as a reified force against 

which the recommended policies cannot directly push. These normative silences, arguably, 

show the greatest contradiction in the National Plan, and indeed the conditions of government 
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surrounding the Greek state, and states the world over in late modernity. They show how the 

very construction of economic rationality precludes the substantive elaboration of 

alternatives, and they likewise demonstrate how nominally progressive and left wing 

articulations—for the National Plan is certainly nuanced and progressive in many powerful 

respects—can still fall flat when they exist in such an inhospitable context and environment. 

As such, it has been suggested that, for the negative effects of the processes revealed in the 

contradictions of the national plan to be meaningfully addressed, disruptions must come from 

outside the state. For if we can take away one thing from the above discursive analysis of the 

National Plan, it is that the state, when attempting to articulate social problems in which it is 

partially complicit, very often strains so much against its own discursive limitations as to 

only offer partial solutions to the problems it represents. 
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