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Abstract

This study explores the Armenian public reception of sex crimes on social media
based on and influenced by the patriarchal norms that dictate Armenian women’s social
roles. For this study, I have chosen to analyze the posts and comments under Armenian
activist and influencer Lucy Kocharyan'’s prominent Facebook hashtag
#pnunipjwU_awjlp, which roughly translates to “the voice of violence”. Discourse
Analysis, set in my methodological framework of Standpoint Theory and Feminist
Epistemology, of the comments under these posts revealed how the majority of the
commenters, as a reflection of the mass public, place focus on the victims of the sex
crime rather than the offenders. In addition, the majority of the sentiments directed at

the victims antagonize them, through severe blame and shame.

Key words: Sex Crimes, Sex Crime Victims, Sex Crime Perpetrators, Social Media, Public

Reception, Discourse, Knowledge Construction, Knowledge Transmission



Silence or Shame?: The Armenian Public Reception of Sex Crimes and Armenian

Female Sex Crime Victims on Social Media

Violent crimes have been the main dish at the dinner table of traditional media, from
newspaper articles to television sitcoms, for centuries now. In more recent times, this same
phenomenon has been on the rise alongside the rise of social media, where now, public opinion
and discourse regarding violent crimes is much more accessible, via posting and commenting
publicly. Under the umbrella term of violent crimes fall sex crimes, which have rendered their
victims, especially female victims, subject to mass debate and discourse. Such discourse
regarding female victims is typically based on morality, dignity, and safety in the presence of the
public eye. In the case of Armenia, this is only further exacerbated by social structures dictating
women’s social roles as that of the docile pure woman-mother archetype (Aslanyan, 2007).
However, it is also important to note the way that topics of sex, sexuality, and sex crimes are
swept under the Armenian rug, as these topics are associated with shame and are labeled a

dishonor in the face of the Armenian nation (Aharonian, 2010).

This idea pertains to and is highly associated with the normalization of instilling shame in
the Armenian population through language. For example, the popular term “amot”, which
roughly translates to “shameful”, is a term that is typically used against Armenian women,
especially in contexts regarding their sexualities, bodies, and how they portray themselves
(Aharonian, 2010). Thus, the female subjects of sex crime cases posted on Armenian social
media accounts fall under mass societal judgment in Armenia and are often depicted as the
perpetrators of their sex crimes; That is, the female victims fall under the scrutiny of questions of
their whereabouts, their clothing choices, their demeanor, and so on. In addition, the excessive

number of comments, which seek to shame women under sex crime case posts, in turn, further



influences the mass public reception towards sex crime victims. Based on these observations,
there is a clear interplay between patriarchal social structures, the social roles for women that are
the products of patriarchal structures, crime that is a product of social roles, and the public

perception of crime that is further enhanced by the accessibility of social media.

The focus of my research is how dominant patriarchal social structures heavily influence
public perception towards sex crimes and female sex crime victims, as well as how social media
platforms have become the stomping grounds for the spread of information on sex crimes and
public attitudes towards them. The focus of this research is Armenia and the shifting social roles
of Armenian women from that of the /iberated woman-worker in Soviet Armenia to that of the
revisited woman-mother from pre-Soviet Armenia as seen in the contemporary female Armenian
social role (Aslanyan, 2007). Despite the Armenian criminal code stating that sexual violence,
such as rape, is illegal and would result in the prosecution of the sex crime offender, as stated in
Section 7, Articles 138, 139, and 140 (National Assembly of RA, 2021), the Armenian public
reception of sex crimes and female victims are often based on shame and blame of the female

victims.

As media, specifically social media in present times, has become a central governing force
in shaping ideas and transmitting knowledge, I am heavily invested in how topics like sex crimes
would be translated into that mass generation of knowledge. The influence of Armenian women's
social roles in present day Armenia and the society that reacts to it constitute the individuals
within my society, and understanding why and how such ideas are dominant in presence within
the world I live in provides some semblance of certainty. I intend to uncover the inner workings
and historical depth of the Armenian-specific patriarchal oppression and shame of women’s

sexualities in situations that fully compromise them.



Literature Review

In the scope of Armenian social media, the discourse that surrounds sex crime cases and
female sex crime victims online, which tends to widely be held within the comment sections of
social media posts, is typically based on morality, dignity, and safety of Armenian women in the
presence of the public eye. Such discourse is also exacerbated by the prevailing masculinist
social structures that dominate every corner of knowledge construction and transmission within
Armenian society. Thus, the female victims and narrators of sex crimes in Armenian social
media posts fall under mass societal judgment and are often depicted as the perpetrators of their
sex crimes; That is, they fall under the scrutiny of questions of their whereabouts, their clothing

choices, their demeanor, and so on.

Armenian Women’s Social Identity

It is crucial to understand the role of social identity within a society and, in this case, the
role of Armenian women’s social roles and identities that are dictated by the patriarchal norms
deeply embedded in Armenian society. Social Identity Theory, as detailed by Jan E. Stets and
Peter J. Burke (2000), in their article Identity Theory and Social Identity Theory, analyzes
identity in group settings; being the analysis of individuals’ relations, shared identities, and
commonalities with their in-group and their comparisons, oftentimes rendered as othering, with
outgroups. Social roles, as analyzed under the lens of Social Identity Theory, require certain
expectations and norms of behavior that in-group members must adhere to not be outcasted and
othered. Bringing these ideas of social identity and social roles into the Armenian context, in her
chapter titled Women'’s Social Identity from an Armenian Perspective: Armenian Woman, Soviet
Woman, Post-Soviet Woman, Svetlana A. Aslanyan (2007) dictates the timeline from pre-Soviet

Armenia to post-Soviet Armenia through the lens of Armenian women’s transformational social



roles, from that of the woman-mother to the contemporary woman. Despite the precursor to the
contemporary woman being the Soviet Armenian “liberated” woman worker, since the fall of
the USSR, there has been a steep decline in the association of Armenian women with the
“liberated woman worker” social role. Since Armenian women are no longer expected to be in
the workforce to the same extent as men, this pre-Soviet woman-mother social role has seeped
back into the expected in-group identification of the Armenian contemporary women. This idea
of Armenian women’s social identity being more in line with the woman-mother social role is
further explored in Sevan Beukian’s article Motherhood as Armenianness: Expressions of
Femininity in the Making of Armenian National Identity (2014). Beukian (2014) states that
motherhood as an identity is a key factor in Armenian women’s identification which separates
them from “others”, or in this case, the outgroups. As such, viewing “Armenianness” and
“motherhood” from Armenian women’s perspectives is an essential part of understanding how
“motherhood” has become interchangeable with the term “Armenian woman” in the construction
of a national Armenian identity (Beukian, 2014). Furthermore, this understanding of motherhood
as “Armenianness” can be viewed as nation-building when putting this idea into the historical
context of the shifts Armenia endured as a nation throughout the 20th century. This perspective
of Armenian women’s in-group social identity aligning with motherhood 1in itself has created an
Armenian-centric dichotomous categorization of Armenian women within the confines of the
contemporary woman, the likes of which can be understood through the application of the

Madonna/Whore Complex.

The Madonna/Whore Complex

In her article, How the Madonna-Whore Complex Affects Men's and Women's Mental

Health, Katharine Chan (2023) defines the Madonna/Whore Complex as being a product of



dominating male psychology and patriarchal dichotomous categorizations of women based on
sexuality and the construct of “purity”. The categories, as blatantly stated in the name, are the
Madonna, also known as the pure mother archetype of womanhood and one that is cherished but
not viewed as a sexual being, and the Whore, which is the sexualized archetype of women who
fail to adhere to the social norms of motherhood and “pure” womanhood (Chan, 2023). She
explores the Madonna/Whore Complex on a psychological and social psychological level as
well, as the article thoroughly explains the damaging effects of such a simplified categorization
on a societal level. In the context of the Madonna/Whore Complex’s application in the media,
albeit traditional media rather than social media, Ann Genovese’s chapter titled Madonna and/or
Whore: Feminism(s) and Public Sphere(s) in Romancing the tomes: Popular culture, law and
feminism (2002) explores how the Madonna/Whore Complex as a dominating social norm has
been further perpetuated by sex crime portrayals in the media. That is to say that 20th century
media coverages of sex crime cases have consistently fed the idea of female sex crime victims as
being either innocent Madonnas who had fallen victims to dangerous male strangers or
dangerous Whores who were the perpetrators in their victimization in sex crimes by innocent
men to the public in order to appease to the dominant masculinist ideas on “women’s roles” in
the act of sex crimes. In the Armenian context, Aslanyan (2007) also deals with this idea of
categorization, mainly by insinuating the dominant in-group social norm convention, also
circling back to Stets & Burke (2000), in Armenian society is that of the current contemporary
woman who is heavily influenced by past notions of the woman-mother social role of Armenian
women. In short, women who fall out of the dominant in-group social role of the Armenian-
centric idea of the Madonna are ostracized, and heavily compared to the out-group of the

Armenian-centric idea of the Whore. In addition, Lara Aharonian (2010), in her article



Aharonian: Sex and Nationalism, discusses the shame surrounding the discourse, or lack thereof,
of women’s sexuality in Armenia, as well as the scrutiny Armenian women face if they have
engaged in sexual activities outside of marriage. She also explains the ties of Armenian identity
with that of the nation as a whole and states that the lack of discourse surrounding Armenian
women’s sexuality is rarely considered as a missing platform to keep women safe from sexual
violence, but rather a way to preserve their Armenian identity. Thus, rendering an Armenian

woman’s victimhood in the act of a sex crime a feast for judgment.

Sex Crime Victims as Legal Subjects

With the understanding of women’s antagonized victimhood on a social level in mind, it is
just as vital to take sex crime justification and victim-blaming on a legal level into account. In
her chapter of Romancing the Tomes: Popular Culture, Law and Feminism, Isabel Karpin (2002)
sheds light on the way masculinist knowledge construction bleeds into legal court and can
influence judges’ perceptions and rules over sex crime cases. She views the judges as audiences
of media, as she states that popular culture and media often warp judicial outcomes. In turn, such
outcomes also reflect societal outlooks on these sex crime cases. Thus, sex crimes of a similar
nature that are confined to the social playground of social media lay exposed to the judgment of
the public and their commentary tools. Focusing on women’s narratives coming into contact with
the patriarchally dominant legal court, Carol Smart, in her essay Law’s Power, The Sexed Body,
Feminist Discourse in her book Law, Crime and Sexuality: Essays in Feminism (1995), lays out
the numerous issues regarding the silencing, suppressing, and twisting of women’s perspectives,
testimonies, and narratives in the courtroom if they do not align with the norms and values of
male-dominated jurisprudence. These include the issues of the perception of law as a normative

body of absolute truth, which in turn enables certain norms and conventions as true, and the
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projection of women as sexed subjects and masculinist ideas of female sexuality projected onto
women in the context of sex crimes (Smart, 1995). This once again ties in to the ideas that both
Genovese (2002) and Karpin (2002) explore about the masculinist approach to highlighting or
silencing women through labeling them as Madonnas or Whores based on their adherence to the
patriarchal roles set for women as being one or the other and how this masculinist knowledge can
seep into the legal level of society and thus influence judicial outcomes, respectively. In short,

the possible results of a woman’s verbalized testimony of her sex crime is a double-edged sword.

In Armenia, the Criminal Code of the Republic of Armenia (National Assembly of RA,
2021), under Chapter 18, Crimes against sexual immunity and sexual freedom, lays out the
criminalization of several sex crimes, from rape to specified sexual acts with persons under the
age of 16, as well as the terms of imprisonment for each of the criminalized sexual acts that are
mentioned from Articles 138-142. With its application in Armenian society, Javier Truchero,
Ana Urrutia, and Lusine Sargsyan (2017), in their report titled Gap analysis of Armenian
criminal law in light of the standards established by the Council of Europe Convention on
Preventing and Combating Violence against Women and Domestic Violence discuss both the
Council of Europe’s conventions’ laws regarding sexual violence, domestic violence, and marital
rape, as well as those concerning The Criminal Code of Armenia. As their findings suggest, the
Armenian criminal law regarding sexual violence is far behind the Council of Europe’s
conventions’ standards. Among the data they present, what is most notable is that while the law
does not mitigate the circumstances of sexual violence as a product of “religious reasons” or
“honor”, under Article 62, the criminal code justifies cases in which the illegal or immoral
behavior of the victim is taken into account (Truchero, Urrutia, & Sargsyan, 2017). Thus, not

only does this lay the grounds for the justification of sex offenders in Armenia, but also the
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greater attention placed on the victims rather than the offenders in the judgment of sex crimes.
To see this more clearly reflected in Armenian society, Vladimir Osipov and Jina Sargizova, in
their UNFPA report of their sociological survey titled Men and Gender Equality in Armenia
(2016), illustrate the dominant Armenian patriarchal societal attitudes towards sex crimes. They
present statistical findings of men’s attitudes towards issues related to sexual violence and sex
crime victims, in which, for example, they note that 82.4% of Armenian men justify rape with
the most common answer being “In any rape case, one would have to question whether the

victim is promiscuous or has a bad reputation” (Osipov & Sargizova, 2016).

Social Media and Influences on Sex Crime Perception

In their research article titled Impacts of Media on Society: A Sociological Perspective,
Hakim Khalid Mehraj, Akhtar Neyaz Bhat, and Hakeem Rameez Mehraj (2014) present findings
based on media, including social media, function in society, knowledge construction, and the
challenges that media power has on individual autonomy. Their research extends to analyzing
social media as a tool of both change and reinforcement, as well as the nuances that come with
how certain topics in media, such as sexual violence, can create a confusing clash of judgment
with both negative and more lenient views toward sex crimes, victims, and sexual offenders. In
the coverage of sex crimes online, Andrew Harris and Kelly Michael Socia, in their study titled
What's in a Name? Evaluating the Effects of the "Sex Offender" Label on Public Opinions and
Beliefs (2016), dwell on the topic of placing heavy emphasis on the title of sex offender in the
media and online discourse and the societal impact that such labels have on individuals’ opinions
and beliefs regarding sex crimes. The findings show how great the effects the term “sex
offender” has on societal attitudes towards offenders and how this leads to increased societal

efforts to push for justice and accountability on both a societal and legal level. Focusing deeper
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on the interconnected nature between public perception of sex crimes and public policy, the
study conducted by Stacey Katz-Schiavone et al. titled Myths and Facts About Sexual Violence:
Public Perceptions and Implications for Prevention (2008) reveals that public reception of sex
crime cases are and can be heavily influenced by popular myths and misconceptions of sexual
violence, which are oftentimes exacerbated by the spread of such misinformation online. In turn,
similar to Harris & Socia’s (2016) findings, Katz-Schiavone et al. (2008) concludes that
widespread misconceptions about sexual violence also heavily impact legislatures, and thus, also
impact legislatures in passing laws that effectively tackle sex crimes. This all culminates in the
experiences and public perceptions of members in society in regards to sex crimes and sex crime
victims. Such is the case of public perceptions of sex crime victims in Armenia, especially
considering the factor of Armenian women’s social identity (Aslanyan, 2007) which has been
accepted nationwide as the dominant in-group social identity of Armenian women (Stets &

Burke, 2000).
Current Armenian Public Perceptions of Sex Crimes

The publication by Amnesty International titled No pride in silence: Countering violence
in the family in Armenia (2008) brings light to the importance of the late 20" century and the
collapse of the Soviet Union in shaping Armenian women’s social role and reimagining the
prominent motherhood role in contemporary Armenian women’s identification in the face of
issues regarding sexual violence. The publication mainly focuses on sexual violence as a product
of domestic abuse but also dives deep into the prominence of sexual violence that happens within
the workplace and outside the sphere of the household. However, the common consensus
expressed in the text is how Armenian women are discouraged, whether directly or indirectly, by

the public to speak up and bring awareness to their sex crime cases. On the other hand, in her
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article In Armenia, Women Are Breaking the “Law of Silence” on Rape, Ani Paitjan (2019)
discusses the recent trend of Armenian women opening up about their experiences with various
sex crimes. This trend is facilitated and supported by the wide array of platforms and possibilities
for Armenian women to remain anonymous as they shed light on their experiences with sexual
violence. Paitjan (2019) specifically focuses on the activist Lucy Kocharyan’s hashtag where
women’s stories of sexual violence, as they have privately messaged Kocharyan, were
consensually publicized and the names of the victims remained anonymous. She brings up
several recent sex crime cases of both Armenian and foreign women in Armenia and how their
decision to open up, even on social media, has created a ripple effect of prompting Armenian

women to discuss their victimhood more openly.

The literature I have chosen to engage with and utilize in the scope of my research has
aided me in providing extensive knowledge and insight into several background issues related to
my analysis of the Armenian public reception to sex crimes and victims online. Such aspects that
I have taken into account for my research purposes, as aforementioned, include the Armenian
patriarchal social structures which dictate women’s social roles, the role of legal systems’ in
societal perceptions of sex crimes, and the impact of social media on societal discourse regarding
social issues. The literature that I have mentioned has also been instrumental in the process of
structuring and identifying my main research questions, as my research questions themselves

have been the driving force behind my analysis process.

Research Questions
My primary research question for this study is “What are the Armenian societal attitudes
toward female sex crime victims online?” This question is the driving force behind my research

for this project and will be used to analyze my two cases of study. This question encompasses
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my findings that are deeply rooted in my discourse analysis and the feminist methodological

framework in which I have set my research method.

My secondary research question, which serves as a sub-question to my primary research
question, is “Are the Armenian public’s commented sentiments more focused on discussing the
sex crime victim(s) or the perpetrator(s) of sex crimes? Which individuals tend to be viewed in a

harsher and more negative light?”

Methodology

My primary research method of choice in the scope of my study is discourse analysis, as
discussed by Gabriele Griffin (2014). Since discourse analysis deals with analyzing all modes of
knowledge transmission through written, and even verbal, language and imagery, this method is
the most useful for my analysis of the Armenian public reception to sex crimes online as
reflected through commented sentiments under these publicized posts. In addition, as Griffin
(2014) describes discourse analysis, it is a method of research which contextualizes a given text
in the larger context of political and social motivation, as language analyzed under context can
never be neutral (Griffin, 2014). The methodological framework, in which I have nested my
discourse analysis in, comprises two feminist epistemologies, which are standpoint theory
(Harding, 2004) and feminist epistemology (Code, 1991). The data I have collected during the

research process is both qualitative and quantitative.

As such, I have based my analysis on how the general social and political experiences of
the commenters under posts regarding sex crime cases have shaped their views of Armenian
women, sex crimes, female victimhood in sex crimes, and even sex offenders. I have also

utilized my methodological framework to analyze the social location of the commenters and how
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their knowledge and justifications are rooted in oppressive masculinist modes of knowledge

construction.

Standpoint theory

Sandra Harding’s (2004) conception of standpoint theory is a theory which highlights the
connection between the production of knowledge and practices of power within a given society.
Standpoint theory illuminates the pivotal role of certain politics and social structures in
stimulating knowledge which is concerned to be the norm, as well as guiding it to further
maintain certain normative conventions and dogmas (Harding, 2004). As applied to patriarchal
society, standpoint theory seeks to establish modes of knowledge construction and transmission
which is for women, rather than knowledge which places women as “objects” of research, and

challenges the natural and social order (Harding, 2004).

I decided to integrate standpoint theory into my methodological framework as I utilized
discourse analysis to draw relations between the authoritative position of the commenters, as
analyzed by the content of their commented sentiments, and the production of knowledge. As
discourse analysis is a research method which states that language is invested in the political and
social, standpoint theory was an essential component in my methodological framework. This is
especially due to the fact that standpoint theory views this understanding of the non-neutrality of
language from the standpoint of power being held in masculinist social structures. Thus, weaving
discourse analysis into a methodological framework consisting of standpoint theory was a sure-
fire path for me to take in the construction of my research on the Armenian public reception to

sex crimes online.

Feminist epistemology
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Lorraine Code (1991) describes feminist epistemology as a critical and self-reflective
model of interpreting and disseminating knowledge. It is a feminist model of social science
based on subjectivity and deviates from the typically venerated patriarchal conceptions of what
constitutes “factual” knowledge, which tends to be that which is “objective” (Code, 1991).
Unlike masculinist modes of epistemology, feminist epistemology highlights the epistemic value
of subjectivity as well as the constructor of the subjective knowledge that is being produced

(Code, 1991).

I decided to also include feminist epistemology into my methodological framework as it
provided the space within my research for the highlighting and analysis of the subjective
recounts of sex crime story authors and the reception of commenters. As my research was based
on the Armenian public reception to sex crimes online, the subjective nature of the analysis I was
to conduct necessitated an epistemology based on subjectivity in my research. In addition, the
integration of feminist epistemology in my methodological framework was also essential in my
discourse analysis of the Armenian public’s comments and analyzing what the dominant truth
claims made by the commenters consisted of. The most important component of analyzing these
truth claims, however, was understanding to what subjective extent did these commenters adhere

to patriarchal conceptions of sex crimes.

Research Context and Design

In the process of my research, I decided to focus on the prominent Armenian
activist and influencer Lucy Kocharyan’s Facebook-based hashtag #pnuncpjwl_awjup,
which roughly translates to “the voice of violence”. Under this hashtag, which gained

nationwide traction in 2019, Kocharyan would post, with the full consent of the women



17

who would privately message her, the stories of Armenian women'’s sexual assault to
shed light on the issue of sex crimes in Armenia being kept behind closed doors.
However, Kocharyan's striking approach to raising the voices of Armenian women who
have faced a wide range of sexual assault and violence profoundly backfired. The public
reception towards these stories, as observed through the Facebook comment sections
of these posts, were mainly severely negative and were focused on either blaming the
women for the assault they faced, shaming them, justifying the perpetrators, or even a

combination of all or some of the mentioned sentiments.

The research design I had chosen to formulate my findings through was by narrowing
down my research participants to that of Lucy Kocharyan’s hashtag and specifically focusing on
three stories that were posted under the hashtag. I selected these three cases to analyze based on
the fact that they had gained the most traction in terms of reactions and comments, with my most
prominent case receiving a total of 26 reactions and 58 comments. Following this same logic, I
also decided to focus my analysis on the commented sentiments under these posts on only the top
five most popular comments under each post based on the number of reactions they received.
Overall, I have conducted my research on a total of fifteen comments left by the Armenian

public in reaction to these anonymous Armenian women’s sex crime stories.

With each of these three posts, I have formulated my research based on, firstly, what the
nature of each sex crime was, as sex crimes encompass a wide range of sex-based offenses and
violence, but each share the common denominator of a non-consensual sexual act. Next, I
focused on who these commenters focused on addressing in their commented sentiments,
whether they directed their comments at the sex crime victim, the perpetrator, both, or other

individuals within these sex crime stories. Finally, I analyzed what the perception of these
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commenters were regarding the individual(s) they addressed in their comments, especially when
their sentiments were based on morality, dignity, and legality with their intentions on shaming or

blaming the individual(s) they addressed within their comments.

The language of the sex crime stories and the comments which I chose to analyze were
predominantly in Armenian, with only the exception of one comment which was in English. As I
do not have the ability to read and write in Armenian, I received the help of a local Armenian
colleague and support team member of mine, Mane Yesayan, during the process of choosing the
stories and comments, as well as translating them. We divided the translation process into two
parts. The first part consisted of Yesayan reading through the selected stories and comments out
loud so I could hear the material I set myself to work with in its original language. During the
second part, she conducted her translation, where she implemented both the literal translation of
the texts, as well as the deeper meaning that the original Armenian texts held. Thus, I conducted

my Discourse Analysis of only the English translated texts rather than the original texts.

In addition, during my capstone creation, I was evaluating the necessity and the
possibilities of perhaps conducting an interview with one or more women'’s rights activists, such
as Ani Jilozian from the Women’s Support Center, for the purpose of gaining further insight on
the phenomenon of the dominant Armenian reception towards sex crimes in Armenia, via online
comments. Unfortunately, due to other responsibilities that I had which diverted my attention
during the time frame when I had approximately planned to set up interviews, I was unable to

follow through with this area of interview-based research.

As aresult, the vast majority of my area of research lay in my analysis of the discourse
which took place within the comment sections of the three most popular posts under Lucy

Kocharyan’s hashtag on Facebook. The entirety of my research was strictly limited to the data



19

presented to me through simple observation of commented sentiments under these selected posts
and my Discourse Analysis of them based on my methodological framework of Standpoint
Theory and Feminist Epistemology. Thus, my research design is simply confined to this research
paper, with no external sources of information other than my extensive corpus of literature as

provided in my literature review.

Research Findings and Analysis

To analyze these three stories posted by Lucy Kocharyan, it is crucial to understand that
Kocharyan’s movement was deeply rooted in the idea of shifting the narrative from displaying
victims of sexual assault as the key emphasis within publicized sex crime cases to emphasizing
the perpetrator’s role in the act of the sex crime (Harris & Socia, 2016). As Sandra Harding
dictates in her construction of Standpoint Theory, women’s movements, such as Lucy
Kocharyan’s movement, need a constructed form of knowledge that is for women, rather than
one that places women as subjects of masculinist modes of knowledge (Harding, 2004).
Furthermore, these stories of women’s varying experiences with sexual assault and violence
were strictly subjective accounts as provided by the women who had privately messaged Lucy
Kocharyan. As Lorraine Code discusses in her chapter on knowledge subjectivity, women, under
patriarchal systems of knowledge construction and transmission, have been co-signed with their
role in this process of knowledge construction as being “insignificant” subjective transmitters of
knowledge (Code, 1991). As such, the social position of the majority of these commenters,
mainly consisting of Armenian men, places them in a hierarchical position of utilizing these
women’s role in knowledge construction as a tool for oppression and social control (Code,

1991).
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The discourse of the sex crime stories and their comments are facilitated online,
specifically Facebook, which is a relatively novel form of discourse. As Gabriele Griffin states,
discourse assigns certain roles to the “actors” in discourse, where traditionally, these roles
consist of the author, or speaker, and the audience within discourse (Griffin, 2014). In the case of
the discourse taken place online, more specifically under Lucy Kocharyan’s hashtag, Kocharyan
is herself the speaker, and the audience themselves are also speakers, as they are the authors of

commented sentiments under the stories.

Post 1:

The first post I analyzed, which has received 58 comments and 26 reactions, details the
experience of an unethically authorized doctor’s visit by the older brother of one woman when
she was a 12-year-old girl. The woman states that she would experience severe pain in her
tailbone and had to go to a doctor to understand the source of her medical issue. Thus, her older
brother, without her knowledge of the doctor’s area of profession, took her to a gynecological
doctor who abstained from inquiring about her tailbone pain and instead directed her to sit on a
gynecological chair where he forced two of his fingers into her with no warning or given consent
whatsoever. No matter how much she cried or begged for the examination to end, the doctor and
the female nurse who was with them in the room ignored her and would occasionally tell her to
stop fighting against the procedure. The nature of the crime in this first case is a non-consensual
medical exam of a minor executed by a licensed doctor and nurse. The medical exam included
the doctor’s abrupt insertion of his fingers into her vagina with no prior notice given by the

doctor and no consent given by the patient.

This case, in the huge wave of posts that Lucy Kocharyan had posted, garnered a lot of

attention from the Armenian public, receiving the greatest number of comments out of all the
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posts. The majority of the discourse I observed in the commented sentiments of the public
surrounded the justification and denial of the nature of the woman’s case as being labeled a sex
crime. The comment which received the most likes under the post, with a total of 14 comments,
stated “I think there was no violence here, but just a rude and indifferent attitude from the doctor.
What is described is a standard proctological procedure.” The comment which received the
second to most likes of 10 likes in total stated “Perhaps the doctor was a proctologist. He
probably did an internal examination to understand whether there is a process from the inside or
not (from the anus). The process is naturally painful. The stool is the same as the gynecological
one. I don't think it's possible to say that it was violence. I'm saying as a patient, after going to
the doctor with a similar problem.” Another comment, which received 8 likes in total, held a
similar position on the matter: “There is absolutely no element of violence here. Hopefully, the
girl will get married and will have many more physiological opportunities to communicate with
doctors, to enjoy pregnancy, childbirth and the joy of motherhood in general. The dates were not

mentioned, I assume from the written text that it will still happen in the future.”

The first two commenters focus on the doctor, who is the perpetrator of the sex crime, as
the focal point of their reception towards the sex crime story, and the latter places emphasis on
the sex crime victim. As presented, the three commenters explicitly disregarded the woman’s
unconsented experience as being sexually violent or a violation. Instead, the commenters, as
several others in the comment section also state, justified the actions of the doctor as being a
standard medical procedure. The authors of the comments also assume a position of authority
with their sentiment, as they both use the personal pronoun “I” to indicate their own attitudes

towards the text (Griffin, 2014).
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Applying my Discourse Analysis, as set in my methodological framework, knowledge
construction and transmission within Armenian society is heavily rooted in the dichotomous
categorizations of objective and subjective modes of knowledge (Code, 1991). As such, the
discursive conventions (Griffin, 2014) of presenting sex crime cases, given the violent nature
that is typically associated with them, is to provide “factual” and “objective” evidence of the
crime that was committed. With this in mind, the commenters' reception of the case rule out
violence and instead emphasize the fact that the male doctor, as being in a high hierarchical
position, was simply performing a standard medical procedure. In addition, the fact that the
woman’s telling of her experience was based on her subjective narration of what she experienced
at a young age, the relations of power (Griffin, 2014) between the now-older woman and the
doctor were observed by the commenters of what is “usually” seen as the case within this power
relation. That is, the woman’s experience is viewed as “unjustified” through lack of “objective”
evidence and conventional patriarchal knowledge, and the doctor’s actions were justified as
being standard medical procedure. Furthermore, the first commented sentiment also focuses on
both denying the experience of the label of sexual violence and situating the woman in a
hypothetical future in which motherhood would be her main goal. The social location and role of
the woman, as imposed by the Armenian patriarchal system of knowledge construction and
transmission, is that of the dominant in-group social identity of the woman-mother (Aslanyan,

2007; Beukian, 2014; Harding, 2004; Stets & Burke, 2000).

The fourth comment which I analyzed garnered a total of 8 likes and stated “And what did
the pain in the tailbone have to do with the gynecologist and why did they take her to the
gynecologist?” The commenter’s focus is on both the victim and the perpetrator, as they ask

questions regarding the context of the victim’s visit to the doctor. At the same time, the
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commenter does not address the sex crime in any way. The commenter’s reception of the sex
crime is one of demanding more context and a disregard of the fact that the underage victim
experienced a non-consensual medical procedure at the hands of a much older practitioner; thus
feeding into the discursive socially constructed reality of gaining a bigger picture of the situation
through what is socially venerated as “objective” knowledge before ruling out any stance of the

sex crime’s validity (Code, 1991; Griffin, 2014).

The social location of the commenter, within the sphere of the dominant patriarchal state of
the Armenian society, showcases their conformity to the social order (Harding, 2004) of
attempting to “dig for evidence” in order to satisfy the typically held ideals of what constitutes
sexual violence and what does not. The lack of discourse surrounding the actual sex crime itself
is a product of the long-held social convention in Armenian society regarding Armenian
women’s sexualities and any sex-related instance, which includes discourse on sexual violence
and consent (Aharonian, 2010). The nature of the commenter’s questions also stems from a place
of the discursive conventions of sexual violence in Armenia, as one that could possibly be

justified (Griffin, 2014; Osipov & Sargizova, 2016).

The nature of the last comment I analyzed, which received 5 likes from the time of posting
until now, strays away from the previous commenters’ sentiments, which were primarily based
on the justification of the sex crime and the nod to the lack of some “objective” and “factual”
evidence behind the truth claims of the sex crime victim. The commenter stated “By the way,
just yesterday in the group dedicated to childbirth, we were talking about the violence shown by
doctors towards clients, about the fact that there is absolutely no limit to taking care of someone
else's body. There is a lot to do there, because the doctors consider themselves the most capable

and do not acknowledge boundaries, starting from the dentist to the gynecologist. They are very
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incompetent people.” The commenter’s focus is on the perpetrator of the sex crime, and
addresses the issue of other medical practitioners who commit similar offenses. At the same
time, the commenter does not address the sex crime victim in any way. The author of the
comment also positions themself in their perspective on sex crimes of a similar nature by using
the personal pronoun “we” and refers to a group to indicate that they are not the only authority of

their truth claim (Griffin, 2014).

The typical discursive conventions, in this case, are challenged by the author, primarily in
the author’s truth claim surrounding their use of the term violence to showcase that the referred
sex crime story is not a standalone experience (Griffin, 2014). As the commenter stated that their
understanding of the fact that the experience of the sex crime victim is not a case which comes in
a vacuum, due to the fact that they had shared and learned about similar stories through different
individuals, is a testament to the need for there to be a feminist epistemology and mode for the
construction and transmission of knowledge that is for women (Code, 1991; Harding, 2004). The
commenter’s sentiment is in line with the opposite of the discursive convention, in which
women's experiences and contributions to a growing body of knowledge is not deemed as
insignificant (Code, 1991; Harding, 2004). Thus, the discursive convention is put to the test
(Griffin, 2014). The commonality of the sex crime, according to the commenter, is further
intensified through their truth claim expression (Griffin, 2014) of the state of medical
practitioners in Armenia, by stating that the majority, from dentists to gynecologists, are
incompetent people, where sexual violence and assault is more common than the number of
cases which actually get reported in professional and workplace settings (Amnesty International,

2008).

Post 2:
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The nature of the sex crime of the second case, which received a whopping 236 reactions
and only 9 comments, was that of a woman who was raped at the age of 22 after graduating from
Yerevan State University. The woman states that she was a young girl who would receive the
attention of men who came from rich families. Soon, one of these men began to keep consistent
communication with her. However, as the woman states, she did not fall in love with him. After
her cancelation of a meeting between the two, the man grew furious as he swore at her, created
accusations against her, and even later on threatened her and claimed she had driven him to near
suicide. Two months later, he called her using an unknown number and claimed that he wanted
to meet with her again to simply return a book to her. When she entered his car, he told her that
the book was not with him and that he would drive them to his home so he could give her the
book there. However, while on the road, the woman noticed that he was driving in a different
direction and was not taking her to his home. When she pointed this out to him, he beat her
unconscious and she woke up with bruises and noticed that she had lost her virginity. The victim
also noted that she is now married to another man who did not react to her sex crime story by

blaming or shaming her.

The majority of the commented sentiments under this post surrounded the claims that the
story lacked “objective” evidence of the woman’s rape, denying the authenticity of the story, and
shaming the woman. However, the comment which received the most attention and likes under
the post, with a total of 5 likes, was that of a commenter who stated “That bastard will get his
punishment from god...I wish you happiness.” Another comment, which received 0 likes, was a
simple short comment written in English, which stated “Wow, respect.” Both commenters here
expressed solidarity with the sex crime victim, as both of their comments address the victim in

their sentiments; the first commenter also takes a full authoritative standpoint in their discourse
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as they use the proper pronoun “I”’, which enhances their sentiment as one of their own (Griffin,
2014). However, the first commenter also addressed the perpetrator of the sex crime, further
opposing the discursive convention of sex crime discourse and challenging dominant power

relations. (Code, 1991; Griffin, 2014).

Critical discourse analysis, set in my feminist methodological framework, reveals how
discourse, such as online commented sentiments, contributes to the reinstatement of existing
power relations within a society (Code, 1991; Griffin, 2014; Harding, 2004). When one strays
away from the dominant discursive conventions and truth claims, which are deeply rooted in
masculinist modes of knowledge construction and transmission, surrounding societal norms in
matters deeply rooted in oppressive practices, the symbolic discursive reality of relations to
power are challenged (Griffin 2014; Harding, 2004). The language used by the first commenter
takes on a deeper challenge to the discursive norm in Armenian society, as they address the sex
crime perpetrator and use the term bastard to address them as such. The link between the
language used in their comment and socio-cultural practices (Griffin, 2014), as normalized under
the patriarchal Armenian society, is one which seeks to place emphasis on the sex crime
perpetrator and further push for increased efforts for the normalization of terms such as
“offenders" and “perpetrators" in the scope of sex crime discourse on social media (Harris &
Socia, 2016). Thus, the social location of these two commenters is that which challenges
discursive conventions, through the direct encouragement of the sex crime victim and the
indirect encouragement of Lucy Kocharyan and her sharing of the sex crime story (Harding,

2004; Paitjan, 2019).

The first of the next two comments, which received 3 likes, stated “Lucy Kocharyan, how

do you prove the authenticity of the materials you posted? I am sure that your page is fake,
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opened for a special purpose. I do not rule out that there will be people who will send their actual
life stories, but most of them are false stories.” The second commenter stated “It's a lie, it's a lie
and it's a lie again. A girl can’t be that stupid at 22.” This comment received 1 like. The first
comment of the two addresses Lucy Kocharyan herself and questions the authenticity of her truth
claims due to a supposed lack of “objective” evidence, as well as the authenticity of most sex
crime stories under her hashtag, and takes a full authoritative stance of this questioning through
their use of the proper pronoun “I”’ (Code 1991; Griftin, 2014). The second commenter targets
the sex crime victim herself and does not take an authoritative position on the matter, but rather
situates their truth claim in dominant masculinist modes of knowledge, which seek to solidify a
normative “objective” epistemology regarding men and women under a patriarchal society

(Code, 1991; Griffin, 2014; Harding, 2004).

Critical discourse analysis shows that discourse, such as online commented sentiments,
contributes to the reinstatement of existing power relations within a society (Griffin, 2014). As
both the narrator and publisher of the text are women, whose situated subjective knowledge is
deemed insignificant under oppressive masculinist social structures of knowledge construction
and transmission (Code, 1991; Harding, 2004), the social positions of the commenters view this
subjective recount of events as false and lacking in “authentic” and “objective” evidence. The
first commenter also questions Kocharyan’s authority in publicizing this case, along with her
other posted cases, as she does not provide enough objective evidence to satisfy the venerated
structure of knowledge transmission that governs the dominant patriarchal modes of knowledge
(Code, 1991). In addition, the second commenter blatantly blames the female victim of the sex
crime by stating that what she has narrated was a lie because, according to the patriarchal norms

of knowledge construction, her level of intellect should not have landed her in such a
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compromising situation. This leads to the indirect blame and shame placed on the victim, as
indicated in the structure of the commenter’s discourse (Griffin, 2014). Thus, the indirect
sentiment lies in the questioning of whether or not the woman was aware of what she was doing,
as her actions could have led to the provocation of the man’s reaction, and as such, the blame is
placed on the victim ((Osipov & Sargizova, 2016; Truchero, Urrutia, & Sargsyan, 2017). The
social location of the commenter here is one which adheres to the patriarchal modes of
knowledge construction and transmission (Harding, 2004), and the language they used to
describe the sex crime victim in denial of her intellectual capacity is one which positions the
victim in the out-group of women, where the supposed falsity of her truth claims render her
image as a Whore in the dominant dichotomous categorization of women under patriarchal
society (Chan, 2023; Stets & Burke, 2000). This perspective of the commenter is further fueled
by the political location of the commenter in the Armenian society, where masculinist modes of
knowledge construction and transmission hold the norm of placing “objective” stances and truths
and myths regarding socio-cultural practices, such as the spread of patriarchal understandings of
women’s sexualities in Armenia (Aharonian, 2010; Code, 1991; Harding, 2004; Katz-Schiavone
et al., 2008). This can even be viewed from the point of the political position of the commenter,
as within the Armenian Criminal Code Article 62 itself, sexual assault and violence cases are
justified if the victim displayed some form of provoking behavior (National Assembly of RA,

2021; Truchero, Urrutia, & Sargsyan, 2017).

The last comment under this post, which received 1 like since the time of posting, was one
which entirely did not address the sex crime itself, nor the victim, perpetrator, or Kocharyan
themselves. Instead, the commenter stated “Your husband has a great soul”, which addressed the

victim’s current husband, whose mention in the sex crime story post was limited to just the tail-



29

end of the post. Although the sentiment of the commenter strays away from the discursive
conventions intrinsic to the discourse of sex crimes in Armenian society, the commenter also
adheres to the Armenian social convention of remaining silent in the face of discussions
regarding Armenian women’s sexualities and female sex-based discourse, as the norm stems
from the larger cultural context of labeling such discussions as “amot”, or “shameful”

(Aharonian, 2010; Griffin, 2014).

Post 3:

The final sex crime story I analyzed under Kocharyan’s hashtag, which received a total of
40 reactions and 17 likes, was a woman’s story from when she was a 13-year-old girl who would
receive strange looks from her 24-year-old teacher in school. She stated that after he left his job,
she also lost any contact with him until 2019 when he approached her at a store. They kept a line
of communication from that point on and he confessed to being in love with her. She refused to
date him and they agreed to remain friends. Later on, they met again when they gathered with a
group of mutual friends. As she was leaving the gathering, the man followed her through a
crowded area and proceeded to attack and grope her, but she managed to escape. She once again
lost contact with him until he showed up at the entrance of her home one day and threatened to
harm her because she did not want a relationship with him. The victim tried to run away from
him, but he caught her where there was no one in sight and sexually assaulted her by pressing her
against the wall, kissing her against her will, and attempting to put his hand in her pants. The
victim stated that the man still threatens her to this day and that she wishes to report his behavior
but is worried that she does not have the “facts” to back up her claims. The victim did not specify

her age at the time of both of her sex crimes, which were both cases of sexual assault.
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The commented sentiments under this post varied quite drastically in terms of the public’s
reception to the sex crime story and the victim. The sentiments ranged from commenters who
supported the sex crime victim and those who mocked her or, once again, questioned the
authenticity of Lucy Kocharyan’s movement and the stories she posted under her hashtag. In
fact, two of the comments I analyzed, which both received 4 likes each, the greatest number of
likes in the entire comment section, bore contrasting sentiments and were directed towards

different actors within the online discourse of the sex crime story.

The first of the two comments which received 4 likes was that of a commenter who stated
“Sorry, of course, I believe that there are stories that are true, but half of the stories here are not
believable. I wrote my opinion.” Though they questioned the authenticity of the majority of the
sex crime stories under Kocharyan’s hashtag, including this one, the commenter did not directly
target or address any specific actors within the online discourse under the post. However,
through the commenter’s use of the personal pronoun “I” to establish an authoritative position
behind their opinion on the sex crime story posts in general and not regarding the content of the
sex crime story of the post they commented under, their comment was ultimately meant to
address the audience of the discourse (Griffin, 2014), as well as Kocharyan herself. Another
comment under the post, which received 0 likes, bore a similar sentiment to the previous one, as
the commenter stated “It is a lie, this country is not full of innocent girls.” Once again, the
commenter did not target any specific actor tied to the discourse surrounding the sex crime story
post, but rather this commenter addresses the audience by adhering to the socially constructed

discursive convention of sex crime discourse in Armenian society (Griffin, 2014).

My analysis of the two comments revealed the socio-cultural convention of knowledge

construction and transmission under patriarchal society is one which requires a rigid standard of
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“objective” knowledge which would be deemed “believable” (Code, 1991; Griffin, 2014). In the
case of Armenian society, one which is inherently homogenous and patriarchal to its core, social,
cultural, and political influences of the commenters, such as the greater general discourse
surrounding sex crimes which take place on social media, lead to the Armenian public’s
knowledge construction and transmission regarding the “norms” and “objective truths” of sex
crimes (Harding, 2004; Mehraj, Bhat, & Mehraj, 2014). The commenters’ adherence to the
discursive conventions (Griffin, 2014) of sex crime discourse on social media in Armenia, where
knowledge construction and transmission is based on a wide variety of users’ social and political
locations on a larger scale, thus further reinstate the dominant power relations key to Armenian
society (Harding, 2004; Mehrat, Bhat, & Mehrat, 2014). The second comment in particular
focuses on the masculinist categorization of women in Armenia. The commenter stated that the
majority of girls in Armenia are not “innocent”, and thus, the commenter’s knowledge of the
dichotomous categorization of women in either an “innocent” Madonna social role or a “sinful”
Whore social role (Genovese, 2002) is an immediate reflection of the standard social conventions
of the contemporary woman social role in Armenia (Aslanyan, 2007). However, the
commenter’s sentiment is also one which challenges the discursive conventions (Griffin, 2014)
of discourse surrounding Armenian women, as the dominant in-group social role (Stets & Burke,
2000) of Armenian women is one which aligns with the Madonna social role under the typical

patriarchal society (Aslanyan, 2007; Genovese, 2002).

The second of the two most liked comments under this post, as aforementioned, was one
which reflected a polar opposite reception, when compared to the other most liked comment,
towards the sex crime story and victim. The commenter stated “Definitely contact the police.

Don't pay attention to the facts.”, where they address the sex crime victim herself and challenge
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the discursive conventions of sex crime discourse, where “objective” and “factual” knowledge is
necessary for a body of knowledge and information to be accepted (Code, 1991; Griffin, 2014).
Another commenter, whose comment received 0 likes, bore a similar sentiment to the previous
commenter, where they addressed the sex crime victim herself by stating “You are not the police

to collect proof, leave it for the police to investigate.”

Discourse analysis of the two comments revealed that not only is the discursive convention
of sex crime reception and discourse challenged by the two commenters, but so is the socio-
culturally constructed discourse and knowledge surrounding the legal framework of the
Armenian justice system. Although Article 140 under the Armenian Criminal Code states that
forced violent sexual acts, which include those that are backed by threats to destroy a victim’s
life or property or even use blackmail, must go punished (National Assembly of RA, 2021), the
common discursive convention (Griffin, 2014) surrounding sexual assault in Armenian society is
one which is lenient towards the sex crime perpetrator and seeks to find justifications for the
actions of the perpetrator (Osipov & Sargizova, 2016). This societal convention is further backed
by the Armenian Criminal Code’s leniency towards criminal actions themselves, which include
sex crimes, where Article 62 of the criminal code (National Assembly of RA, 2021) states that in
any crime case, the punishment of the perpetrator can be determined by the victim’s behavior;
where if the victim had displayed any “illegal” or “immoral’ behavior, than that in itself is
grounds for justification of any crime (Truchero, Urrutia, & Sargsyan, 2017). As a society’s legal
framework and legal conventions are built upon socio-cultural norms in their respective society
(Karpin, 2002), the discursive conventions surrounding Armenian women’s sexuality and
understanding of sex crimes befall on the dichotomous categorization of women, even in legal

court (Aslanyan, 2007; Chan, 2023; Griffin, 2014). This same logic also applies to the shame
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placed on Armenian sex crime victims, as their engagement in a sexual activity, though non-
consensual, is one that is considered “shameful” (Aharonian, 2010). Furthermore, these two
commenters’ challenges to the discursive conventions of the Armenian legal system seek to
neglect the masculinist structures which call for “objective” evidence as the only true backing to
a truth claim and thus challenge the existing power relations and the production of knowledge in

the Armenian society (Code, 1991; Griffin, 2014; Harding, 2004).

The final comment under this sex crime story post was by a commenter whose sentiments
were similarly rooted in the challenge to the discursive and legal conventions of the
understanding of sex crimes and victims in Armenian society. The commenter stated, “Tell your
parents, at least only your mother, that you are worried, don't let them leave you alone before it's
too late.” The commenter’s sentiment is once again directed towards the sex crime victim, as
they offer solutions that go beyond the discursive conventions of sex crime victimhood intrinsic
to Armenian society (Aharonian, 2010; Griffin, 2014). However, the commenter does this by
also adhering to the Armenian social conventions of placing a heightened sense of responsibility
on the Armenian social role of woman-mother as an essential source of the societal convention
not bringing issues regarding Armenian women’s sexuality to light in the face of male figures

(Aharonian, 2010; Aslanyan, 2007).

Overall, my analysis of the 15 comments under the 3 sex crime story posts revealed
varying public attitudes towards each actor present in the online discourse of the sex crimes.
However, the data revealed that the most dominant of these attitudes was one which sought to
justify the sex crime perpetrator or blame the sex crime victim or even Kocharyan herself. In
fact, this was the case with 7 out of the 15 comments I analyzed. On another note, 9 out of 15 of

the commenters, whether their comments were blame-based or in support of the sex crime
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victim, focused their sentiments towards the victim rather than the perpetrator. As previously
mentioned, this falls in line with the discursive convention of sex crimes in a patriarchal society.
In addition, patriarchal conceptions of violence were the leading truth claims behind the majority
of the commenters’ sentiments. Thus the data presented that the majority of the commenters’
social and political locations are situated in adherence to Armenian masculinist knowledge
construction and transmission. However, the data also presented several limitations and gaps

which should be ideally addressed for future analysis and research.

Limitations and Avenues for Further Research

The greatest limitation I faced in the scope of my research was the limited amount of time I
had to conduct a thorough analysis of the initial number of comments I had planned to analyze
from the start. Due to the time constraints I faced, I was unable to conduct much larger research
on the commented sentiments of a total of 9 comments each from all three sex crime story posts
under Lucy Kocharyan’s hashtag. Thus, my research was limited to a total of 5 comments each
under the three posts, where I finalized a much more in-depth analysis of a total of 15 comments
utilizing Discourse Analysis as set in my methodological framework of Standpoint Theory and

Feminist Epistemology.

Another limitation I faced, once again due to the aforementioned time constraints, was not
being able to conduct at least one in-depth interview with an Armenian women's rights activist.
Most notably, I had initially planned to conduct an interview with Ani Jilozian from the
Women's Support Center here in Yerevan. However, I eventually had to omit the idea and focus
solely on my analysis of the comments left under Lucy Kocharyan's anonymously shared sex

crime story posts.
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For further research, I highly suggest bringing in the insights of professionals from various
fields, from women’s rights activists to even human rights workers whose work extends to the
sphere of social media, in order to structure a much more in-depth analysis of a greater body of

commented sentiments regarding the discourse of sex crimes in Armenia.

However, my greatest limitation in the scope of my research was the aspect of translation
of the sex crime story posts and comments from the original language of Armenian to English.
Despite my support team member Mane Yesayan’s efforts to translate the original texts to
English in a way which both preserved the literal and the deeper meaning of the texts, the
process left a lot of crucial details to be lost in translation. In addition, the research and analysis
was focused on the analysis of the English translation of the texts. Thus, I suggest a similarly
conducted analysis of the Armenian texts for future research, in order to achieve a much more

comprehensive understanding of the texts.

Overall, my capstone project focused heavily on my research method and methodological
framework of Discourse Analysis with Standpoint Theory and Feminist Epistemology, and could
have been further enhanced by the use of a secondary research method focused on analyzing the
societal effects of social media in order to garner a greater understanding of the increased spread

of socio-cultural discursive practices in Armenia.

Conclusion
This research paper provides an in-depth analysis of the Armenian public reception
to sex crimes and Armenian female sex crime victims on social media through the use
of Discourse Analysis, which is set in a methodological framework of two feminist

theories. The study was based on the analysis of three sex crime story posts shared
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anonymously under the Armenian women'’s rights activist Lucy Kocharyan’s Facebook

hashtag #pnuntpjwl_awjlp.

In addition to the topic of sex crime stories and victims, this paper places focus on the
historical context behind the national Armenian perception of Armenian women and utilizes the
Madonna/Whore complex to understand the dominant social roles for women inherent to
Armenian patriarchal society. Where the social convention for Armenian women is one which
draws heavy influence from past notions of motherhood as Armenianess, Armenian women’s
victimhood in the act of a sex crime situates them in a social position where they are viewed as

Whores and unworthy in the scope of Armenian womanhood.

The research also encompasses the social impact of social media as a tool for discursive
convention reinforcement in society. The data presents a varying spectrum of adherence and
challenge to the Armenian socio-cultural discursive conventions of sex crimes and sex crime

victims, where social, cultural, historical, and legal influences are at play.

A striking nod to patriarchal conceptions of knowledge construction and transmission are
also reflected in the research. Several commenters tended to question the authenticity of the sex
crime stories, typically for the lack of “objective” facts that these stories bore. Under the analysis
of Standpoint Theory and Feminist Epistemology, masculinist approaches to the dissemination of

knowledge are present in Armenian society and seep into online discourse as well.

Lastly, this paper takes the legal Armenian framework into account, where the Criminal
Code of Armenia serves as a vital normative function in Armenian society as an authoritative

force in knowledge construction and transmission. Thus, the data presents those legal



understandings of sex crime and sex crime victim discourse influences public perception as a

normative authoritative body.
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Appendix A -The three posts in Armenian
Post 1:

«Pwnl Lyneup swit: Ubgwith 2unphwyw GJ wpdwuwwwuwnynipjwl,
hwdwuwnniejwl, dJwpnne wdGUwhhduwywUu hpwyncupltiph hwdwp wwjpwntino
nL spuyppytne hwdwp:

Uwnwétigh Gu £ yhudbtd hd wywindnepjwdp:
“duwnwhtp pdyhu™

12 mwntlywl Eh, wngnyhu htn uwywé fuunhutp Ehb wnwewgb|, guwynwd Ep n
wbwnp En pd2yh quw] hdwlwnt hwdwn G hugu E fuunhpp: Enpnpu puytpp wuwg,
nn (wy Jwulwgbwnh wntn ghinh nd Ywpnn £ ogqut: Enwbu Uw, Gnpwjnu nL Gu
JhwuhU quwghup hhwunwung: Fdh2up wdpwlwau, uwnrp nL wuwnwpptp nGdpny
JhghU tnwphph tinnuidwnn Ep: Lnyu wuwnwpptp dwjund wuwg. “wph” nL Gu’
Jwfudnpws, 2thnpdws, uwywuytiihp pd2ywlywl wnpngtnnipw)hg (phy wiinbinjwy,
(nLr htwnlbbgh “pd2uhU™: UGUwy quwint sSwuwwwphhl Jtq Jhwgwy pnwdpnpp,
nL hd dtg hnoju wpplUwgwy, np wdtu hus (wd Yhuh, nt hptu Ywpnn Gd Juinwhbi:
Epp UGpu Junwlp wnwldbwublywy, yGuinpniunwd nGuw ghutGyninghwywl wenrp
Jwlwlug quuncduutph hwdwn bwfuwwnbudwé: Bnpptp Uhts wyn bdwl wenn skh
inbubl, nL Unybu wwhhu nwquwwh ggugnud wnpplbwgwy hd Jbe...nud dGbwy no
wlwwinwwl qqugh...pwjg syupnnugw wpunwptptl nshug, h ytngn tnpwjpu tn
ptpt| Enwntin, h ytpgn “Fdh2yu’™ En nunnnpnti EnwnGn...hpGL £ hn Ywpnn Eh
Juwnwhbi.. Lnyu uwnp nL hpwdwjwywu wnnuny pdh2Up Ywpgwnpbg pwpapwuwy,
Luwnt| wpnnhU nL lnwpwdét| ninpbpu... Gppuk bdwU thnpé snLuGuwny®
pwpapwlwind wpnnhu hud wuswih fungtih nL wbww2nwwl qqugh ...huy L hus
Gnwy hGwnn Gpptp s6U Unnwlw...wnwlg ns Uh pwn wub|nt pdh2yp dwwnubpp nudny
dwngntig hd Jbg...

Uwuwnhy gwyhg 6swgh nL uyutigh (wg |hub]..npwt h ywuwnwufuwl hwpgwnpdwl
pdh2up 2wpncbwytind dwunutpny ubnudb nu wuwubh gwy wwwndwnb|™ uwuwnntg
hua, wubind® “Uh tnngqu™..

Tpwlhg htwnn jwgu quwtind thnpénwd Eh nhdwuw gwyhu.. pnd GU En wwhhlu
wloglwywU Uwynd Eh pnudppngp nL hwjwgpny wntpunwd, np gnut hupp oquh,
pw)jg pnudpnuypp wuwnwpptp nt hwughuwn nGdpny uwuqUwdé hGununwd Ep..Gpuh
undnp Ep UdwU wnnGuwpwuutph..hGppwlywl w2fuwwnwupwihu opu En..

Epp nnipu GUwup ublUjwyhg wjwjJwsé nu uwpuwthwé Eh™ wgptinu wpgnLtupnun:
Enpwjnpu hwpgptig nug td, pwjg |hn Eh, swpnnwgw nshus wpwnwptnb...hug
wubh..nud JGnwinpth..h dGnpgn Fahaup hupl E sE, hp pninnp wpwpputnp
wpnwnwgywé Gu sk, h ybpen En wdtup hd wwwphudwl hwdwn En sE, nug Ywpnn
En wyr UGnw Lhukn..

Epywp dwdwlwy sEh dinwéh| Eu nGwph Jwuhl, pwjg ghwnnidutpp Jupnwiny

Jtphhztgh...dtphh2tinLg ntin UnLju uwuwnhy guwyu Gd ggnid nL hhand pd2yh uwnp
nL hpwdwjwywl dwjup..dh wnnwpptpnuejwdp, nn hhdw Jwiuh nL uwpuwthh
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thnfuwptl, wuwnwlubih qujpnype G ggnud nL guyny dinwéned, ph huswtuw uncyu
pdh2up 2wpncbwynd hp wnwpbnientup nL nppwt uwuw)p nu wnghyubp Gu
2wnncuwynd wwntp Ungb gwdp: Ynigth hwywwnwy, np hd htn Junwpdwén
Gqwyh nbwpw, hwquwphg Jtyh htwn ntnh nLtutgnn, pwjg wdwn hwdnqwé Gd, nn
udwl nGwpetpp 2wwn Gu:

NLgtgh Yhuyb hd ywwndnipjwdp, np sunnwuwlp, G nug Yuwpnn Gu Ldwu
“"Juuinwhnipnit Jwjtinn™” Ywnpgwyhdwy niutgnn dwpnhy unyluwtu
wlwwwndthnpbU pnuwlw; JGp Jwpduh wpdwlwwwwnynipjwl no
wutnUwdfuthnipjwl LJwndwdp»:

Post 2:

«22n-nd hud pruwpwnpbghu:6M3-U Unp Eh wdwpunt) nL w2fuwphu huéd wjupwl
thnpp En pynid h hwdtdwin hd ghintiihputiph,hd gtintiglniejwl ,hd uwwubhpltiph
nL Ghwqwuplbph:Gu wypnd n JuwGnwd Eh Yywluphu wdbU Juyplywup ,wdtu
nnw &l wwywawl wjupwt Jwn Ep pyned :

swlywuwwagph pwdwhpwupny huéd dhain uhpwhwnpynd Ehu dGdwhwpniuwn
innwutp. Gu pwwywuhlu hwdtuwn punwuhphg GU ,wub,np nw hué nnwp sep
quhu,wutl,np Gu nqunpdwé skh wjnswith niwnpnie)nLuhg ,Yihth unti,huy tu abq
sGU nLgnud fuwpt :dwunpwgt| Ehup Jwpqwupwhnod, hwjjuwywl hpwlywungejwu
Jdte punntujwé hwenpnwiywuncpjwdp * hwdwn 62t ,quw; hwjwp,Yncpuybp
,htwnlb) .. uyutg gpb ,uyutgh gnt,wndwdwlwly wug wnwewnpytbg hwunhwbi,ng
Jh fuwlgwpnn hwuqudwup sywn,wnwyt] bwu,Gpp Uw wdtu wnhpny hué byhpnod
En uhptith hinhtwyutnhg gnptip ni hd uhptith 2nbnwnutpp.. Lw gnuw Ephlgwtu
ntnwuwnh wywwnwuhu,ny hnigynwd £ wnwehu uhpn hwunhwyJdwu
dwdwlwy:3pwwnpwup En ,uhpwhwpyt) shwugnptgh ..Uh on ,tpp hGppwywu
hwunhyJdwUu wnwewnpyp dtpdtgh gnun Jwuwnwnnng (hubintu ywwndwnny ,ujudbg
hwjhnjwuplbph nGnwwunwpwh UGnwnpwupltn:En wdtup nppwl wnhwd En
Jungjupwl £] wuuwwubih * wubu Ynypp uyub En wbulb) ,Gu pwpwgt) Eh
;wlowwntigh ,wugwy Uvh pwuh dwd ,qulgbg, swywwnwufuwlbgh. ntn 2nyh Jtg Eh
:2wlh onptpu wugunwd EhU,wjupwl wyth Eh hwulywunwd ,np E| s6d nignd
hwunhwt| ,np wjb hpwwnepwupl £ ,np pUnd Ep,nLp np £ yGpwéybine £ qbntghy
uhpwytwh ,UGwnh wtu uiwund Enp gpnnh éngp:2wugbphu uyutghlu hwennnt
dGnwjwywl hwnnpnwanpniejncubbp ,wnwswupltp ,hupbwuwwuncejwl dwuhl
wylwnyutp :Eh sEh wpdwgwupnud :Uugwy dnwun 2 wdhu:Bu 2wun hwgywnbw Eh
hh2nd UpwU,Lw sywnp . sEp quugnud ,sEp gpnud |, Gu hud undnpbguncd Eh hd Unp
YywuphU nL wdtl wuquwd,Gpp dnwnu thnpphy dhnp Ep wnwpwunwd Upw JdwuhU hn
Unnuhg hustgnwé hwjhnjwuputpp wwwnwynwd Ehu GpGuu,ne Gu hwuwnwwnniu Eh
nwnund hd npnpdwl Utg:Lphy wy| hwdwphg quug ,Gu hwunwpundwdé Eh ,hupp’
swithhg nnLpu hwughuwn ,wutig,nn hué sh Unnwgbl,pw)jg hwuywgb| £,np hd
npn2ndp wtwnp £ hwpgb| nL nugnud £ huéd JGpwnwndubp ghppu,nplu hp dnin Ep ,u
npU hué hwjpu Ep uyhpt ,unntGuw Jh pwuh pnwythg dGptuwjny ,Yunw
Jhnwphwgnnni)ntt Yuwnptlp n ytpg..3wllywné hhztigh ghppu,Unnwgti Eh,np hp
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dnwin Ep ,wuwgh,np wuwwjdwlu pbph:3npu udtpu Ep 18 wdjwyhu:Ehwy
;hew:Luwntigh, 2wwn hwughuwn En  hwjwuwnpwyznwé,sGpyupugptgh.«NLn w
ahppu»:bupn.«Ghppp duwgb) w tnwup ,Gu wydwnnwgdwl ntnhg G quihu ,nn
wubh dnwu sh sEhp qw,htug hhdw guwup ,nnL uwwuh JdGptUuwh JGe ,dinubd
dtpgutd ,;nwd ptg»,ytpgnud £ pG™ « Unigbu Uncjuhuly tnwpuh Yywustd,Grt
hwath sh ,nn Gu ptg wninLu pGptd» :Uubigh nn nppwUu huwpwdnp E 2nun quwlp
,ahppu nnw nL ytpg:utuon En:Utptuwl 2wpdytg,2wwn hwughuwn Ep Jupnud
,ahwnth,np UJwunwd GU wwnpnud U Jh wywhh Uwwntgh,np dGptuwl (phy wy
nLnnnLjwdp £ gunwd,ne Gpp wubtigh ,En n°p Gu ppnud JGptluwjh nnubph
Unnwtpubpp hwyytghu nu dbptuwl ujwunwd Ep 200wpwaniejwdp .hwugptgh
Lubil.«Qunud Gup Jbnubup»:Uhyutgh gnnwy ,pw2p2t ,thnpdtgh nnLop pwgk)
,sunwgdtg .Yadphu wwwnwy ne peniugph Uh pwbh hwpdwé b Gu npwpwadbgh
;wnplbwgw ,tpp wdpnnenyhU uwwnwé Eh nL wpntl «ng Yynoju» :

Nuuinhywunce)ncl :Mwwwjh dhihnuutp, nL bw dwuwsdtg wudtnuniuwy (hpp
Jdtptlwjhg hwjinuwptnt) Ehu nLpg hngbdtun ntntn ) ...kUd wnwgwnytghlu ,nn Gu
hJ Ynrunipjniup Juwdwntd hptug 500000nn-nd,tpp pulhsb wuwg,np wudGnuncuwly
tnwywuphu hwjpp hud Wwwnpwuwn £ ncnupybp sypnwyw hwugquunwuwi ...

cnLpg 5 tnwinh Gu unuU Gpwqlu Eh wnnGubnwd :Ng Jh hwunhwnod wuduwlywUu punyph
:Ns Uh nnwdwpn ni thpp qupdwgwé wspbn ,rbG husne ° hd udwl uhpniu wnghyp
¢h wdnuuwunwd:Bu wdtu wuquwd snp hwgh wtu Yni Ep tnwihu wyn hwnpgbpp no
dywnnud :

Euop [pwgwy 8 tnwnhlu ,nn Gu Ynoyu s6U,huy Uh pwluh wduhg Yipwuw 3 tnwphlu,np
Gu uhpdwé Yyhu Gd.. hwab| G hwpuwutlywl ggbun ,wdnubwgt) G hwjywywu
uhpnLu hwpuwuhpny ,s6Ud yGpwywugutp hd Ynuncpjniup,wdnwuhbu hdwgb) £ wju
onp ,Gpp wuwg ,nn nugned E (ppwgltp UG hwpwpGpneejncuubpp..

Bu jud ,bu pgwlihy bl bu Yht .. Oy

Story 3:

«LnLuh swl 2wwn UGS w2fuwwnwup Gu wunwd: Suwpwynpnipyniu tndtghp , np
2wuwnbpp EupwU tnwph swudwdéutpp wutl: NL Gu UnyUwtu nLutGd hd
wuwwndnrpncup, npnyd wuwwjdwlu nugned 6U Yyhudb:

h2nd GU, np ntin thnpp Eh Uh nLuncghs nLuth: Gu 13 nwptGlywl Eh hupp dnun 24:
16n En nwphphg Lywwnb| Eh, pE nug Ep Lwjnd hua: Uhwdnp tnwponphuwy
hwjwgpny: bupl £ Gphunwuwnn Ep nL pwdwywuphl gbntghy: M6 Gu £ GpGhuw Eh,
np En hwjwgpny Uwynd Ep ubunwd Eh wdwigt ne Gplh nnpu gwithu En: bupp 2nun
nnLpu Gluwy w2fuwwnwuphg ni k| hpGuhg (nup sbwn, pw)jg dhawin Bnbip w Gptfubph
dbe pulwnyynn ptdw * npwtu "uhdwn" nLuncghs:

2019-h ddtinp wwwnwhwywl nbuw hpwl fuwunpnud Uninbgwy , uyutg funub| Gu
El ywpé © pwnwpwdwpnipntuhg Giubind wwwnwufuwunwd Eh: Uwnwétgh, nn
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agnigt hpwuhg JwpuGUwint pwt syw, npnyhGwnl punhwuncn thpp dwunputp
nLutup nL wntyywwn dwpnhy Epu pninpp: bupp uyutig hué gnb, Gu £
wuwwnwufuwub): RGnwppphn gdnun Yepwwn Ep: Uh op wubg , nn uhpwhwnpywé w
ncgnd w puybpnue)nct wuh, pwjg Gu wubgh,np wwwnpwuwn s6d nL wybih pwy
Uthup s2thdtup, huput] pt pw Gu wwwnpwuwn GU gnun puyGpwywupu £ JELwy pE
hua ptquhg htnnt Uh wwhh: Iwdwéwjuytgh: Uh op puytputpnd hwywpdt) Ehup
nL huput) Ywn: Wupunhwuwn Lbwjnwd Ep ypwu, hpw hhu tnwpophuwy hwjwgpny:
Upntlu Gpp whwinh guwjh Ghwy hGwnuhgu nL JGup £| dwpnw2wwn Jwjpnud Ehup:
Uhwuqwuhg hwnpawlytg dnpwu nL "atnp pgtig": Nug nnp hupp sthutin wy Uh niph
dwpn’™ nuntnp wupwuinwé :

Uhwynp pnuwybgh hptigh nu quwgh:
Ubgwy dwdwluwy , sywn:

Jdbnpgtpu nnipu GUw innuhg JUGp dnuinph dnin ywuqlwé En, uyutg uwywnuwy hug, nn
wutlu hug Ywuh , np hué yuwu nw ne Yywlpu Yynpdswuh ° pwluh np sEup Yupnn
dhwuhU (hub: Bu sth punwd, wpwag-wpwgq pwjtind qunwd Eh , 26uptnh dheny
ntwh Ywlugwn: Uh wntn hwuwup dwpn sywp En ywhhl, hupp dninbgud hué
whwdnn nudtin ubndtg wwwhu , hpt2h hwygpny wisptinhu bwjtind uyutg dhqu
hwdpnipt], wnwg nL htwn pwnpdybp nL hpnud Eh, gnnnud Eh, np pwg pnnutn stp
puncd nL wunwd En "hwuguwnwgh Jh hwwn, jwy GJ wunwd™: UJutg gnnny hwdpnupbg
, abnpp nugnud Ep nwpwwinhu JUGe wugywgut), pwnGpwiunwpwn Gpyuwp wwjpwphg
hGunn Jupnnwgw nnupu ypéub: bupp hud wwppbGpwpwp uwwnunwd w, nL
"Uwdjny" wutind hwulywglunwd w , np unyu pwup Ywpw Efh wuh: Bu nbn
Jwhuyfuting GJ tnwuhg nnLpu quihu, npndhGunlu En opp whwynp upntu G wwnby,
GG Ep wninLtb nnnwitny nL wdpnng opp twgbiny: Grb ELh hug np pw)jp wuh hwuwnwan
wlwwuwnhd s6U pnnuh: Nunnwyh thwuwntp snLuGd»:
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Appendix B -The comments in Armenian

Comments under Post 1 (Order: least to most likes):

1.

Epuh pah2up wnwywnning w Gnb:Rwyjwuwpwn UGpquunwd w wnty,
hwuywUuwnt hwdwp btpuhg wypngtiu Yw, rt sE(hGunwugphg):Mpngtup
pLUwywlwpwp gwynun w:Upnnlu £ Ungu ghubyninghwywuh wGu:Uubl, np
nw pnunce)ntt w Gnbl, huéd pUynd w sh upth:Uunwd GU npwtu
wuwghtuwn, udwluwwnhy fuunpnd pd2u4h guwinig htwnn:
Euwntn Yuwpénwd GU ng pb prunce)ncl, wjl punwdtup pd2yh Ynndhg Ynwhuwn,
wlwnwnpptn yGpwptpdniup £ Gnt: Lywpwapdwép unwlunwnan
wnnyunnghwywl wnpngtnnipw E:
Fuwntin pugwpéawl] ppinipyub mwupp squi: <ntuwd winehp Judniubwiiu ni ntin
pwquihgu $hghnnghwjubh wnhpbtin Yniattw pdhpyiutinh htinm pthytnt” hnhnipyui,
Ohlinuptipnipyub ni winhwuwpul duypuwbwnt pipypubtpp Juytitine hudwp: <
dwdytwnubpp Updwé sEhu, ghwé intpunnhg G Gupwnpnud, np nw ntkn
wwwagwjned £ (hubpn:
Elﬂl [’Gy Yuuwy nilitip wngniyh gunip ghiitiynitigh htan ni hish thtt wwinty ghtityningh
nm =’
b nbw htug GptYy sulnwptpniejwup byhpdwd fudpnud fununwd Epdp
pdh2yutph Yynnuhg hwéwfunpnutph Uywwndwdwp gnigwptpynn pruniejwl
dwuhU, Upw JwuhU np wjuwntn puwy pwgwywjnwd £ uwhdwup nLphzh
dwnuhup inbuwyphubine: Uuwntkn (hep pwu juw wuting, npndhGunl pdh2yutnn
hpGug wdtuwywpnnu GU hwdwnpnud nL En uwhdwup sGU ggnud®
wwnwdluwpnijdhg uyuwé Udhusl ghubyningp: Cwuwn 2S Gu dGgubpp ng
UndwGwntuwn En wnnudnd Jwpnhy:

Comments under Post 2 (Order: least to most likes):

1.

Wn uphlwl wuwndnig hp wuwmhdp unwb...Gpowbhly tintip ¥

2. Lnwuh Enswpjwll hUuswbu Juwwgnigtip dGn wnnbnwnpwdé Uynuetph

o

huyncpjncup wwywgnigh) U Get wggnyh ywupltup nL wjn GpunogUtph
enhoptl nwunwwwpunnudp ywhwgbup: Gu hwdnqwé GU nn d6p Eop $bjp E
pwgywd hwwnniy bwywuwnwyny: AU pwgwnnid np Y hutu dwpnhy
hwdwuwnwiny Yntnwpytu hptug Ywuph ywwndneejnculbpp , pwgjg
dGédwdwulnejniLup unwin wywwndnepniultp Gu:

Unuwin E, unuin £ U YpyhU unen E: Eupwtu hhdwp wnghy sh (hunwd 22
tnwnptywuncd:

wdnwuhun UGd hngh nLuh

Wow, respect

Comments under Post 3 (Order: least to most likes):

1.

yutiptp hhwpyt Gu hwywwnnd GU,np ywwndnonctubbp Ywu,npnup hpwywu
GU,pw)g untin wwwndncp ntbutphg Ytup hwywwnwine sGu:



bU Jwpshpu GU gnb:

. Wbywjdwl nhdtp nunhywuncejncu: dwuntphlu uh bw)bp

. Muwuwndtp dtn dunnutphu,gnut Jhwju Jwjphyhu,nn dtq wuhwuguwnwgunwd
w,enn adtgq Utuwy spnnutl,pwlh np sh:

. Unuwin £, wudbnunctbwy wnghyubpnd Eu Gpyhpp 1gdwé sh:

. Dugq vostikan cheq vor apacuycner havageq tveq vostikanutyun tox ashxaten

46
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Appendix C -The three posts translated in English
Post 1;

“Hello dear Lucy. Thank you very much for fighting for dignity, equality, the most basic human
rights and not giving up.

I thought I would share my story.
“Trust the doctor!”

I was 12 years old, I had problems with my tailbone, it hurt and I had to go to the doctor to find
out what the problem was. My brother's friend said that he knows a good specialist who can help.
So he, my brother and I went to the hospital together. The doctor was a middle-aged man with a
firm, cold and indifferent face. He told me in the same indifferent voice: "Come" and I, scared,
confused, completely unaware of the expected medical procedure, silently followed the "doctor".
On the way to the room, the nurse joined us, and hope arose in me that everything will be fine
and that I can trust her. When we entered the private room, I saw a gynecological chair in the
center, designed for women's examinations. I had never seen such a chair before, and at the same
moment a feeling of alarm arose in me... I felt alone and defenseless... but I could not utter
anything, after all my brother had brought me there, after all the "Doctor" had directed me there.
I could trust him too. In the same cold and commanding tone, the doctor ordered me to get up, sit
on the chair and spread my legs... having never had such an experience before, climbing into the
chair I felt extremely vulnerable and defenseless...and I will never forget what happened
next...without saying a word the doctor forcefully inserted his fingers into me...

I screamed from severe pain and began to cry... In response to this, the respected doctor,
continuing to squeeze his fingers and causing indescribable pain, scolded me, saying: "Don't
whine!"...

After that, I tried to hold back the pain... I remember at that moment I looked helplessly at the
nurse and begged her to at least help, but the nurse was standing behind her with an indifferent
and calm face... Maybe she was used to such scenes... It was another working day...

When we left the room, I was changed and terrified, with tears in my eyes. My brother asked me
how I was, but I was silent, I couldn't say anything... what should I say... who should I blame...
After all, HE is the doctor, and all his actions are justified, right? After all, it was all for my
recovery, right? How could it have been any different....

I hadn't thought about this incident for a long time, but after reading the stories, I remembered
it... When I remember it, I still feel the same intense pain and remember the doctor's cold and
commanding voice...with the difference that now instead of fear and terror, I feel unbearable
anger and think with pain that how the same doctor continues his work and how many women
and girls continue to experience the same pain. I would like to believe that what happened to me
is a unique case, happening to one in a thousand, but alas, I am sure that there are many such
cases. I wanted to share my story so that we don't forget how people with such a "“trusted" status
can also attack the dignity and integrity of our bodies with impunity."

Post 2:
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"I was raped at the age of 22. I had just finished YSU and the world seemed so small compared
to my knowledge, my beauty, my expectations and dreams. I was living and enjoying every
second, every minute of my life, the future's so bright! it seemed.

As fate would have it, rich guys always fell in love with me. I come from a rather modest family,
to say that I didn't like it, to say that I wasn't excited by so much attention, would be lying, and I
don't want to deceive you. Asking about me, following me....he started writing, I started writing,
after a while he offered to meet, there were no obstacles, especially when he gave me books by
favorite authors and my favorite chocolates on every occasion... He was reserved, like a young
boy who gets excited on the first date. One day, when I rejected the offer of another meeting
simply because of my ill health, a torrent of curses and accusations began. It was as unpleasant
as it was unexpected, as if a blind man had started to see. I was frozen, I hung up, several hours
passed, he called, I didn't answer. I was still in shock. The more days passed, the more I realized
that I didn't want to meet, that even the attraction that seemed to turn into a beautiful romance,
flew like an arrow into the writer's bosom. The calls began to be followed by sinful messages. ,
pleas, hints about suicide. I didn't respond anymore. About 2 months passed. I rarely
remembered him, he was gone. He didn't call, he didn't write, I was getting used to my new life
and every time I had a small thought about him, the curses he uttered slapped me in the face, and
I became firm in my decision. A call from a completely different number, I calmed down. he
himself, very calmly, said that he has not forgotten me, but he understood that my decision
should be respected and he wants to return my book, which he had and which my father gave me,
he will come by car in a few minutes. he will give it, we'll wish each other success and that's it..
Suddenly I remembered my book, I had forgotten that he had it, I told him to bring it. It was my
father's gift for my 18th birthday. He came, got down. I sat down, he was very calm, balanced.
“Where is my book?”” He said, "The book is left at home. I'm coming from the car wash. If I told
you, you wouldn't have come to me. Let's go right now. You wait in the car, I'll go in and get it,
I'll give it to you." Then he added “if you want to, i can even call you a taxi, in case you don’t
want me to take you home”. I said let's go as soon as possible, give me my book and that's it. It
was noon. The car started, it was driving very calmly, I knew that they live in Avan, and at one
point I noticed that the car was going in a completely different direction, and when I said, where
are you driving, the car door locks were closed and the car was speeding at 200. I managed to
hear: "We are going to die." I started screaming, pulling, I tried to open the door, but it didn't
work. I was slapped in the face. , and a few punches and I fainted, woke up when I was
completely bruised and already "not a virgin".Police. Daddy’s millions, and he was declared
insane (allegedly, serious psychotropic drugs were found in the car) ... They offered me to sell
my virginity to them for 500,000 AMD, when the investigator said that my insane scum's father
was ready to send me on a vacation to Europe.. .I had the same dream for about 5 years. No
meeting of a personal nature. No man and eyes full of surprise, why a beautiful girl like me
doesn't get married. I swallowed those questions like dry bread every time and smiled.

Today it's been 8 years that I'm not a virgin, and in a few months it will be 3 years that I'm a
beloved woman. I wore a wedding dress, I got married with a beautiful Armenian wedding,
didn’t recover my virginity, my husband got to know about it the same day that he told me he
wants to make our relationship serious.

I am alive, I am happy, l am a woman... 9",
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Post 3:

"Dear Lucy, you are doing a great job. You gave the opportunity for many to say what has not
been said for so many years. And I also have my story, which I definitely want to share. I
remember that I had a teacher when I was little. I was 13 years old, he was about 24. Even from
that age, I noticed how he looked at me. With a very strange look. He was young and quite
handsome. Well, I was also a child, when he looked at me with that look, I would get shy and
maybe i liked him. He left work early and there was no news from him, but he was always a
topic of discussion among the children as a handsome teacher. In the winter of 2019, I saw him
by chance in the store, he approached me, started talking briefly, I answered out of politeness. I
thought that maybe there is nothing to fear from him, because we have a lot of mutual
acquaintances and they were all adequate people. He started writing to me and I answered. He
was an interesting crazy character. One day he said that he is in love and wants us to date, but I
said that I am not ready and it would be better if we don't communicate, and he said “I am ready
to even be friends, just don’t push me away from you”. I agreed. One day we got together with
our friends and there was a meeting. He kept looking at me with his old strange look. When I
was about to leave, he followed me and we were in a crowded place. He immediately attacked
me and groped me. As if he was not himself, but another person with his brain turned off.

I screamed terribly, pushed and left.
Time passed, he had disappeared.

I recently left the house. He was standing at our entrance. He started threatening me that he will
do everything to harm me and destroy my life because we cannot be together. I didn't listen, I
walked quickly through the buildings to the bus stop. We reached a place, there was no one at
that moment, he came close to me and pressed me against the wall very hard, looking into my
eyes like a monster, he started kissing my neck, I was moving back and forth and pushing, I was
shouting that he didn't hear me let go and said "Calm down, I’m doing it because i want to".

He started kissing me forcefully, he wanted to put his hand in my pants, fortunately, after a long
struggle, I managed to get out. He regularly threatens me and makes it clear that he can do the
same thing again. I'm still afraid to leave the house, because I experienced terrible stress that day.
I came home shaking and crying all day. If he does anything else, I will definitely not leave him
unpunished. I just don't have the facts."
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Appendix D -The Comments in English

Comments under Post 1 (Order: least to most likes):

1.

Perhaps the doctor was a proctologist. He probably did an internal examination to
understand whether there is a process from the inside or not (from the anus). The process
is naturally painful. The stool is the same as the gynecological one. I don't think it's
possible to say that it was violence. I'm saying as a patient, after going to the doctor with
a similar problem.

I think there was no violence here, but just a rude and indifferent attitude from the doctor.
What is described is a standard proctological procedure.

There is absolutely no element of violence here. Hopefully, the girl will get married and
will have many more physiological opportunities to communicate with doctors, to enjoy
pregnancy, childbirth and the joy of motherhood in general. &

The dates were not mentioned, I assume from the written text that it will still happen in
the future.

And what did the pain in the tailbone have to do with the gynecologist and why did they
take him to the gynecologist /2

By the way, just yesterday in the group dedicated to childbirth, we were talking about the
violence shown by doctors towards clients, about the fact that there is absolutely no limit
to taking care of someone else's body. There is a lot to do there, because the doctors
consider themselves the most capable and do not acknowledge boundaries, starting from
the dentist to the gynecologist. They are very incompetent people.

Comments under Post 2 (Order: least to most likes):

B W=

That bastard will get his punishment from god...I wish you happiness@

It's a lie, it's a lie and it's a lie again. A girl can’t be that stupid at 22

Your husband has a great soul

Lusi Kocharyan, how do you prove the authenticity of the materials you posted? I am
sure that your page is fake, opened for a special purpose. I do not rule out that there will
be people who will send their actual life stories, but most of them are false stories.
Wow, respect

Comments under Post 3 (Order: least to most likes):

1.

Sorry, of course, I believe that there are stories that are true, but half of the stories here
are not believable. I wrote my opinion.

Definitely contact the police. Don't pay attention to the facts.

Tell your parents, at least only your mother, that you are worried, don't let them leave you
alone before it's too late.

It is a lie, this country is not full of innocent girls.

You are not the police to collect proof, leave it for the police to investigate.



