
Welcome to the latest edition of ‘journal corner’ where we offer curriculum friendly summaries 
of papers published in the BSA journal Sociology.  These are accompanied by an informal 
interview with authors.    

In this journal corner, we look at “Digital Patriarchy and the Perceived Threat of Andrew 
Tate: Women’s Experiences in the Platformed Risk Society.” 

This article was written by Kevin Dixon, Ellish Cashmore and Jamie Cleland.  We found the 
article very timely and have pointed toward relevant news articles and popular documentaries in 
our description below. 

As always, we hope that this will inspire wide-ranging, and critical, discussion.     

Best wishes    

The Editors of Sociology    

  



 “Digital Patriarchy and the Perceived Threat of Andrew Tate: Women’s Experiences in 
the Platformed Risk Society.” 

At the time of writing this piece for the newsletter, the BBC News online site (here) had six 

pages of news stories about Andrew Tate.  Headlines ranged from “School misogyny surge 

'prompted by Andrew Tate'” (19 September 2025), to “Tate not in talks to fight in Misfits 

Boxing event” (27 August 2025) and “Andrew Tate caught speeding 146km/h over limit in 

Romania” (7 June 2025). The opening of the article by Dr Dixon and colleagues captures these 

and many of the other headlines well.  As they write, “In June 2025, Andrew Tate, a self-

proclaimed misogynist, influencer and former kickboxer, was fined for driving nearly four times 

the speed limit in Romania, where he is currently facing charges including rape, human 

trafficking and forming an organised crime group (Barbu, 2025)” (page 2 in the paper). As Dr 

Dixon and colleagues also point out, despite the severity of these allegations Tate continues to 

attract a vast online audience.  

For Dr Dixon and colleagues, Tate’s rise must be understood within the broader digital 

ecosystem often referred to as the ‘manosphere’. Thanks to Louis Theroux's latest documentary, 

Inside the Manosphere we can turn again here to the BBC news pages for explanation (13 March 

2026): “the manosphere refers to a network of websites, forums and influencers who promote 

what they describe as "traditional" masculinity - where men hold a dominant role in a 

relationship and women are subservient.”  Recent scholarship, as Dr Dixon and colleagues note, 

has begun to map the contours of these loosely connected online spaces that promote anti-

feminist, hypermasculine and misogynistic ideologies – “highlighting how Tate’s appeal is 

sustained through affective and symbolic exchanges that encourage group identity and shared 

resentment towards feminism” (page 2 in the article). 

The article by Dr Dixon and colleagues examines how Tate’s digital presence is encountered, 

narrated and contested by a sample of women. Methodologically, the study is based on 

‘qualitative survey data’ from 110 self identifying women.  Theoretically, rather than treat Tate as 

an isolated figure, the authors position him within broader transformations in masculinities. 

Indeed, the authors theoretical framework begins with Beck and his ideas concerning Risk Society.  

Beck argues that late modern societies are increasingly concerned with managing risks; but these 

are risks which are manufactured by technological, economic and cultural systems, rather than 

arising from natural causes. In this context, risk becomes a cultural logic that governs how we 

perceive and respond to threats.  Recognising feminist critiques that Beck’s model tends to 

abstract individuals from social structures, Dixon and colleagues take a more gender-sensitive 

and contextually grounded application of Beck’s theory: “one that foregrounds how risk is 

experienced differently across social positions and institutional settings” (page 3 in the article) 

In turn, this concern with lived experience and uncertainty takes them to Zygmunt Bauman’s 

notion of Liquid Modernity. Individuals, according to Bauman, now navigate a world marked by 

ambiguity and instability as traditional sources  – such as  religion, family and the state - have 

declined in moral authority.  Those charismatic figures who promise clarity, control, and a return 

to fixed hierarchies may gain cultural traction. As the authors note, “Tate’s perceived popularity, 

then, can be interpreted as reflecting a broader desire for stability in a world that feels 

increasingly disorientated” (page 4 in the article).  Dixon and colleagues feel that this reading is 

supported by works such as those on apocalyptic masculinity (Belmont and Stroud 2020) – a form 

of gender performance that positions men as heroic survivors in a world of chaos – and the 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/topics/cg81pwqqdlxt
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/articles/cy57z4v2z97o


concept of toxic technocultures (Massinari 2017) which focuses on the role of platform design and 

governance in enabling the spread of misogynistic content. 

The analysis discussed in the paper is guided by three central questions: “How do women 

interpret Andrew Tate as a cultural figure”? “How do women perceive his influence on boys and 

men”? And “how can sociological theories of risk and modernity help explain the narratives that 

shape these interpretations”? In turn, the findings focus on three interrelated themes: symbolic 

threat, epistemic injustice and feminist resistance. 

• Symbolic threat: Women overwhelmingly interpret Andrew Tate not as a marginal 

provocateur but as a potent cultural symbol. When describing Tate’s influence, 

participants also deployed a range of metaphors of disease, pollution and toxicity.  For 

example, one 54 year old described him as a ‘blight on humanity’. The women articulated 

a real and pressing sense of vulnerability in the face of perceived resurgent misogyny, 

whilst also constructing Tate as a form of moral pollutant. This dual function of 

expressing fear and performing moral clarity points toward the need to take seriously 

both the emotional truth and symbolic function of these narratives. 

• Epistemic injustice: A recurring theme was the perception that Andrew Tate’s influence 

is not merely ideological but also epistemological, in that it reshapes who is seen as 

credible. Participants frequently described being ‘talked over’ or ‘dismissed’ by men and 

boys who invoke Tate’s rhetoric. The consequence was not only cognitive but also 

affective. One participant, for example, described something akin to affective disorientation 

when she described feeling ‘gaslit’ by the internet; sometimes doubting herself and 

wondering if she may be overreacting. 

• Feminist resistance: Participants in the study did not present themselves solely as passive 

recipients of misogynistic discourse. Many also described engaging in everyday acts of 

boundary setting and critique.  To Dixon and colleagues, these reflect what Ahmed 

(2017) describes as feminist survival.  The labour of this resistance was particularly 

pronounced in caregiving contexts, with several participants speaking of the emotional 

toll of trying to shield young people “from what they perceive as a pervasive digital 

culture of misogyny” (page 13 in the paper)).  Resistance took many forms and not all 

participants framed their responses through the lens of feminism. Some expressed 

scepticism toward the framing of Tate as uniquely harmful and one noted that “there are 

far more dangerous men in the world than Andrew Tate” (page14 in the paper). For 

Dixon and colleagues these perspective remind us that symbolic authority in digital 

culture is not only contested and unstable, but also subject to negotiation across differing 

commitments.  

 

Dixon and colleagues suggest that, taken together, these themes offer a layered account of what 

they term a platformed risk society.  This extends Beck’s theory by foregrounding the “role of digital 

infrastructures in shaping the production, perception and circulation of gendered harm” (page 15 

in the paper). Dr Dixon talks a little more about this idea in the interview below. 

This article touches on important themes across the curriculum.  It draws upon recent work on 

masculinities -offering explanations of apocalyptic masculinity, for example – and makes 

contributions to our understanding of new media. A key contribution here is the idea of 

Platformed Risk Society (PRS).   



It also invites discussion of theories.  The paper makes the point that  Beck’s notion of the 

individualised individual has been criticised for overlooking micro-political struggles and intra-

gender dynamics. It is for this reason that Dixon and colleagues also incorporate feminist 

literature. We intend to use this with our students as a starting point for considering criticisms of 

Beck. The paper also lends itself to considering the utility of Bauman’s work. What might our 

students think, for example, of the idea that Tate’s popularity “can be interpreted as reflecting a 

broader desire for stability in a world that feels increasingly disorientated” (page 4 in the article).   

The paper also prompts some thinking around methods and methodology. At first glance, the 

idea of qualitative survey data (see abstract) seems a little bit paradoxical. We are often told that 

surveys are about making inferences from a sample to a larger population. This is why we tend to 

think of them in terms of quantified numbers and large, representative, samples. On the other 

hand, we think of qualitative data as being about rich description of meanings and experiences 

and less concerned with generalisability.  Dr Dixon’s interview includes some very interesting 

discussions of this method and how we might bring ‘qualitative’ and ‘survey’ together in practice.  

Where appropriate, the article also lends itself to ‘doing sociology’. If we return to Bauman, these 

are the conditions under which we are all currently living our lives. Asking how this resonates 

with our own experiences potentially serves to ‘defamiliarize the familiar’.  The paper may also 

offer a good reflection point for asking about the role and importance of the sociological 

imagination…. Do we need sociological studies like this? Do they offer insight? Perhaps 

unsurprisingly, it is a resounding ‘yes’ to both from us….. 

  



 

Dr Kevin Dixon is a social scientist specialising in the sociology of sport, exercise, leisure, and health. He currently 
works at Teesside University and has authored or edited six books – including Consuming Football in Late 
Modern Life (Routledge, 2013), Online Research Methods in Sports Studies (Routledge, 2020) and Sport and 
Crime (Routledge, 2025) 

 
 
Can you tell us what led you to write this paper? 

The starting point was Andrew Tate suddenly appearing everywhere. You probably know him 

from the huge number of clips that circulate on TikTok, YouTube and Instagram even though 

his own accounts were banned from those platforms back in 2022 for violating their policies.  

His content kept spreading through reposts, reaction videos and fan pages, and he also moved 

onto Rumble, where he continued posting to a large audience. At the same time, he was 

appearing constantly on the news, and politicians were being asked to comment on him. What 

struck a lot of people, including me, was that his visibility didn’t disappear after the bans. If 

anything, it seemed to spike. Students were telling me he kept popping up on their TikTok “For 

You Pages”, teachers were talking about him in staff rooms, and parents were wondering why 

their children knew so much about him. 

Together with my co‑authors, Ellis Cashmore and Jamie Cleland, I became interested in this 

wider puzzle: not just “Who is Andrew Tate?” but “Why is he everywhere, and what does that 

visibility mean to different people?” We didn’t begin with a fixed view. We wanted to listen to 

how people themselves made sense of him: whether they agreed with him, rejected him, felt 

confused by the whole thing, or were simply tired of seeing him online. 

This particular paper looks at what women told us. Their reflections helped us see that the issue 

isn’t only about Tate’s opinions, but about how platforms boost certain content, how that shapes 

everyday interactions, and how misogyny (meaning, attitudes or behaviours that devalue or 

disrespect women) can be experienced as part of the digital atmosphere rather than as one-off 

comments. The wider project includes men’s responses too, but this paper gives space to the 

experiences and insights women shared. 

 

Why did you choose to use qualitative survey data? 

https://www.routledge.com/Consuming-Football-in-Late-Modern-Life/Dixon/p/book/9780367332945?srsltid=AfmBOorP4hEo2WJzRpP93X5ynbM37e5BFsVDVdDVGbxt1mWkxA2xeP-M
https://www.routledge.com/Online-Research-Methods-in-Sport-Studies/Cleland-Dixon-Kilvington/p/book/9780367408169
https://www.routledge.com/Sport-and-Crime/Cashmore-Dixon-Cleland/p/book/9781032306360?srsltid=AfmBOorYN8hw1kdqi9Upw3SHqpA9Xh0sf4GcPQj9ok3G1ZiyAm9ToXI2


Although the wider project used a mixed‑methods design, this part of the research focused 

mainly on people’s qualitative experiences. We followed a simple approach that’s common in 

social research: qualitative follows quantitative. In practice, this meant starting with closed 

questions (questions with fixed answer options) to give us headline figures about how people 

first encountered Tate or how they viewed his ideas. We then used open‑ended questions, which 

allowed participants to explain those answers in their own words. So, the closed questions helped 

us see the general patterns, but it was the open‑ended responses that really brought the material 

to life.  

This approach worked especially well because most encounters with figures like Andrew Tate 

happen in quick, everyday ways: scrolling on TikTok, catching a YouTube clip, seeing a headline 

on Instagram, or hearing someone mention him at school. The open‑ended questions allowed 

participants to describe those moments naturally and in detail, which helped us understand not 

just what they thought, but how they felt and how they made sense of what they were seeing. 

The anonymous format was also important. Because people completed the survey on their own, 

at a time and place that suited them, they weren’t influenced by peers or by what others might 

think. That freedom helped them answer honestly and reflectively, without the pressure that 

sometimes comes with face‑to‑face discussions about topics like masculinity, misogyny or online 

culture. Taken together, the mix of brief quantitative questions and richer qualitative narratives 

gave the research team both the broader context and the deeper insight needed to understand 

how people were interpreting Tate’s visibility and the digital environment around him. 

 

The paper says it ‘invites a more nuanced understanding of how misogyny is made 

meaningful online’. Could you say a little more about this? 

Online misogyny isn’t always obvious. Sometimes it appears through jokes, short clips, 

comments taken out of context, or the same ideas popping up again and again on people’s feeds. 

What matters is not just the content itself, but how platforms spread it. 

Platforms work by boosting whatever gets a reaction. Things that make people angry, shocked or 

amused gain traction. Because of that, certain messages can appear everywhere, even if people 

aren’t searching for them. When something keeps showing up, it can start to feel normal or more 

widespread than it really is. 



The women in the study talked about this atmosphere. They weren’t only reacting to Andrew 

Tate’s views. They were reacting to how his content, and the attitudes around it, travelled online 

and shaped everyday interactions, including how seriously women felt they were listened to. 

Here, the focus is on how these dynamics felt to women themselves, rather than on the broader 

institutional or societal reactions. 

So, the point is this: misogyny online isn’t just one person saying harmful things. It’s the way 

platforms organise visibility and emotion, and how that affects people’s day‑to‑day experiences. 

Understanding that helps explain why the impact can feel so pervasive. 

 

Your idea of the Platformed Risk Society seems broader than Andrew Tate. How might 

it help us understand wider debates about social media or young people today? 

The idea of the Platformed Risk Society (PRS) is really a way of explaining why certain issues 

suddenly seem huge and pervasive. Platforms don’t just show us what people are posting: they 

amplify whatever grabs attention. That might be an ‘influencer’, a trend, a shocking story, or 

what Stanley Cohen famously described as the beginning of a moral panic. Cohen wrote about 

moral panics in the 1970s, showing how societies can become convinced that something or 

someone is a major threat, even when the evidence is unclear. PRS helps us understand how this 

same process works today, but at the speed and scale of social media. So, where in Question 3 I 

was talking about people’s everyday experiences, here PRS zooms out to the wider systems (e.g., 

platforms, the media and institutions) that turn certain issues into what look like major crises. 

Because platforms push content that provokes strong reactions, something can look like a crisis 

very quickly. And this can happen even when there’s little evidence to suggest it’s a crisis at all. 

Sometimes visibility itself replaces the need for evidence: if something appears everywhere 

online, it can start to feel true simply because it’s repeated so often. 

This applies to lots of current worries: social media addiction, harmful content, online 

challenges, and debates about masculinity and femininity. PRS helps explain the gap between 

visibility and reality. It encourages us to ask: 

• Why does certain content feel unavoidable? 

• Why do news outlets suddenly treat something as urgent? 



• Why do schools and governments sometimes react to what’s trending rather than to 

deeper issues like inequality? 

PRS also prompts us to watch out for the unanticipated consequences that can occur when 

institutions “put the cart before the horse”, reacting quickly to what appears on platforms 

instead of looking at what’s really going on. When decisions are based mainly on what is highly 

visible online, rather than on solid evidence, it can create new problems that weren’t there to 

begin with.  

For example, if certain influencers are constantly associated with misogyny, there’s a risk that all 

men and boys get treated as if they share those views, even when they don’t. That’s a problem 

created by association, not by behaviour. In the same way, strong reactions can sometimes make 

an issue look bigger than it is, spread it further, or draw far more attention to it than before. 

Importantly, PRS doesn’t deny that online harms exist. They absolutely do! Instead, it helps 

explain how and why certain issues gain so much momentum and why debates about young 

people and social media can flare up so fast, even when the evidence is unclear. 

 

What are you currently working on? 

Right now, I’m beginning a new project supported by a Leverhulme Research Fellowship. It 

gives me time to develop the Platformed Risk Society idea into a full book. My aim is to bring 

together the key insights from my recent work and show how digital platforms shape public 

debate and wider social life. It’s a chance to step back and offer a clearer, bigger‑picture 

explanation of the digital world we’re all navigating and why it can feel so intense, fast‑moving 

and at times overwhelming.   


