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Abstract: CMC and notably social networking sites appear to empower their users to express their 
views freely. The paper investigates manifestations of an unorthodox online behaviour, especially 
that of women. The analysis of YouTube and Facebook (fanpages) English-medium posts 
demonstrates that in the context of controversial issues women often employ communicative 
strategies which not only put them on a par with male interlocutors, but also often exceed their use 
of impolite, vulgar, and abusive language. 
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Investigating language and gender 
The traditional and stereotypical image of a woman is that of a quiet, polite, and caring person. 
Still about a hundred years ago linguists like Jespersen (1922: 250) claimed that “women much 
more often than men break off without finishing their sentences, because they start talking without 
having thought out what they are going to say.” The traditional view was that a woman was to be 
seen, not heard. To a large extent this opinion persisted in the public mind until well into the second 
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half of the 20th century. If women were associated with talking, it was rather gossiping or talking 
without purpose (cf. the poem Men Talk by Liz  Lochhead according to which women yatter, 
chatter, yap, babble, etc.). It was also very much reflected at the initial stage of investigating 
women’s language. Everyone who studies genderlects is familiar with the image of women’s 
language as depicted in the paper by Lakoff (1975), according to which women speak politely, 
they talk mainly about family, feelings and household, they express themselves with great 
affection, use a lot of hedges, question tags and rising intonation, etc., all of which was interpreted 
as their lack of assertiveness. 
The view presented in the paper did not go unchallenged in the years to follow. What was on the 
whole questioned was the perception of deficiency that was attributed to the way women spoke. 
Numerous studies that followed to a large extent undermined many of the claims, e.g. the 
frequency of use and interpretation of question tags (cf. Holmes 1995), the understanding of forms 
typically recognised as hedges, or the use of questions, associated with female weakness and male 
dominance, which is one of the theories that explain differences in the male and female speaking 
styles (cf. Zimmerman and West 1975). With time by focusing on female-female interaction the 
more feministically-oriented scholars (e.g. Coates 1993, Cameron 1995) attempted to show that 
the female style of speaking may have been characterised by some of the above-mentioned 
features, e.g. a marked use of minimal responses, asking questions, using (some type) of tags, etc., 
yet their meaning was to be understood differently than the traditional perception had it. Their use 
conveyed to the interlocutors that women were skilled conversationalists who, by using the above 
strategies, made their interlocutors feel attractive, liked, and important. Some of the studies, most 
of which were focused on the Anglo-Saxon women’s language, made a point of creating a positive 
view of female speaking style, e.g. the well-known study by Janet Holmes (1993), according to 
the title of which “New Zealand women are good to talk to” (cf. also Holmes 1995). 
Thus, the more recent view on genderlect differences was blatantly opposed to the initial 
interpretation of female linguistic behaviour. However, it can be seen that the features attributed 
to women were largely the same as initially stated, e.g. more visible politeness, especially positive 
politeness (cf. Brown and Levinson 1987), affective language, use of hedges, tags, minimal 
responses, etc., yet a different understanding was assigned to those, and understood either as 
different from that of men’s (cf. Tannen 1991), or cooperative and focused on the interlocutor 
(Coates 1996), yet not viewed as a sign of weakness. It could therefore be assumed that all women 
should demonstrate this kind of behaviour, which, as everyday experience shows, is not necessarily 
true. This largely monolithic interpretation of female and male behaviour began, however, to be 
questioned by the most recent wave of investigation informed by feminist theory as well. The view 
that the new theory,  e.g. the dynamic or performative theory (cf. Butler 1990), has advanced is 
that linguistic behaviour is not anything predetermined and almost genetically embedded in the 
human mind, but rather – that it may be chosen, more or less consciously, by each speaker him- or 
herself, in other words, that it can be performed (cf. Butler 1990, Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 
2003). In this vein a much greater focus in genderlect studies has been put on the context of 
investigation of a given group or community of interlocutors/respondents and the value of localised 
investigation has been emphasised. Studies that followed accommodated a variety of behaviours 
that could be found with both women and men, and which were markedly different in character 
from the classical observations made about the speech of the two genders, e.g. those concerning 
geek feminists (Bucholtz 2002), AAVE-speaking women (Mills 2003), etc. The more recent 
approach has also accounted for the treatment of politeness in interaction. It is now treated with 
greater flexibility as well, being interpreted as a relational type of activity (cf. Locher 2008, Locher 



and Watts 2008, Locher et al. 2015). This approach also informs the present investigation, which 
focuses on the interaction conducted in the online context. CMC has been a rich source of data 
about the use of language which is not so strictly controlled (as some linguists, e.g. Danesi 2016, 
stress, the rules accounting for the offline type of interaction do not apply to the online world) and 
hence it has been a valuable source for investigating linguistic behaviour which is to a large extent 
uncontrolled and produced in semi-formal or informal settings. This is the kind of data that 
sociolinguists have been searching for (cf. Labov 1972a), yet access to it was much harder in the 
pre-Internet era. Now online resources, and notably social media, have provided easy access to 
informal interaction, and the fact that it is written does not diminish its value, as the language 
found there is a lot more natural than that in e.g. books or even some type of emails.  
 
Social Networking Sites 
Indeed, what needs to be kept in mind when studying the language of social networking sites 
(SNSs) is that they are primarily meant to be used for maintaining contacts with others, and some, 
like Twitter or YouTube, for sharing information and exchanging videos, but also, as Danesi 
(2016, cf. Ross et al. 2009, Bazarova et al. 2013) underlines, for promoting oneself. Various studies 
point to a variety of aspects of SNSs and behaviours of their users, e.g. that of identity construction 
(cf. Turkle 1995, Danet 1998, Locher and Hoffmann 2006), demographic aspects in relation to the 
popularity of various types of activities on Facebook (cf. Baron 2008 regarding age and gender of 
users, Schwartz et al. 2013 on gender and topic preferences, etc.), the choice of the language of 
communication on Facebook (Dąbrowska 2013), the character of communication on Facebook 
(Thurlow 2013), on YouTube (cf. Burgess and Green (2009), or on Twitter (cf. Gruzd et al. 2011), 
the word-of-mouth marketing (cf. Helm et al. 2013), the issue of ranting and flaming online (cf. 
Lange 2014), etc. What also pertains to this study is investigation of anonymity online and the 
choice of different identities (cf. Danesi 2016), which, as might be assumed, encourages a more 
natural, relaxed or even defiant behaviour online, though Lange (2005) cautions against a too 
simplistic assumption about the relationship between anonymity and the degree of openness and 
hostility online. Internet communication has also been assumed to help disguise the true 
personality of the users, including their gender. Indeed, some research of selected linguistic 
features and strategies of communication demonstrates no particular difference in the choices 
made by the two genders (cf. Guiller and Durndell 2007, Herring and Paolillo 2006), other studies 
(cf. Herring 1996a, 2003, Swann 2000, Thompson and Murachver 2001, Baron 2004, Herring and 
Zelenkauskaite 2008, Kapidzic and Herring 2011), however, claim that it is possible to identify 
the gender of the user by analysing their communication strategies, e.g. the number and length of 
posts, the choice of standard vs. non-standard language, the number of contractions, etc. It may, 
therefore, be stated that the current state of research regarding genderlect differences online is at 
best inconclusive. 
 
The study data 
The study presented below will focus on the analysis of samples of language collected from two 
of the most popular SNSs, Facebook and YouTube, with the aim to investigate the character of the 
comments made by their female and male users. The main focus will be put on the communication 
strategies which determine whether the experience of interacting with other YT or FB users is a 
pleasant, enriching one, as indicated by the title of the paper, or quite the opposite. It is therefore 
of primary importance to look in the first place at the issue of emotions expressed by various 
speech acts, notably praise or compliment on the one hand and, notably, criticism, blame, 



accusation on the other. It has long been claimed (cf. Lakoff 1975, Fabes and Marti 1991, 
Dąbrowska 2007a, 2014, Park 2007, Parkins 2012) that women are more emotional in their 
communication, but what has primarily been investigated so far have been positive emotions noted 
by researchers. What, however, needs to be more looked into are also negative emotions and the 
evaluation of these quantitatively in respect of the two genders.  
What goes along with emotional displays are the manifestations of politeness and impoliteness 
too. As mentioned above, studies of genderlects have also since their outset demonstrated that 
women are more polite, and especially more positively polite, to use Brown and Levinson’s (1987) 
most classical division of the concept (cf. also Lakoff 1975, Fishman 1983, Brown 1980, 1990, 
Holmes 1993, 1995, Dąbrowska 2001, 2012c, 2013). Since then, however, also the flip side of the 
coin – the expressions of impoliteness – have been taken on board as a topic of investigation as 
well. Initially perceived in relation to the theories of politeness (Culpeper 1996, 2005, Bousfield 
2008) the phenomenon has since led to the development of more independent theories that describe 
it and its own study apparatus (cf. Culpeper 2011). Most of the studies of impoliteness so far have 
primarily focused on stretches of interactions from films or TV programmes, and their main focus 
has been on the description of the speech acts used and their interpretation in the context (cf. e.g. 
Locher 2004, Culpeper 2008, 2011), not so much on who – women or men – are the more impolite 
participants, there is therefore a certain methodological gap to be filled. With the advance of the 
computer mediated communication and the phenomena to be observed there on a daily basis, like 
flaming or hate, there exist now ample data that allow researchers to analyse the phenomenon more 
thoroughly and also from the point of view of the participants of the act of communication. The 
investigation results presented below will therefore be used to demonstrate that, contrary to the 
traditional perception, women can also behave in a more negatively emotional and more impolite 
way than men, thereby showing not only their positive, but also negative aspects of personality. 
The analysis of polite meanings that follows will be based broadly on the classical categories 
stemming from Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness (1987), whereas judgements 
concerning impoliteness will be made on the basis of Culpeper’s findings – his initial and more 
detailed classification of impoliteness into the negative impoliteness (e.g. condescend, scorn, 
ridicule; mock-impoliteness/sarcasm, etc.) and positive impoliteness (e.g. snub; make the other 
feel uncomfortable, etc.), beside off-record impoliteness (Culpeper 1996, 2005), and more recently 
a more generalised approach dividing impoliteness into the conventionalised and non-
conventionalised one (Culpeper 2011). Notably the conventionalised type, which, among others, 
involves insults (i.e. personalised negative vocatives, personalised negative assertions, 
personalised negative references, personalised third person negative references), pointed criticism, 
complaints, condescension, negative expressive, etc. will prove particularly useful for the 
identification of cases of impoliteness. The identified instances of impolite behaviour will also be 
viewed as manifestation of verbal aggressiveness, according to the definition of Bekiari et al. 
(2017: 496), which states that it is “the usage of hurtful words and insults, aiming at deconstructing 
the other person’s dignity and self-image” (cf. Infante and Wigley 1986), which thus ties in with 
Culpeper’s (2005, 2008) view of impoliteness, which he sees as an intentional action, unlike 
rudeness, which is unintentional. 
The following analysis aims to investigate samples of comments made by female and male 
participants of online communication. The major distinctive feature, beside gender of the 
participants, will be the medium of communication (the type of the SNS) and the fact whether, 
when writing their comments they could, and decided to, reveal their true identity or whether they 
hid behind an avatar or a nickname, which would then allow them to be quite open, and not 



infrequently aggressive and inconsiderate in expressing their views. The choice of analytical 
material has had to therefore fulfil certain criteria. Thus, the source of the samples had to be 
platforms which allowed their users to express their opinions, and offered topics or aspects of 
discussion that evoked some strong emotional reactions, either positive or negative ones. One of 
such types of SNSs is undoubtedly YouTube, a platform made for  sharing video clips, either made 
by users themselves or copied from other sources. YouTube is known for the users’ expressing 
their antagonistic comments quite openly (cf. Lange 2014, Pihlaja 2014). For the purpose of this 
analysis samples of the official coverage of some official events were used which, because of their 
public character and quite unusual content had a potential to attract varied audience. The events 
dealt with were the most recent presidential elections, and notably the new president’s (Donald 
Trump) inaugural address, the results of two Eurovision song contests, one having been won by 
Conchita Wurst, a transgender artist from Austria (2015) and the other by Salvador Sobral, a 
Portuguese fado singer (2017), and finally the error made when announcing the results of the Oscar 
ceremony awards for the best picture (2017). It was assumed that comments offered on YT would 
be often, though not always, expressed anonymously, which, in turn, would result in a greater 
degree of more informal, more emotionally marked and often more aggressive comments, in 
keeping with the overall nature of the platform. For the sake of the analysis, however, there was a 
need to at least identify the gender of the users – this was done on the basis of both the form and 
content of the nickname (e.g. Cherry Blossom, xspringrose2, or Magic1020 were assumed to be 
women, and kingshearer, areyoufuckingretarded or kanyallhearmenow - men, especially if the 
photo/avatar attached also gave a hint about the gender of the commenter). In order to find a 
platform where the same set of topics was analysed for the sake of comparison, respective fanpages 
on Facebook were scrutinised, i.e. fanpages devoted to presidential elections, the Eurovision Song 
Contest, and the Academy Awards. The choice of the source here was dictated by the fact that 
Facebook users should (according to the website rules) use their real name and surname (this, as 
the practice shows, is naturally not true in every case, yet the majority of FB users do show their 
real personality), which, in turn, could affect the degree of displaying especially negative emotions, 
in keeping with the more sociability and self-presentation-oriented character of the medium (cf. 
Ross et al. 2009, Nadkarni and Hofmann 2012, Seidman 2013). 
In order to ensure that the basis for comparison is the same for both of the media, and for both of 
the genders, the same number of posts was selected for comparison in each. Thus, the total number 
of posts scanned for analysis was 360, all produced by native speakers of English, with the two 
genders represented by 180 each, and these two groups representing the two media analysed (YT 
and FB) by an equal number of posts as well, i.e. 90 each (90 posts from women + 90 from men 
on YT, and 90 posts from women + 90 from men on FB, respectively).  
The posts were analysed broadly in terms of departures from the neutral mode of expression (cf. 
Locher and Watts’ (2008) politic/appropriate but unmarked “non-polite” behaviour), i.e., the 
elements selected for analysis were those forms which either pointed to a visible politeness of the 
content (cf. Locher and Watts’ (ibid.) positively marked behaviour) or, alternately, a marked 
expression of impolite, even aggressive meanings (i.e. non-politic/inappropriate, negatively 
marked behaviour). This could be conveyed in a variety of ways, which will be discussed in detail 
below. What needs to be said at the beginning is that, altogether, i.e. for the two SNSs together, 
92 examples of particularly polite elements of comments were identified in the material scanned 
(i.e. in 26% of the posts) and 217 items of impoliteness (60% of the posts). In both groups it was 
women who exhibited more instances of each. In total, women showed marked behaviour 174 
times (i.e. in 97% of their posts), and men – 135 times (i.e. in 75% of their posts). The set of items 



identified in women’s posts contained, in particular, 61 items of politeness (34%) and 113 of 
impoliteness (63%), while men behaved politely 31 times (17%) and impolitely 104 times (58%). 
These introductory data alone allow us to conclude that women can be both good to talk to – when 
they wish to be kind, and they can also show an aggressive and defiant behaviour more than men 
in CMC, if the context calls for it. 
The above data will now be discussed in more detail and classified according to the categories 
which could be identified within the examples as regards strategies that the users applied when 
communicating with others. Since the initial analysis has allowed us to conclude that both women 
and men, but women somewhat more than men, behaved in an impolite way more often, the 
discussion will begin with this category. The overview of the posts with markers of impoliteness 
and aggressiveness has yielded the following strategies: the use of swearwords, acronyms 
containing swearwords, indirect third person insults, direct second person insults, and sarcasm, 
which will now be analysed in detail. The division reflects the summation of the categories of the 
conventional impoliteness listed above (Culpeper 2011), combined broadly with the notions of 
direct and indirect aggression, the former being confrontational, personal and aimed at provoking 
an individual, the latter avoiding confrontation (cf. Lagerspetz et al. 1988), hence the division into 
the direct second person insults and indirect third person insults in the following analysis. The 
instances of sarcasm are viewed as a separate category as those motivated by non-conventional, 
implicational impoliteness (cf. Bousfield 2008). Finally, the categories of swearwords, and the less 
direct acronyms containing swearwords constitute separate groups because they perform a double 
duty – they are impolite in their own right (cf. Culpeper’s (1996, 2005) use of taboo words as 
markers of positive impoliteness, and later (2011) negative expressives as conveyors of 
conventional impoliteness), but they can also additionally enhance the already impolite reading of 
other categories, as in e.g. Don't you fucking dare be condescending to me, where the reading of 
the comment is insulting even without the swearword, it therefore appeared justified to discuss 
them separately before the more specific categories mentioned above. 
 
Swearwords  
As the numerical analysis has demonstrated, the most numerous category of impolite, aggressive 
behaviour is that of using expletives and obscene words, put together into one category as a marker 
of negative emotional attitude towards the addressee or as a comment. As stated above, this 
category was often combined with the remaining ones when the use of profanities additionally 
enhanced the negative reading of the other options of aggressive behaviour listed above (which is 
why the categories discussed further may also contain swearwords in their content).The total 
distribution of these elements (74 in all, 0.2 per post) as individual items presents itself as follows: 
Total: 74 YouTube (0.26 per post)  Facebook (0.14 per post)  
Women 19 (0.21 per post) 15 (0.17 per post) 
Men 29 (0.32 per post) 11 (0.12 per post) 

 
The above results are rather telling. Although the distribution of the elements in this category looks 
quite haphazard, there is a way of interpreting them. It might be deduced that when interacting 
with others who they do not know, and in situations where they often act under cover of a 
nickname, i.e. primarily on YouTube, men resort to the use of swearwords extremely often, far 
more often than women in the same context (cf. Thelwall 2008b). On the other hand, when 
interacting on FB, where the real personality, and often a photo is revealed more often than not, 
the number of these tokens falls significantly, giving us the figure more than three times lower 



than on YT in the case of men. This might be a sign of some accommodation to the general norms 
of interaction in a semi-formal context of a fan page, contrary to the informal context of 
communication on YT. The similar rates of use of such items by female users regardless the type 
of the SNS indicate a more consistent choice of language forms. This could then indicate that when 
communicating online women, the traditionally more “muted” group, tend to get bolder and 
express their opinions in unfamiliar environments more freely, especially when discussing issues 
which they approach emotionally. Emotions that play a significant role in provoking and sustaining 
or alternately counteracting aggression are notably anger and fear. Research has demonstrated (cf. 
Campbell and Cross 2012) that there is little difference in the frequency of anger sensation 
experienced by men and women (but with a greater intensity and duration of it in the case of the 
latter), contrary to the level and intensity of fear, especially in the face of physical threat that marks 
female behaviour. However, recent studies have also proved that “sex differences are magnified 
for risky forms of aggression and minimised (even reversed) for less physically dangerous forms 
such as indirect aggression, where there is no face-to-face confrontation and the attacker can 
remain anonymous” (Campbell and Cross 2012: 205), which, in turn, throws some light on this 
somewhat unexpected discrepancy between the male and female behaviour noted here. Moreover, 
as Herring (2003: 207) suggests, “the minority gender in an on-line forum tends to modify its 
communicative behavior in the direction of the majority gender: women tend to be more aggressive 
in male-dominated groups than among other women,” the observed ratios of expletive use by 
women are, therefore, not so much surprising, and, as Thelwall (2008: 102) predicts in his 
MySpace swearing study “gender equality in swearing or a reversal in gender patterns for strong 
swearing, will slowly become more widespread, at east in social network sites.”  
What needs to be added in this respect is that swearwords were used by women and men to a 
varying degree when it comes to the openness or anonymity of expression. Indeed, in the case of 
men the largest number of expletives was identified in the anonymous comments on YT (17, i.e. 
59% of all), while comments made openly on YT and on FB showed a similar number – 12 and 
11, respectively, but represented 41% and 100% of the comments on the two SNSs. The result is 
not surprising, as it was initially assumed that anonymity would encourage greater displays of 
emotionality and aggressiveness. However, it was not the case with the female users. Quite the 
reverse, when writing anonymously women used obscenities to a very moderate extent, with only 
six items of the type identified (32%). On the other hand, when making comments on YT in an 
open way, and on FB as well, women did not shun the use of expletives, using them 13 times on 
YT (68%), and 15 times 100%), and thus the highest number, on FB (cf. Thelwall 2008 on 
swearing on MySpace). Such a turn of events, however, should not appear surprising in the light 
of the above explanations. 
To sum up the category, it needs to be said that the most popular expletives in the material analysed 
were, unsurprisingly, forms like fucking (7 times - 6 items used by men), shit (6 times – 5 items 
used by men), fuck – (6 times - 4 items used by men). Some of the other forms, used once-twice 
were, e.g. screw (up), pissed off, pissing, suck, fucked up, fuckups, bullshit, cock, cocksuckers, cock 
up, crap, dick, ass, mothafuckas, pussy, dipshit, etc.  
Out of 39 different forms of expletives noted in the posts analysed men used 22 different ones, 
which shows a slight prevalence of such forms in the male language (cf. Thelwall 2008b). Some 
more mitigated forms of expletives were identified in the group too, yet two of these were used by 
men, i.e. FCKT*RD and f’d up, while the form f**kin by a woman. What is also worth pointing 
out is the fact that, despite a few forms having been used by both women and men, i.e. screw up, 
pissed off, shit, fuck(ing), cock up, sucks, cunt the forms used by women and by men tend to be 



separate. While men utilised throw up, wack, bullshit, cocksuckers, crooked, freak, women chose 
boob, pissing, crap, dick, ass, shitty, sod, mothafuckas, goddamn, scum, pervert, pussy, dipshit, af, 
schmuck instead. 
 
Acronyms containing taboo words 
When discussing expletives it is necessary to mention the use of acronyms as well. As the overview 
of the comments demonstrated, there were not many acronyms used (26), yet more than a half of 
those identified (14) contained a swearword (the neutral ones were primarily lol and omg). They 
are discussed separately, though, because taboo vocabulary is not immediately visible, and to 
some, who are not so familiar with the CMC lingo, not identifiable. In this way they act as a 
double-edged sword – they are very informal, yet at the same time somewhat veiled.  The collected 
material revealed what follows: 
Total: 14 YouTube (0.06 per post)  Facebook (0.01 per post)  
Women 6 (0.07 per post) 3 (0.03 per post) 
Men 5 (0.06 per post) - (0 per post) 

 
The actual examples are the following: 
YT men: Lmao; Lmao that's hilarious; damn u dumb af  
YT women: OMFG; lmaoo; lmaooo;    
FB women: Wtf!!; Lmao; Alexandra you’re ugly af anyway  
The number is indeed very small, but it adds up to the overall use of taboo language. And, what is 
very telling is the fact that, whereas the use of such items on YT, with the user’s identity 
additionally hidden (six persons), which somehow excuses their presence there (it is notable that 
men and women used them to a similar extent) is expected, on FB, where the identity is much 
more exposed, it was again women who decided to use some such items, while men did not make 
use of such language at all. It might then be deduced that, when writing on SNSs on which the 
identity is more revealed, and the audience mixed and of diverse background, men tend to mellow 
their language down to a certain extent and accommodate to the more universal rules of conduct. 
In the case of women, while this is generally also true, some females accommodate back to men, 
or use the public platform of communication to vent their emotions more openly than possibly they 
would have done in private interaction online. 
 
Third person insults 
The second of the categories which dominated the negatively marked comments of the users were 
the insults or criticism about someone or something, i.e. negative forms of an indirect type. The 
distribution of those is as follows:  
Total: 69 YouTube (0.19 per post) Facebook (0.19 per post)  
Women 16 (0.17 per post) 19 (0.21 per post) 
Men 19 (0.21 per post) 15 (0.17 per post) 

 
The figures in the grid thus show that the number of such forms in all the four categories is very 
similar, almost identical. It seems then that criticising a third party or an event, as was the case in 
most of the posts analysed, does not seem to be a major challenge online, and that both men and 
women do so to a similar extent, with minor differences. The distribution, as can be seen, is very 
even, with the average ratio of third person 0.19 insult per post (0.19 for women and 0.19 for men). 
Although the rate is not very high, it is significant, and, what is more, an important conclusion that 



we can reach is that women behave in a similar way to men, i.e. that they keep up with men in 
terms of expressing criticism in public online. 
More specifically, as said above, the negative comments found in the posts can be broadly divided 
into criticism directed against people and criticism of events. Again, the ratio for the two genders 
in each of the two SNSs is very similar. In the case of the YT comments both women and men 
criticised people slightly more frequently (62% women, 52.6% men) than they criticised events, 
while in the case of FB the proportions are reversed (42% of women, 33% of men criticised 
people), which, as can be seen, is lowest in the posts written by men. This might mean that when 
men sense there is a potential chance someone might recognise them on FB, they mitigate their 
negative feelings, while women behave in a more consistent way. 
As regards the form and content of the comments, the most popular type is that of a noun preceded 
by some negatively loaded modifier. The noun itself may also be expressed by means of a marked 
term, especially when referring to people. Other frequently used forms are descriptive sentences 
in the indicative form informing about what happened. Another option are also sentences with 
copula be. Some examples of comments made about people by women on YT are:  

• because they're homophobic cunts who can't except someone's sexual orientation!;  
• Filthy globalist demonic scum!;  
• She's probably bitter because she knows deep down that Trump wouldn't want to grab her 

by the pussy;  
and on FB: 
• Some stupid schmuck gave him the wrong card!!;  
• judgemental morons;  
• Polish boobs, cheesecake  and a chick with a dick.  

Men, on the other hand, expressed their criticism towards people on YT in the following way:  
• How did this racist orange get president?,  
• Hollywood is full of racist drug addicts with zero morals;  
•  what a fucking boss, he was like fuck it,  

while the forms found on FB were: 
• Hollywood morons;  
• Hell yeah crooked trump and his lying administration;  
• Freak that sings mediocre,  

Criticism concerning events was conveyed by women on YT as follows:  
• This song is so frickin bad ass;  
• all the other songs were shitty    

and on FB:  
• Such a screw up!;  
• That LaLa film was so overrated!!!!;  
• No it was Humungous what a Cock up;  
• the whole thing is a farce;  

Men, on the other hand, expressed it on YT this way: 
• FUCKIN OSCARS,  
• cause the GayMoon is FUCKING PATHETIC!;  



• that highschool musical shit was wack;  
• la la land was shit IMO;  

and FB fanpage rendered the following examples:   
• What a fucking disgrace on that Best Picture cock up. School boy error;  
• Complete farce;  
• this is Euro-trash.  

One other conclusion that can be made, apart from the fact that the comments do not differ much 
regardless who made them, is that they also to a large extent contain an expletive from among the 
forms presented above. Thus, when commenting on issues that do not leave the audience 
indifferent both men and women can be quite offensive and abusive in what they comment on and 
how.  
 
Direct second person insults 
Total: 47 YouTube (0.15 per post)  Facebook (0.11 per post)  
Women 17 (0.18 per post) 15 (0.17 per post) 
Men 10 (0.11 per post) 5 (0.05 per post) 

 
The third category which could be identified regarding offensive or aggressive behaviour of YT 
and FB users is that of the  second person insults which the users utilised to vent their negative 
emotions. The total number of the forms identified in the group was 47, which makes it visibly 
lower compared to the previous two, yet still significantly marked as a strategy of communication 
(the ratio was 0.13 per post, 0.17 by women and 0.08 by men in total). It has to be said, naturally, 
that the number is lower because such personal attacks as these forms convey are most face-
threatening of all – while even most offensive expletives do not need to be addressed to anyone 
specifically, the forms identified here, and especially those with the additional use of swearwords 
are particularly insulting. The very fact of their presence is quite significant as regards the form 
and freedom of expression on SNSs, especially on public forums, and particularly those where 
users can hide their true personality. Suffice it to say, many of the forms listed below were written 
by users who were hiding their true names behind nicknames which, however, were comparatively 
easy to identify as male or female (those included  three men and  eleven women on YT, who 
expressed 30% and 65% of the YT  second person directed insults, respectively). 
What is particularly interesting for the present discussion is the numerical difference regarding the 
rate of such forms for the two genders. As the grid shows, in both SNSs it was the female users 
again who produced a larger number of such forms – on YT there were 17 such insults identified, 
and on FB (where the personality was revealed) – almost the same number (15).  In the case of the 
male users the YT posts revealed ten such items, and on FB even fewer (5), i.e. only one third of 
the number that was recorded for the female users (and a half of those identified on YT). It could 
thus be concluded that female users have proved their high level of emotionality that has been 
traditionally attributed to them, but in this case – of the negative type, which has so far been largely 
unnoticed due to the difficulty of their investigation. Thus, English speaking women are not 
necessarily always good to talk to, they can also be much more aggressive, and much more 
personally oriented than men in the same public SNS context, where the physical threat is 
minimised. The overview of the most significant examples illustrates the above conclusion: 
Male users’ insults on YT include:  

• orion2themax go scerw yourself;  



• damn u dumb af;  
• You're an idiot;  
• and you further prove my moutha fucking point. go suck your moms titts  

It may thus be seen that men tend to use expletives a lot when addressing others, also anonymously. 
This, however, is not really the case when the comments made by men on FB are compared to 
those above. The only expletive is used in an ambiguous form, which may also be treated as an 
encouragement, not an insult:  

• y'all are some of the most hateful people;  
• you are free to really leave!!!;  
• Y'all are so hateful;  

While the insults used by women are not so abundant in the use of profanities (though these are 
visible too), their use is diluted somewhat by the length of the posts, or sentences in which the 
insults have been identified. This might be linked with the fact that women may interpret this 
communicative situation as a semi-public or private context, that is why they are encouraged to 
write more openly and more personally (and sometimes indeed they direct the comment to a very 
specific person, not the group of users):  

• I pity all of you who disliked this video. I pity how shallow minded and hateful you are. 
You're all a disappointing addition to the human race if you can't appreciate Conchita Wurst 
and her total utter fabulousness;  
• Get over it you idiots;  
• suck it up and accept she rocks those dresses better then your girlfriend ever could and 
that confuses your dick;  
• FUCK ALL YALL MOTHAFUCKAS WHO THINK THIS MAN WASNT GOING TO WIN;  
• You will get older, too, you dipshit;  
• Don't you fucking dare be condescending to me  

Finally, when the FB comments made by women are analysed, as in the case of men the comments 
do not as a rule contain expletives or swearwords, yet the language is still heavily marked by 
aggressive feelings, negatively loaded nouns and adjectives. The comments are more general than 
personal, but the latter are also present, and, as in the case of YT, they are also quite verbose. When 
getting into an argument online, then, it can be concluded that women take it quite seriously, 
emotionally and personally, and thus they are tough opponents, more passionate than male users:  

• LITTLE CONFUSION OMG YOU ARE STUPIDS;  
• Using memes to express your ignorance as you have no real reason for your bigotry and 
small mindedness;  
• Aleksandra you're ugly af anyway so your opinion is irrelevant;  
• Good f**kin riddance then to you and all who are like you, the planet will be a much better 
place!;  
• your not human or normal either then alexsandra your one of the worst kinds i seen on 
here your a disgrace;  

 
Sarcasm  
Total: 13 YouTube (0.03 per post)  Facebook (0.04 per post)  



Women 3 (0.03 per post) 1 (0.01 per post) 
Men 3 (0.03 per post) 6 (0.06 per post) 

 
The last category of online behaviour which can be categorised as unpleasant are sarcastic and 
ironic comments (cf. Bousfield 2008, Culpeper 2011). Though in the literal reading they can often 
pass for positive comments, e.g. compliments or markers of familiarity and friendliness, the 
contextual, implicational reading can quickly show the reader the right interpretation of the 
message. At times it may be assumed that they are more face-threatening due to the initially 
positive feel and, additionally, laughter that they can evoke. They are, however, also risky to use 
due to the fact that not everyone understands irony, in which case the negative sense can be lost 
and the intended goal  not achieved. This is probably why the number of such comments is very 
low compared to the previous options. The overall count for all the four subcategories is 13 (0.4 
per post in all), with the distribution fairly even, especially as regards YT. Here men and women 
used three examples of irony each, with mostly a general addressee rather than a specific person. 
On FB the difference between the two sexes is more marked. While women do not find this strategy 
particularly useful, with only one general example, men do enjoy using ironic comments more, 
with six items in all, and also more personal. It can be summed up that the general comments were 
used seven times, and personal one – six times. It appears to be a strategy clearly favoured by men, 
possibly because its use can be compared to the situation when a more powerful person is cruelly 
teasing a weaker one, and this does not seem to be a marked characteristics of women, even when 
they make negative comments – they prefer to display their emotions more openly and directly.  
Comments made by men on YT are as follows:  

• Says the guy who can't spell "You're" correctly;  
• Humble. HUMBLE. **HUMBLE**!!?!?!! Humble! HIM?! HUMBLE!?;  
• Lmao that's hilarious 

And on FB: 
• Get on the right side of history love..;  
• And the Oscar for the Best Awards Fuck Up goes to the @Oscars 2017;  
• Fucking little;  
• Oh my friend you thought it was a serious song contest, that's adorable 

Examples of sarcasm in women’s posts on YT include: 
• you're watching eurovision, home of the ridiculously camp and flamboyant yet oh no a 

drag artist. how can we possibly deal. the horror. Shock;  
• lt looks like someone's salty that they can't go to classy fancy shows;  
• I think you need to read responses more closely before you start insulting people.  

And the only one found on FB is: 
• Little mistake!! 

 
Markers of positive emotions 
Compliments and congratulations 
While analysing female and male behaviour online, one must not focus on the markers of 
negativity alone, although, as the overview of the material demonstrates, those were far more 
frequent and varied than the positive elements on both YT and FB. The latter, fewer in number, 



have broadly been divided into two (unequal) categories of compliments and congratulations, and 
peace appeals. The first category turned out to be most numerous of the two.   
Total: 75 YouTube (0.23 per post) Facebook (0.18 per post) 
Women 33 (0.36 per post) 18 (0.2 per post) 
Men 9 (0.1 per post) 15 (0.17 per post) 

 
The overall number of positive comments (75 items, 0.2 per post) is in fact almost equal to the 
number of negatively marked third person insults alone. There were 69 of the latter in all – 35 
produced by women on both SNSs, and 34 by men, so it can be seen that the proportions in the 
present category are quite different, with women offering positive comments a lot more than men 
– 51 times, compared to 24 instances noted with men. However, it needs to be remembered that 
beside the third person insults there were also the other types of insulting online behaviour 
discussed above, which makes negative aspects of communication a more pronounced feature of 
the YT and FB comments than the positive ones.  
The examples listed below illustrate the use of positive online comments rather well. The 
differences between the female and the male behaviour are of two types. The first is obviously the 
numerical difference, and primarily the imbalance between the two genders with respect to YT 
comments. There women expressed their positive feelings toward, but also, about other people 
more than four times more frequently than men. Interestingly, while men also praised some third 
party and not only their immediate interlocutor (for having said or noticed something which they 
had not), women additionally offered a lot (and more elaborate) positive comments about the 
person mentioned in the post, e.g. an actor, a singer or a politician, and far more often than men 
(10 items used by women and 0 by men on YT, six items by women and only one by a man on 
FB). The other difference is also the way, and notably the length of the positively marked 
comments. While males typically conveyed their admiration by means of an emotionally marked 
noun or an adjective modified by another modifier, e.g. Great speech!!!, good eye!, and thus in a 
very concise manner, females’ comments tended to be much more elaborate, not infrequently in a 
form of a sentence, or a set of sentences, e.g. when a beautiful, talented individual sings a fabulous 
song with a fabulous voice, or they even addressed the third party in a direct way, e.g. You go 
girl!!!!; Sing on Conchita, sing on, and don't ever change <3. The overview of the examples also 
shows a much more emotionally marked way of expressing views by women, e.g. by means of 
repetitions of emotionally marked words, sequences of adjectives, as well as by sequences of 
exclamation marks, and additionally the use of x’s or heart-shaped emoticons. In the males’ 
comments such forms were not used (except for three exclamation marks once). 
The comparison of the FB posts to those on YT largely confirms the observations made above, 
particularly as regards the form of the compliments and positively marked comments. Posts by 
females are more emotionally marked (by sequences of exclamation  marks, sequences of 
emotionally marked adjectives and other parts of speech, the use of capital letters, i.e. so-called 
“speaking in italics”). They also tend to be more elaborate. Yet their number is much lower than 
in the case of YT, while men when on FB express their positive feedback more readily than on 
YT, so in effect the two groups behave in a very similar way when the positive evaluation is 
concerned in overall terms. Interestingly enough, when men express their praises, they do so 
towards the third party or a film, song, event, not to another person or participant of 
communication. The same is the case with  comments by females on FB. It seems then that when 
commenting openly in public neither women nor men like to praise other users for what they say 
or do, but rather express their opinions about the topic of discussion. It may be concluded that 



when communicating on YT users interact more with one another, whereas when on FB fanpage 
interaction is limited to a minimum; it therefore appears to be a platform more suited for expressing 
opinions, not for engaging in a conversation. 
Examples of comments expressed by men on YT are as follows:  

• Great speech!!!;  
• What an Amazing speech.. One of the very best Iv heard;  
• Good spot!;  
• spot on dude!;  
• good eye!...i mean ear;  
• trescs1 Good point! I didn't notice that!;  

an on FB: 
• Congratulations to Casey Affleck on his big win;  
• Congrats Moonlight best picture and M. Ali;  
• amazing voice;  
• Well done Austria;  
• well done you won!;  
• Congrats Conchita! You deserve the win!;  
• Good one Portugal!;  

When on YT, women expressed their praises in the following way: 
• when a beautiful, talented individual sings a fabulous song with a fabulous voice;  
• she was fantastic;  
• You go girl!!!!;  
• I love it xxxx;  
• omg I love it! <3;  
• Beautiful singer Conchita you will be a hard act to follow tonight xx and; your beautiful 

singing and classic song xx;  
• Beautiful...simply beautiful  
• Salvador has a magical quality, spiritual enchanting;  
• He is a musician's musician and a beautiful Soul;  
• This song and his voice and the whole performance is absolutely amazing;  
• Its damn amazing!;  
• It is so beautiful, and his words are so touching;  
• Thank you for amazing performances;  
• Warren Beatty still has that old hollywood charm in him;  
• you genius;  wow good observation!!!;  
• You have good ears!;  
• congratulations to Moonlight;    

and women’s positive comments on FB were: 
• Bravo!!!;  
• I did see La La Land and loved the movie;  



• It was a very good show!!!;  
• oh my god what a beaytiful video;  
• Congratulations to Moonlight;  
• Congrats Conchita;  
• She has a fantastc voice;  
• it WAS the BEST song and she had the BEST (in fact amazing);  
• Conchita is a beautiful, talented and such a gorgeous soul! Big aplause for her from me;  
• Great singer tho' everyone has their own individuality, well done Austria!;  
• you don't have to be barbie to be great am just intrigued!!!! 

 
Peace appeals 
Total: 17 YouTube (0.06 per post) Facebook(0.04 per post)  
Women 6 (0.06 per post) 4 (0.04 per post) 
Men 4 (0.04 per post) 3 (0.03 per post) 

 
The last category in the group of positively marked posts and in the overall survey is that of 
messages that convey encouragement for peaceful solutions or behaviour. The group is much less 
numerous compared to the compliments and congratulations – there were only 17 such items found 
in the posts (0.05 item per post). Also, as the table shows, the distribution of these is very evenly 
spread, especially when compared to the previous category, with just a slight preference for these 
on YT. The form of the messages varies significantly. Either they appear as declarative sentences 
in the first person, e.g.  I try to teach love, or they are more universal as regards their message in 
the form of a general statement, e.g. People can be what they want to be, whether it's being gay, 
lesbian, transgender or bi, which alternates with the second person sg/pl forms, as But first you 
have to have a heart for people & the unity that was shown by the actors for their fellow human 
beings!!!!; they may likewise take the form of an imperative which calls for love and peace, e.g. 
Live and live let live and the world would be a better place. Thus, it may be concluded that it is 
rather the meaning that defines these examples as a group, conveying a positive message, calling 
for peace and tolerance, not so much the form. These posts surely constitute a counterbalance to 
the aggressive and hateful comments found in the majority of examples discussed above, except 
that their number is much lower.  
Examples illustrating the category found in males’ messages on YT are the following:  

• People should stop insulting and attacking each other, and should instead just listen to 
each other;  

• Love and best of luck to him and the peace loving american people..;  
• Professionalism: Apologize and admit it's your mistake;  

FB posts written by men showed what follows: 
• How about using that passion for something positive like raising your kids not to be 

complete failures or volunteering etc...;  
• I think there were better songs but that song won and we should respect that;  

Women on YT, on the other hand, wrote: 
• I try to teach love......;  
• People can be what they want to be, whether it's being gay, lesbian, transgender or bi!;  



• LIVE YOUR OWN LIFE  AND MAKE THIS WORLD A BETTER PLACE. LOVE LOVE 
LOVE;  

• Also, when you insult someone with profanity simply because you disagree with their 
position, you have become too emotional and already lost the debate.  

and on FB:  
• But first you have to have a heart for people & the unity that was shown by the actors for 

their fellow human beings!!!!;  
• and that we should teach our children to fight against - war/violence/f ighting/killing/abuse 

of animals/treating women as second class citizens,.... the list is endless. But who one 
chooses to sleep with and how one chooses to dress should never cause such offence. Live 
and live let live and the world would be a better place. 

 
Concluding remarks 
The above overview of the categories identified, their distribution across the genders and the Social 
Networking Sites analysed, and their content showed what follows: 
• In keeping with their traditional perception it is still women who express positively marked 
meanings online more often than men – both numerically and in terms of the length of comments 
(especially when conveying words of recognition and admiration to others, but also when calling 
for peace and reconciliation).  
• Women, however, not only offer more positive comments when communicating on YT 
and FB, but also more of the negative ones. The latter are also linked with a greater degree of 
emotionality.  
• Women use fewer expletives than men, but criticise both people and things more easily 
and more directly on the SNSs analysed than men.  
• Both men and women offer negative comments on YT more readily when hidden behind 
nicknames, yet women opt for this strategy more often (13 insults were recorded with men writing 
anonymously and as many as 21 with women).  
• It is YT that encourages more openly negative comments towards and about others, while 
FB mellows them down. It is certainly true in the case of men, who show a fair degree of 
accommodation to the more civil rules of conduct when communicating on FB, women, however, 
behave in a more consistent way on both SNSs and voice their emotions and attitudes more 
honestly regardless of the medium of communication.  
To sum up, women can be both particularly good but also particularly bad to talk to when 
interacting on SNSs and discussing issues that raise controversies. 
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