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 Abstract 

This paper enters into a field of linguistics dedicated to analysing the use of strategies in performing impolite, 

intentionally targeted, language output. Specifically, it evaluates the purpose(s) of U.S. President Donald 

Trump’s impolite output on social media platform Twitter. It is done by operationalizing the taxonomy of 

‘impoliteness strategies’ as it was formulated by Jonathan Culpeper (1996), sprung from distinctions related to 

the concept of face. In differentiating and analysing the face-threatening qualities of Trump’s impolite outputs, 

the aim has been to contribute to a more complex understanding of Trump’s dominant purposes in performing 

these. Quantitative analysis of a selection of Trump’s tweets targeting U.S. politicians was performed to indicate 

the relative weights of his use of different categories of ‘impoliteness triggers’; weights which are drawn on to 

indicate the prevailing functional purpose of the set of tweets. Findings are further evaluated in relation to the 

context of U.S. politics. Results show that Trump’s Twitter outputs predominantly categorize as POSITIVE 

IMPOLITENESS triggers, typically ‘insults’ and ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’. This is consistent with a high 

‘linguistic-pragmatic’ degree of offence. In terms of function, it suggests Trump’s predominantly coercive 

purpose to undermine his targets’ appearances and abilities. A common use of intensifiers and/or repetition in 

outputs further suggests emotionality as a way of exacerbating offence. Such strategies typically coincide with a 

readily apparent entertainment purpose, which is reflected also in SARCASM OR MOCK IMPOLITENESS 

triggers. Use of NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS triggers, such as ‘condescensions’, ‘dismissals’ and ‘threats’, 

which commonly associate with purposes of manifesting authority and power occur less frequently. In terms of 

gender distinctions, ‘insults’ as the percentage share of all outputs performed by Trump, per gender category, is 

substantially higher for female U.S. politicians than for the males. 
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1. Introduction 
 

- “Crooked Hillary” (realDonaldTrump, e.g. 2016, November 1). 
 

If you follow American politics, chances are you have read former presidential candidate Hillary 
Clinton being offended like this. More than once maybe, and she is not the only one to have been 
targeted. Neither is Donald Trump the first U.S. President to use offensive language, but the severity 
and frequency of his public insults seems unique. He is certainly the first U.S. President to routinely 
use social media as a platform to express his adverse opinions about political opponents, colleagues 
and others. For the purposes of this study, his intensive Twitter activity is focussed. At first glance he 
might come across simply as a bully. In this paper, however, analysis goes towards identifying whether 
there is, in fact, a more elaborate communicative strategy that drives his behaviour. Also, a rationale 
for delving into Trump’s offensive output is that, as President, he exercises strong influence on 
American political discourse. Baker & Rogers (2018) have suggested that his coarse manner of speech 
is being accommodated by political opponents. Recently, Democratic Congresswoman Rashida Tlaib 
stirred opinions when she uttered about Trump that “We’re going to impeach this mother------” 
(Washington Post, 2019). Speech such as this indicates a possible shift in the threshold of acceptance 
for impolite language in American politics. Zurcher (as cited in BBC News, 2019) suggests that “…the 
new Democrats appear more than ready to join the [discursive] fray on [Trump’s] terms”.  

The use of offensive language output has, in sociolinguistics, been designated using labels such 
as ‘rudeness’ (e.g. Lakoff, 1989, p. 103), ‘incivility’ (e.g. Coe, Kenski & Rains, 2014, p. 660), 
‘impoliteness’ (e.g. Culpeper, 1996) and ‘trash-talking’ (Yip et al., 2018). These labels all denominate 
disrespectful speech output performed by a speaker directed at a target, with negative emotional 
implications for either speaker or both (Culpeper & Hardaker, 2017, p. 200). A very influential study 
performed by Brown & Levinson (1987) originally brought to the fore the concept of conversational 
‘politeness strategies’, the purposes of which were to maintain conversational cooperation by guarding 
against the use of speech output that would risk the ‘face loss’ (face is a concept I will return to below) 
of an interlocutor in each prevailing communicative context. In the subsequent study, however, focus 
will be on the conceptualization of offensive speech output as consisting of strategies aimed at 
purposefully attacking the target of an output to achieve his/her loss of face. While such impoliteness 
research has been inspired by Brown & Levinson’s original framework, it is also a field in its own right 
(see e.g. Lachenicht, 1980; Austin, 1987, 1990; Culpeper, 1996, 2011, 2016). 

In the following study, I operationalize Culpeper’s “flip side” (2011; 2016, p. 424) framework of 
‘impoliteness strategies’. It was developed based on the premise that conflictive talk is commonplace 
in a variety of discourses (see Culpeper et al., 2003). Locher & Bousfield (2008) argue that impoliteness 
is ubiquitous in communication. The idea that speech output can be performed with an intentionally 
non-cooperative, face-attacking, purpose has gained recognition in linguistics research, such as 
Culpeper’s (1996) and Austin’s (1987). Lakoff (1989, p. 103) defines ‘rudeness’ as behaviour that does 
not utilize politeness strategies where they would be expected, in such a way that the utterance can 
only be interpreted as intentionally and negatively confrontational. He observed such language in 
American courtrooms. Bousfield (2008, p. 72) described impoliteness as “the communication of 
intentionally gratuitous and conflictive verbal face-threatening acts which are purposefully delivered: 
unmitigated […], and /or with deliberate aggression […]”. Kienpointner (1997) points to rudeness as 
non-cooperative or competitive communicative behaviour, e.g. strategic rudeness in public institutions. 
Yip et al. (2018) have lately observed linguistic incivility (or “trash-talking”) in interactions defined by 
strong competitive norms, such as political discourse. President Trump is given as an example of a 
trash-talker. Brown & Levinson’s (1987) framework of ‘politeness strategies’ implied that offensive 
speech output is tailored to perform a particular purpose and Culpeper (e.g. 1996) has largely adopted 
their terminology for categorization. He has, however, elaborated on it based on this alternative notion 
that impoliteness strategies are employed with face-damaging intent.   

Apart from the strictly linguistic dimension, strategic impolite output has been observed in 
studies on specific contexts, notably within political discourse. For example, Harris (2001) observes 
that impoliteness was performed with strategic purposes in the context of British Parliament discourse, 
where intentional and explicit face-threatening outputs featured frequently. She recognizes that use of 
impolite speech was sanctioned, even rewarded, in accordance with prevailing expectations among 
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Members of the House of an adversarial and confrontational political process. Although this study was 
performed on conversational dynamics within the bounds of a single political institution, it indicates a 
distinctive function of impolite output in political institutions that could be applicable to broader 
discourses. In a competitive political context, impoliteness may function to establish or reinforce a 
position of power. That offensive language can appeal to in-group audiences is indicated by Harris and 
is something that has been observed also by Gudrun Enli (2017) with regard specifically to Trump’s 
behaviour on Twitter. Enli finds that an important rationale for Trump’s Twitter activity is his 
recognition of its potential as a platform from where he is able to cultivate an image of the “authentic 
outsider”. During the 2016 election campaign he adopted “a strategy based on a controversial and 
unexpected use of social media” (p. 56); President Trump frequently used so called ‘authenticity 
markers’. In more than one-third of the tweets posted on @realDonaldTrump, he published impolite 
outputs or variants of political incorrectness (p. 58). Enli describes President Trump’s use of offensive 
language as part of a comprehensive public relations strategy.  

Above research suggests that one component purpose, as well as a potential function, of 
President Trump’s impolite tweets is his desire to appeal to an audience, and specifically to more 
established supporters. Another dimension is the function of impolite output in exercising and 
manifesting power. The ways in which language use reflects pretensions to power or attempts to 
reinforce power imbalances is at the core of what impoliteness strategies theory attempts to pinpoint. 
The U.S. President is among the most influential on the planet. Hence the ambition of this paper to 
look more closely at strategies of impoliteness employed by President Trump and what they suggest 
about his purposes and the functions that his output fulfils, in the U.S. political context. 

So, the notions that there are strategies to offensive output, that it occurs in competitive political 
contexts and that research also indicates that strategy is part of President Trump’s Twitter output 
combine to set the foundation for the subsequent analysis. This study expands on research examining 
in more detail President Trump’s impolite outputs by observing impoliteness strategies and their 
effects on his interlocutors’ face. As with some earlier studies (Reay, 2018; Cahyono, 2018), the 
following analysis operationalizes Culpeper’s ‘impoliteness strategies’ taxonomy to detail the linguistic 
components of Trump’s offensive Twitter output, but it goes a step further in exploring how applying 
this analytical frame can guide towards a more elaborate understanding of his motives for using 
offensive language and, again, to what purpose. It adds to a line of applied research but is novel in the 
sense that it places greater emphasis on the quantitative dimension of President Trump’s Twitter 
impoliteness, by processing as many as 608 impolite outputs. This comprehensive material allows for 
a more in-depth analysis of Trump’s typical purposes in performing impolite outputs.  
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2. Aim and Research questions 
 

In the following study, President Trump’s impolite speech is surveyed with the purpose of identifying 
characteristic linguistic-pragmatic features. Culpeper’s analytical method (1996, 2011, 2016) is applied 
to a Twitter data material (as defined in ‘Material and method’), as a means of evaluating the intents 
of Trump’s usage of offensive tweets. Linguistic-pragmatic contents of the tweets are analysed, as well 
as the contexts they were performed in. Focus will be given to evaluating his use of impolite speech 
and whether studying his linguistic output can guide towards a better understanding of how he 
employs various ‘impoliteness strategies’ to achieve certain functional purposes. By employing 
Culpeper’s taxonomy, we are potentially able to move towards making more explicit what the 
motivations are that drive Trump to perform particular types of speech output.  

As such, the aim of the coming analysis is not to arrive at some ready conclusions about what 
strategy that Trump would be likely to use to achieve a certain desired effect in each isolated situation. 
Such analysis necessarily needs to take the particular context into account. The purpose of the 
quantitative and qualitative analyses performed below is first and foremost to give an indication as to 
where he has put the most weight in terms of his choice of linguistic ‘impoliteness strategy’, since he 
became President, and the general functional purposes that this suggests he has looked to achieve (i.e. 
within the broader context of U.S. politics). The data material studied below was delimited to his 
impolite Twitter outputs directed at other U.S. politicians. 

Since his ascension to the U.S. presidency, Trump published numerous impolite tweets on his 
Twitter account @realDonaldTrump. This paper systematizes his usage of variations of impoliteness 
to threaten different face wants of his targets, by bringing Culpeper’s taxonomy of ‘impoliteness 
strategies’ to bear on the qualification of what different strategies that characterize each of the outputs 
studied. Analysis is further carried out to determine whether the tweets studied differ in character 
depending on a couple of independent variables; gender and political affiliation of targets. Finally, 
effective analysis must also consider the contextual dimensions, e.g. relations of power, influencing 
purposes and potential outcomes of Trump’s tweets. 
 
The primary and secondary research questions are: 

In targeting U.S. politicians, what has characterized President Trump’s use of ‘impoliteness 
strategies’ on his Twitter account @realDonaldTrump? 

i. Does the character of his impolite language outputs vary according to the gender, or 
the political affiliation, of his intended target? 

ii. With what strategic communicative purpose(s) does he perform the impolite language 
outputs? 
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3. Theoretical Framework 
 

Culpeper’s ‘impoliteness strategies’ taxonomy is essentially an elaboration on research and theoretical 
models that has followed from Paul Grice’s (1975) foundational work on the dynamics of 
conversational cooperation between interlocutors. The following section will recapture significant 
features of this modelling process and treat some key implications for the following analysis. Of 
particular significance to the purpose of the subsequent analysis is the realization made by Lakoff, 
Culpeper and others; namely that “conflictive talk has been found to play a role – and often a central 
one…” (Culpeper et al., 2003, p. 1545). As we saw above, various studies have identified the prevalence 
of such modes of speech in political discourse.  

Culpeper’s frameworks (1996, 2011) are at the core of the line of research that has looked to 
systematize the components and implications of offensive output that deliberately compromises the 
interactional target’s public self-image. In the first part of this section we look to the foundations on 
which Brown & Levinson (1987) constructed their model of ‘politeness strategies’. This, in turn, 
provided the basis for Culpeper’s forthcoming flip-side elaboration of a framework of ‘impoliteness 
strategies’. Attention will be given also to defining the notion of strategies. The second part is devoted 
to tracing Culpeper’s elaboration of a framework for analysing offensive speech. As we saw it is 
originally sprung from Brown & Levinson’s conceptualization of conversational strategies, but 
significantly elaborates on the importance of prevailing context for the realization of impolite speech 
(in ‘impoliteness events’). He adopts key concepts, notably from Brown & Levinson (1987) and 
Spencer-Oatey (2002, 2008), but has performed independent empirical analysis to distinguish various 
linguistic forms associated with impoliteness (labelled ‘impoliteness triggers’). Third, the theoretical 
framework is tuned to facilitate analysis of the data material. Key analytical concepts are schematized. 
Finally, I look to indicate how previous research has related impoliteness strategies to various 
functional purposes. Output frequently performs various functions, albeit to various degrees, but it is 
nonetheless relevant to pinpoint what outputs that tend to achieve what functions. 
 
 
 

(3.1) The origin of ‘impoliteness strategies’ 
 

 
Grice (1975) introduced the idea that interacting individuals use various linguistic or other 
communicative means to cooperate in maintaining and facilitating a functional conversation. They 
abide by a ‘cooperative principle’. Grice described it as a principle of communication, that interactants 
cooperate conversationally to achieve conversational ends. Conversational cooperation does not 
necessarily imply, however, that speaker and target are socially cooperative. Following these basic 
assumptions, later research (notably Brown & Levinson, 1987) has looked to systematize the 
implications of such cooperation in a taxonomy of ‘politeness strategies’. Following Grice, Brown & 
Levinson (1987) assumed the socially cooperative nature of rationally acting people. They conceived of 
the ‘politeness strategies’ as employed by interactants with the purpose of cooperation in maintaining 
the face integrity of each participant in a conversation. The concept of face was adopted from Goffman 
(1967) and is described by Brown & Levinson (1987) as the public self-image that all interactants claim 
for themselves. 

For Brown & Levinson (1987), interlocutors (‘speaker’ and ‘addressee’ [i.e. the target]) are in 
possession of positive face and negative face. These are associated with the notion of ‘face wants’. As we 
will see, it is often less than straightforward to isolate the significance of a particular speech output for 
face, but the distinction has been foundational for much of subsequent research (including Culpeper’s 
taxonomy of ‘impoliteness strategies’). Negative face essentially consists in “the rights to non-
distraction, or freedom of action and freedom from imposition”, while positive face is “the positive 
consistent self-image or ‘personality’ claimed by interactants, which crucially includes the desire that 
this self-image be appreciated and approved of” (p. 61). Further, they claim that interactants are 
rational agents and since face is construed to signify a set of wants that are satisfied only by the actions 
of others, it follows that speaker and addressee have a mutual interest in maintaining each other’s face. 
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Lesser 

Greater 

Being rational agents inclined to social cooperation, speaker and target choose the ‘politeness 
strategies’ that minimize face threat. 

Brown & Levinson (1987) did appreciate that there is speech that intrinsically threaten face and 
labelled such offensive speech output face-threatening acts’ (FTA’s) (see figure 1, pp. 59-60, 68-71). As 
rational actors, however, interlocutors performing such FTA’s would always endeavour to perform 
output that, in every prevailing context, would not offend the target so severely as to risk the target’s 
loss of face, whether positive or negative. The purpose of the ‘politeness strategies’, therefore, is to adjust 
the degree of offence so that face loss does not take place. The choice of politeness strategy is 
determined by the “estimation of risk of face loss” (p. 60) (see ‘lesser’ to ‘greater’ spectrum in Figure 1). 
 
 

 

Figure 1 Possible strategies for doing FTA's (Brown and Levinson, 1987) 

 
 

(3.2) Tracing the ‘strategies’ concept 
 

Strategy, as the concept was conceived of by Brown & Levinson (1987), symbolizes systematic choices 
of degree of face threat (in FTA’s) performed by the speaker based on the “estimation of risk of face 
loss” of the target. In their taxonomy of ‘politeness strategies’ the concept of strategy is of an 
emphasised superordinate order, in the sense that linguistic output is logically chosen to achieve a 
particular outcome. Culpeper (2016) criticizes the framework on the grounds that it simply maps out 
logical linguistic choices for achieving some particular ends without considering the contexts in which 
certain ends were achieved with particular linguistic means. Culpeper’s (1996) ‘impoliteness strategies’ 
basically inverts Brown & Levinson’s politeness framework, so that each ‘politeness strategy’ has its 
opposite; “They are opposite in terms of orientation to face. Instead of enhancing or supporting face, 
impoliteness superstrategies are a means of attacking face” (p. 356). Again, Culpeper et al. (2003) 
argues that conflictive, verbally aggressive, non-socially-cooperative and impolite communication can 
and does take place. The prediction is that interlocutors perform output to deliberately cause social 
disruption or “face loss” (Culpeper, 2008, p. 36). Strategy is chosen based on the degree of offensive 
intent and is determined in context.  

Beyond this reconceptualization into impoliteness superstrategies, Culpeper (1996) proposed a 
concrete set of ‘output strategies’ acquainted with the various superstrategies. Such output strategies 
were categorized based on whether they would typically attack interlocutors’ positive face wants or 
negative face wants. Crucially, for the purposes of this paper, these categories of impolite outputs have 
since been elaborated by Culpeper (2011, pp. 133-37 and pp. 155-56; 2016, pp. 435-41) into an 
associated list of ‘impoliteness triggers’; a taxonomy which is at the core of the coming analysis. In 
Table 3 is provided further specification of the forms of linguistic output [read ‘impoliteness triggers’] 
associated with the ‘impoliteness (super-) strategies’ displayed in Table 1. 

Mention must be given to the critique that has arisen on Culpeper’s maintained reliance on the 
‘impoliteness superstrategies’, as they were and remain inspired by B&L’s (1987) original framework 
elaboration. Such critique has mainly centred around the strategies’ lack of integrity, in the sense that 
they do not sufficiently isolate associations between superstrategy and implication for face (positive or 
negative). Notably, Blas Arroyo (2001) finds that conceptual distinctions of strategies are ambiguous. 
BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS lacks a satisfactory definition and is hard to distinguish from 

Do the FTA

On-record

Without 
redressive 

action, baldly

With 
redressive 

action

Positive 
politeness

Negative 
politeness

Off-record

Don't do the 
FTA
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POSITIVE- or NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS. Further, the observation that these latter types of 
strategies are intrinsically hard to isolate from each other have led Blas Arroyo (2001, p. 22) and 
Bousfield (2008) to suggest a complete withdrawal of the POSITIVE/NEGATIVE distinction. 
Bousfield (2008) argues that impoliteness strategies are most often “multi-facedirected”, so that they 
do not “purely indict one type of face over another” (p. 92).  

Culpeper (2016) recognizes that the superstrategies are inherently unstable, due mainly to the 
intrinsic influence of context in determining the realization of an impolite inference. He nonetheless 
maintains their analytical usefulness in quantitative analysis, since interpretation of effects of impolite 
output is incomplete without the observation of both linguistic-pragmatic form (or strategy) and 
recognition that the output was impolite in the specific context. In particular, it is the variability in 
context-sensitivity of ‘impoliteness strategies’ that Culpeper infers as motive for holding on to the 
conceptual distinction. Not all impolite linguistic forms are equally sensitive to context for generating 
offence (Culpeper, 2016, p. 435). 
 
 
 

BALD-ON-RECORD 

IMPOLITENESS 

The FTA is performed in a direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way, in 

circumstances where face is not irrelevant or minimized. 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 
The use of strategies designed to damage the target’s ‘positive face’ 

wants. 

NEGATIVE 

IMPOLITENESS 
The use of strategies designed to damage the target’s ‘negative face’ 
wants. 

OFF-RECORD 

IMPOLITENESS 

The FTA is performed by means of implicature but in such a way that one 

attributable intention clearly outweighs any others. Bousfield (2008, p. 93) 

defines it as an offence “conveyed indirectly by way of an implicature and 

[which] could be cancelled (e.g., denied, or an account, post-modification or other 

type of elaboration offered, etc.).” 

SARCASM OR MOCK 

IMPOLITENESS 

(Impoliteness meta-strategy) 

The FTA is performed with the use of politeness strategies that are 

obviously insincere, and thus remain surface realisations. 

Table 1 Culpeper's (1996) 'Impoliteness (super-)strategies' 

 
 

(3.3) Culpeper’s ‘impoliteness strategies’ taxonomy 
 

Culpeper (e.g. 2016) maintains the continued relevance of a conceptual distinction between positive- 
and negative impoliteness. For purposes of clarification, however, he has adopted an alternative but 
closely acquainted conceptualization (2005), in operationalizing Spencer-Oatey’s more “sophisticated” 
(Culpeper, 2016, p. 428) ‘rapport management model’ (see Table 2; 2002, 2008). It primarily served to 
alleviate the lack of context-sensitivity he experienced in Brown & Levinson’s (1987) original 
framework. Culpeper (2005, 2016) suggests that the model also neatly subsumes their categorizations, 
so that ‘positive face’ overlaps with quality face and ‘negative face’ with equity rights. Further, the shift 
is significant in terms of Culpeper’s subsequent terminological focus. 
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Face 
Defined with reference to Goffman 
(1967, p. 5): “The positive social value 
a person effectively claims for himself 
[sic] by the line others assume he has 
taken during a particular contact” 
(2008, p. 13). 

Quality face (related to the self as an individual):  
“We have a fundamental desire for people to evaluate us positively 
in terms of our personal qualities, e.g. our confidence, abilities, 
appearance etc.” (2002, p. 540) 

Relational face (related to the self in relationship with others): 
“there can also be a relational application.” (2008, p. 15) 

Social identity face (related to the self as a group member):  
“We have a fundamental desire for people to acknowledge and 
uphold our social identities or roles” (2002, p. 540) 

Sociality rights 
Defined as the “fundamental social 
entitlements that a person effectively 
claims for him/herself in his/her 
interactions with others” (2008, p. 13). 

Equity rights:  
“We have a fundamental belief that we are entitled to personal 
consideration from others, so that we are treated fairly: that we are 
not unduly imposed upon, that we are not unfairly ordered about 
and that we are not taken advantage of or exploited” (2008, p. 16) 

Association rights:  
“We have a fundamental belief that we are entitled to social 
involvement with others, in keeping with the type of relationship 
that we have with them” (2008, p. 16) 

Table 2 Categories in the ‘rapport management model’ framework (Spencer-Oatey, 2002, 2008). Table adapted from 
Culpeper (2016, p. 429). 

 

(3.3.1) Impoliteness events and the significance of context 
 
As we saw, the difficulty in determining the degree of impoliteness of some particular output for 
‘face’/’sociality rights’ is related to the context-dependence of impolite speech. Context influences 
target reactions, which makes it intrinsically complex to determine whether certain linguistic forms 
or pragmatic strategies have negative implications for face; thus, “strategies depend upon an 
appropriate context to be impolite” (Culpeper, 1996, p. 357). Such ‘contextual factors’ along with 
‘linguistic-pragmatic factors’ are at the core of determining ‘impoliteness events’. Because impoliteness 
is realized in context – it is “a negative evaluative attitude towards behaviours in context” (Culpeper, 
2011, p. 195) – the impolite quality of a linguistic output can be established only after ascertaining the 
adverse implication for a target. It can be manifest either in the target’s immediate emotional 
aggravation or through a speaker’s violation of a target’s face wants in front of an over-hearing 
audience. ‘Impoliteness events’ ultimately also determine the ‘function’ and meaning of the impolite 
linguistic output. As we will see below, the ‘degree of offence’ (see section 3.3.3) of an output can be 
established only by observing the complete event (although the weight of the context varies depending 
on the linguistic form).  
 
 

(3.3.2) Context-sensitivity and ‘impoliteness triggers’ 
 
Culpeper (1996, p. 357) seeks to better pinpoint “how impoliteness superstrategies relate to the degree 
of face attack of an [output]”. As was noted above, it is recognized in research that impolite linguistic 
forms are dependent on context for achieving a full impoliteness event. Culpeper, however, looks to 
demonstrate that independent impoliteness strategies are variably sensitive to context. Context is 
inherently significant, but linguistic form has independent agency as a determinant of the ‘degree of 
offence’ of an output (Culpeper, 2016, p. 435; see Viejobueno et al., 2008, p. 386, for further research 
on relation between impoliteness strategy and degree of offensiveness). In other words, impolite forms 
are variably sensitive to context in the finalization of an impoliteness. Further, the ‘degree of offence’ 
has bearing on the function that an output performs.  

As a method for differentiating the offensiveness of linguistic outputs Culpeper (2011) performed 
empirical analysis, which resulted in a set of ‘impoliteness triggers’. These typify the various kinds of 
impolite outputs that result in face and/or sociality rights violations; outputs that also vary in terms of 
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how frequently they give rise to adverse reactions, i.e. result in ‘impoliteness events’. They 
demonstrate that certain types of impolite speech are less dependent on context for achieving offence. 
Other types, however, only arise in a specific context. Culpeper (2011) conceived of these ‘impoliteness 
triggers’ by performing bottom-up qualitative analysis of a large corpus data material, so that those 
impolite linguistic means (read strategies) that routinely achieve offence, within impoliteness events, 
emerged from the collective data. The criterion was thus that a particular linguistic form had routinely 
to be accompanied by evidence of impoliteness to count as a trigger. Inspiration for the method was 
gathered from Terkourafi’s (2001, 2002, 2005) frame-based approach to politeness, which advocates 
the analysis of concrete linguistic realisations; i.e. “linguistic expressions” (Culpeper, 2011, p. 126). 
Culpeper’s analysis gave rise to categories of trigger types. In the first order of categorization the 
distinction is made between ‘conventionalized impoliteness formulae’ and ‘implicational impoliteness’. 
These categories reflect the variation in context-sensitivity that the empirical research indicated, by 
way of the former type being “preloaded” (Culpeper, 2016, p. 438) for impoliteness and more/less likely 
to cause offence independent of the context, while the latter instead is dependent on context to cause 
offence. The ‘triggers’ taxonomy resonates with Tracy & Tracy (1998), who distinguishes between 
“subtle, context-tied strategies and blatant, context-spanning strategies”, the latter of which are “likely 
to be seen as face-attacking in many different situations” (p. 231). The determination of the type of 
trigger thus has significant bearing on the weight of the ‘linguistic-pragmatic’ content of an impolite 
output for the ‘degree of offence’ (see table 4.2) caused. 

As is shown in table 3 below, the triggers were found by Culpeper to coincide with the original 
impoliteness strategies. The ‘impoliteness (super-)strategies’ retain their application in his elaboration 
of the ‘impoliteness triggers’ and the various types of triggers are associated with the strategies in the 
existing model. The typification of linguistic triggers arose as a method for designating more 
accurately the linguistic forms associated with various output strategy categories. 
 
 

(3.3.2.1) ‘Conventionalized impoliteness formulae’ 

 
In Culpeper’s (2011) empirical analysis, forms of ‘conventionalized impoliteness formulae’ all met the 
criterion of consistently achieving offence (i.e. in at least fifty percent of instances of use). Through 
synthesis of the results a list of trigger types was constructed; of these types ‘insults’, ‘pointed 
criticisms/complaints’ and ‘unpalatable questions and/or presuppositions’ match with POSITIVE 
IMPOLITENESS output. As a whole, ‘insults’ turned out to be, by far, the most frequent in causing 
offence; they would consist of personalized negative vocatives, personalized negative assertions, personalized 
negative references and personalized third-person negative references (in the hearing of the target). ‘Insults’ 
appear thus to be the most context-spanning, i.e. the least dependent on context to realize an 
impoliteness event. This does not imply that ‘insults’ are all equally blatant and provocative to the 
target, but it does indicate that they are associated with a higher ‘degree of offence’. ‘Pointed 
criticisms/complaints’ consist of expressions of disapproval and statements of fault, weakness or 
disadvantage. Meanwhile, ‘condescensions’, ‘message enforcers’, ‘dismissals’. ‘silencers’, ‘threats’ and 
‘negative expressives’ match with NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS. 
 
 

(3.3.2.2) ‘Implicational impoliteness’ 

 
Various types of ‘implicational impoliteness’ resulted from the discovery of other significant, but 
context-dependent, impoliteness triggers. Culpeper (2011, p. 17) defines it as “an impoliteness 
understanding that does not match the surface form or semantics of the utterance or the symbolic 
meaning of the behaviour”. It arises from mismatches between distinct parts of a multimodal behaviour 
or between behaviour and context, and it can be either ‘convention-driven’, ‘form-driven’ or ‘context-
driven’ (Culpeper, 2016, pp. 438-41). These distinctions are significant in terms of how the different 
categories of triggers match abovementioned impoliteness strategies. 

A convention-driven trigger can either be internal or external. An internal trigger operates in 
instances where “the context projected by part of a behaviour mismatches that projected by another 
part.” For example, there can be a mismatch between politeness formulae and ‘conventionalized impo-
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 Table 3 ’Impoliteness (super-)strategies’ and their associated ‘impoliteness triggers’ (Culpeper, 1996, 2011, 2016). 

‘Impoliteness (super-) strategies’ 
(Culpeper. 1996) 

Association with Brown & 

Levinson’s ‘face-threatening acts’ 

(FTA’s) (1987, p. 60) 

Association with ‘rapport 

management model’ (Spencer-Oatey, 

e.g. 2008) 

Associated ‘impoliteness triggers’ (Culpeper, 
2011, 2016) 

BALD-ON-RECORD  
IMPOLITENESS 

Bald-on-record impoliteness have implications for face; both negative and positive. 
(Bousfield, 2008, pp. 63-64) 

Implicational impoliteness 
Context-driven, i.e. where an unmarked behaviour 
mismatches context. 
*Imposing on a target, while failing to recognize a 
face relevance in him/her. 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 
Designed to damage the target’s 

positive face wants 
 

*Face (Quality face; Relational face; 
Social identity face) 
 
Note: “Quality face is clearly present in 
B&L’s (1987) notion of positive face, and 
there are hints of social identity face” 
(Culpeper, 2005, p. 40). 

Conventionalized impoliteness (typified by): 
*(Personalized) Insults 
*Pointed criticisms/complaints 
*Unpalatable questions and/or presuppositions 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 
Designed to damage the target’s 

negative face wants 

*Sociality rights (Equity rights; 
Association rights) 
 
Note: ‘Negative face’ wants “overlap 
primarily with the notion of equity rights, 
but it also overlaps to a degree with 
association rights” (Culpeper, 2005, p. 40). 

Conventionalized impoliteness (typified by): 
*Condescensions 
*Message enforcers 
*Dismissals 
*Silencers 
*Threats 
*Negative expressives (e.g. curses, ill-wishes) 

OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

Off-record impoliteness, and Sarcasm can orient to positive or negative face. 
(Viejobueno, 2005, pp. 368, 385) 

Implicational impoliteness 
Form-driven (typified by): 
*Insinuation, innuendo, casting dispersions, digs 
or snide remarks. 

SARCASM OR MOCK 
IMPOLITENESS 

(Impoliteness meta-strategy) 

Implicational impoliteness 
Convention-driven (typified by): 

- Internal mismatch 
- External mismatch 

*Sarcasms or teasing; harsh/ bitter jokes/ 
humour. 
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liteness formulae’ (such as ‘insults’ or ‘condescensions’). An external mismatch occurs when the context 
that is projected by a certain behaviour mismatches the context its used in. These convention-driven 
impoliteness events typically include ‘sarcasms’, ‘teasing’ or ‘harsh/bitter jokes/ humour’, overlapping 
with SARCASM OR MOCK IMPOLITENESS. Form-driven triggers, in turn, operate in cases where 
the surface form or semantic content of a behaviour is marked, triggering an impolite inference. It is 
exemplified, by Culpeper, with the kind of implicature that an otherwise neutral surface form can carry 
in a particular context. Such mismatching commonly generates phenomena such as ‘insinuation’, 
‘innuendo’, ‘casting dispersions’, ‘digs’ or ‘snide remarks’. This form-driven impoliteness overlaps with 
OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS. Finally, context-driven triggers operate where an unmarked and 
unconventionalized behaviour, i.e. with respect to surface form or semantic content, mismatches the 
context. Such events overlap with BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS, but this kind of event is 
rare. Culpeper exemplifies it with imposing speech output, e.g. attention getters, warnings of negative 
consequences or imperative requests/demands, that are performed in contexts where the implied 
power differential is not recognized by the target. This leads to a perceived violation of what is socially 
acceptable, and speech thus becomes impolite. Going back to Grice, such speech output follows the 
principle of linguistic cooperation, but significantly violates social cooperation. An imperative command 
preformed to aggravate the face of an interlocutor does not flout the principles of conversational 
cooperation but is nevertheless likely to result in the target’s inference of impoliteness except in 
particular contexts (e.g. in emergency situations or in contexts where power differentials are 
recognized and accepted). 
 
 

(3.3.3) Determinants of the ‘degree of offence’ of impolite outputs 
 
According to Culpeper (2011, pp. 254-55) the ‘degree of offence’ performed by an impolite output, and 
the quality of the emotional implications for the target depends on three factors; these are (1) 
‘attitudinal factors’, (2) ‘linguistic-pragmatic factors’ and (3) ‘contextual factors’.  
 

(3.3.3.1) Attitudinal factors 

 

 • The emotional sensitivity of the expectations, desires and/or beliefs infringed.  

Table 4.1 Determinants of ’degree of offence’ (adapted) 

‘Attitudinal factors’ closely parallel the contextual ones. Following the notion that face is an 
emotionally sensitive concept of the self (Goffman, 1967; Brown & Levinson, 1987) they reflect how 
impoliteness always has or is presumed to have emotional consequences for interlocutors (Culpeper, 
2011, p. 254). As it applies to the coming analysis, it could potentially be brought to bear on the 
emotional sensitivity that politicians may experience with respect to attacks targeting their public 
image. It is a sensitive face claim. 
 

(3.3.3.2) Linguistic-pragmatic factors 

 

• The degree of offence conventionally associated with any linguistic formula used 

• The amount and kind of intensifying linguistic work undertaken (the choice of 
intense lexis, the addition of taboo words or intensifiers, etc.) 

 
• The way in which and the extent to which behaviour matches or mismatches: (1) 

the other parts of the multimodal behaviour, or (2) the context. 

Table 4.2 Determinants of ’degree of offence’ 

The ‘linguistic-pragmatic factors’ are sprung from the parameters that arose as significant in 
Culpeper’s categorization of ‘impoliteness triggers’ with their distinctive proclivities and methods for 
generating offence. The degree of offence is related to type of trigger, but also the specific linguistic 
form within a type. ‘Insults’ stand out as most offensive, but there is also a spectrum within this type 
of trigger. This was also elaborated above. Intensifiers, such as the use of intense lexis and taboo words 
or intensifiers, also influence the degree of offence.  
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(3.3.3.3) Contextual factors 

 

• The extent to which face or sociality rights are exposed [see Spencer-Oatey’s 
‘rapport management model’, 2008] 

• The extent to which power structures are abused 

• The extent to which the behaviour is legitimised 

• Whether the behaviour is in-group or out-group 

• The (im)politeness threshold set 

• The degree of intentionality ascribed to the actor(s) 

• The kind of person the communicator is understood to be 

• The perspective of the person taking offence 

  
• The extent to which the behaviour is positively or negatively valued in the relevant 

culture 

Table 4.3 Determinants of ’degree of offence’ (Culpeper, 2011, pp. 254-55) 

 
‘Contextual factors’ are key to determining whether an impolite output is realized. As such, the analysis 
of ‘impoliteness events’ is tied up with the consideration of the situational context. Culpeper (2011, pp. 
255-56) states that while some linguistic formulae are typically impolite, the performance of an 
impoliteness invariably depends on the situation. Current context is hence brought to bear on the 
realization of an impoliteness. Bousfield (2008, p. 169) draws on research (Brown & Yule, 1983; Crystal, 
1991; Halliday & Hasan, 1989; Levinson, 1983) showing that context includes both the physical, social 
and psychological backgrounds in which language is used. The above ‘contextual factors’ component 
reflects this influence.  

Culpeper (2011, pp. 215-16) observes that impoliteness can become socially legitimised within a 
specific cultural context. This is consistent with a lower ‘(im)politeness threshold’. It can occur where 
an ideology prevails that positively values impoliteness so that impolite behaviour may be licensed and 
even rewarded. Watts (2003, p. 260) speaks of ‘sanctioned aggressive facework’, i.e. unrestricted and 
legitimised impolite behaviour, occurring e.g. in “competitive forms of interactions such as political 
debate” (pp. 131-32). This was touched upon in the introduction. A further influence on the 
offensiveness of a speech output relates to power. Imbalances may be exploited by using output that 
legitimize behavioural patterns, which in turn can serve to reinforce power hierarchies. We observe, 
in the next section, how impoliteness can perform various functions in context. 
 
 

(3.4) Impoliteness functions 
 
We saw, in the introduction, how impolite language output is purposefully used in particular contexts, 
notably political discourse. While, as Culpeper (2011) and others have argued, there is little to support 
the idea that particular ‘impoliteness strategies’ consistently achieve isolated or mutually exclusive 
effects on face and/or sociality rights, there appears still to exist an application in which strategies are 
used, in context, to achieve functions. ‘Impoliteness functions’ result from impoliteness events, which 
captures their crucial dependence on the prevailing context. ‘Contextual factors’, then, are key to 
determining the function(s) of an impolite output, but this section also demonstrates how they 
amalgamate with ‘linguistic-pragmatic factors’ that direct towards distinct functional purposes. 
Bousfield (2008, p. 169) states that: “Language is not used in a vacuum but is, in fact, used in specific 
situations by individual interactants for functional purposes”.  

The notion of functions is inspired by the concept of ‘instrumental’ impoliteness (Beebe, 1995, 
p. 154), by which impoliteness is used “to serve some instrumental goal”. Kasper (1990) and Beebe 
(1995) both suggest that ‘rudeness’ can perform two key functions, i.e. the expression of negative 
feelings and the assertion of power through strategic instrumental usage. Culpeper (2011, pp. 233-34) 
adds to possible functions of impolite speech the promotion of a speaker’s public image, where output 
is performed with the purpose of entertaining audiences rather than to primarily aggravate the face of 
a target. Culpeper (p. 252) further states that “all impoliteness has the general function of reinforcing 
or opposing specific identities, interpersonal relationships, social norms and/or ideologies”. In a more 
elaborate conceptualization, he distinguishes between three (non-mutually exclusive) categories of 
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functions: affective impoliteness, coercive impoliteness and entertaining impoliteness (pp. 220-53). These 
functions tend to converge with impoliteness strategies.  

Affective impoliteness, i.e. targeted outbursts of heightened emotion or anger, often have the 
instrumental purpose of projecting blame on the targets for producing that negative emotional state. 
Promoting such a purpose is typically achieved with ‘conventionalized formulae’ such as ‘insults’ and 
‘threats’ and by using ‘intensifiers’. The instrumental effect of affective impoliteness is positively 
associated with explicitness of targeting.  

Coercive impoliteness is defined as “impoliteness that seeks realignment of values between 
producer and target such that producer benefits or current benefits are reinforced or protected” (p. 
226). Such purposes are typically associated with contexts in which there is a structural power 
imbalance. Tedeschi & Felson (1994, p. 171) observe that coercion can function to impose social harm, 
involving damage to the target’s social identity and his/her power or status. Coercion, understood this 
way, can be achieved through attacks on face and/or equity rights. Culpeper (2011, p. 227) sees a close 
correspondence between the purpose of reinforcing power imbalances and attacks on ‘equity rights’, 
i.e. interlocutors’ claim to freedom from imposition. ‘Equity rights’ violations are, as was shown, 
associated with NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS triggers. ‘Insults’ and other POSITIVE 
IMPOLITENESS triggers also regularly achieve purposes relating to control of targets or 
establishment and reinforcement of relations of power; these, however, tend instead to attack ‘quality 
face’/’social identity face’ (appearance, abilities, etc.) first and ‘equity rights’ only secondarily (p. 227). 
‘Insults’ targeting ‘social identity face’ – such as racist and sexist insults – are often used to reaffirm 
dominant values and norms or where a speaker looks to gain status within an in-group by targeting 
outsiders (Flynn, 1977, p. 66). Culpeper (2011, p. 257) observes an overlap between coercive impoliteness 
and bullying as functions of impolite output. In support, he refers to Nansel et al. (2001, p. 2094) who 
define bullying as being performed with a harmful intent and in contexts of power imbalance, the 
speaker(s) being in a position of power relative to the target. Repetition of speech outputs is a further 
significant linguistic pattern to bullying.  

A further possible function of impolite output is to entertain (entertaining impoliteness). An 
entertaining function can be achieved through creative adaptation of ‘conventionalized impoliteness 
formulae’. By recontextualizing such formulae it can be construed as mock, non-genuine impoliteness. 
But in contexts of unequal power, mock impoliteness which is otherwise used for solidarity 
reinforcement purposes may convert into genuine impoliteness (e.g. sarcasms), performing functions 
such as exploitative entertainment or cloaked coercion. Such exploitative function is activated when 
an output entertains at the target’s expense. The target is then often not aware of the impoliteness, 
which demonstrates that the purpose is not primarily to attack the target’s ‘face’ or ‘sociality rights’. 
Instead, the foremost purpose is to entertain an audience through “symbolic violations to identities 
and social rights”. Culpeper (2011, p. 234) observes that a characteristic of this kind of impoliteness is 
creativity, which is a common feature of impoliteness in competitive environments. 
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4. Material and method 
 
In the following analysis I use secondary data, compiled by Lee & Quealy (2019), on President Trump’s 
Twitter “insults”. It is a complete list of ‘impolite’ Twitter outputs (i.e. not necessarily compiled from 
separate tweets) performed by President Trump in the period 15 June 2015 to 24 May 2019, separated 
based on their intended target(s). The presentation of the data also includes information on whether 
publications took place prior to or following his accedence to the office of U.S. President, on 20 January 
2017. In pinpointing the “insults” in Trump’s tweets within this time frame, Lee & Quealy have had to 
perform primary contextual analysis. As was shown above, ‘impoliteness events’ are realized in 
context. A decisive advantage of this data material, as it relates to the purposes of the subsequent 
analysis, is that such evaluation of ‘impolite’ output in context was performed by news journalists with 
insight into events and occurrences in U.S. politics. That is to say, they are in a good position to 
determine the ‘impolite’ quality of Trump’s Twitter output. 

Before moving on to methodological aspects, a clarification on the interpretation of the data 
introduced here is in place. Lee & Quealy do not provide any explicit definition of the parameters by 
which they discriminate between ‘impolite’ outputs and others. Upon surveying the data, however, I 
find that the “insults” discovered in the material do include types of impoliteness triggers associated 
with both ‘conventionalized (type) formulae’ – including ‘insults’ and other triggers – and 
‘implicational impoliteness’ triggers. This is also reflected in the inclusion of both context-spanning 
and context-tied impolite outputs. In terms of the use of conceptual terminology, there is a consequent 
discontinuity in that the data compiled by Lee & Quealy on “insults” encompass other types of triggers 
than Culpeper’s ‘insults’. Determining this has been key to useful operationalization of Culpeper’s 
‘impoliteness triggers’ as a foundation for my analysis. I proceed on the recognition that the data 
material covers ‘impolite’ outputs in its full spectrum of trigger types. Henceforth, I refer to the 
“insults” discovered by Lee & Quealy as ‘impolite’ outputs. 

For meeting spatial requirements, I made the following limitations. I observed only the 
‘impolite’ outputs published following Trump’s presidential inauguration on 20 January 2017 and until 
24 May 2019. In the next step I extricated those outputs that have targeted individual U.S. politicians. 
Within these parameters, I limited data analysis to Twitter outputs directed at those politicians that 
were targeted by “insults” ten or more times within the studied time frame. It produced a total of 621 
separate insults, 414 of which were targeted at 17 different men and 207 of which were targeted at 5 
different women. Still, I evaluate this data selection to be sufficiently comprehensive to reliably indicate 
the universal character of Trump’s impolite ‘linguistic-pragmatic’ output – in targeting male or female 
politicians, on one hand, and Democrats or Republicans, on the other – and what it suggests in terms 
of the degree to which he aspires to generate offence and his strategic purposes, i.e. when we also 
observe the ‘contextual factors’. 

On extrapolating from Lee & Quealy’s primary analysis and resulting identification of ‘impolite’ 
Twitter outputs I go on to categorize Trump’s outputs based on their primary types of ‘triggers’ and 
associate ‘impoliteness strategies’. Pointing out the primary categorization is occasionally complicated 
by either the occurrence of different triggers in different component parts of data entries taken from 
Lee & Quealy or, alternatively, compound aspects of the trigger types ‘insults’ and ‘condescensions’. 
Ambiguous categorizations of triggers and cases of outputs whose categorizations need to be otherwise 
motivated are analysed in further detail. The analysis also goes towards pinpointing the type of ‘face’ 
and/or ‘sociality rights’ attacked by the studied impolite outputs. There are, however, often primary 
effects for one and secondary for another (Culpeper, 2005, p. 42). Hence, ‘condescensions’ can orient to 
different types simultaneously. 

The following analysis has a quantitative and a qualitative dimension. The quantitative aspect 
is reflected in the interpretation and resulting categorization of the set of Twitter outputs into 
Culpeper’s ‘triggers’ taxonomy, which I operationalize as an annotation scheme to inform the further 
analysis of functions performed by the impolite outputs. Results on primary ‘trigger’ of the impolite 
outputs are presented in Table 5 and Table 6, for men and women respectively. Each target’s 
Democratic or Republican party affiliation is also indicated. All of Trump’s Twitter outputs are in the 
Appendix, categorized by target and primary ‘trigger’. This quantitative effort necessarily also includes 
close-up qualitative evaluation of the outputs, to pinpoint the appropriate designation of ambiguous 
categorizations. Such analysis is presented in target-specific analyses (see sections 5.1.2 and 5.2.2), for 
men and women respectively. The quantitative results are brought to bear on the comprehensive 
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analysis of how the ‘degree of offence’ caused by Trump’s outputs is reflected in the relative weight of 
types of output in the data material. As we saw (in ‘linguistic-pragmatic factors’) outputs can be 
differentiated by their association with ‘degree of offence’, i.e. they are more/less likely to generate 
offence in each specific context, or even dependent on context.  

Apart from categorizing the outputs according to ‘trigger’ type, I look to other linguistic 
components that indicate their functional purpose; characteristics that go beyond what is captured by 
the ‘triggers’ scheme, such as use of ‘intensifiers’ or variation in linguistic attributes of the in-category 
outputs and how they fluctuate depending on the particular target. Such particular cues are commented 
in target-specific analyses and more generally in remarks on findings, for men and women respectively 
(see sections 5.1.1 and 5.2.1). In subsection 5.3 I compare frequencies of ‘triggers’ and other linguistic 
components, based on gender and political affiliation of the targets. As part of the comprehensive 
analysis I look to whether the strategies (triggers) and frequency of Trump’s impolite outputs depend 
on whether the target is male or female and his/her Democratic/Republican affiliation.  

From particularized inference, I then indicate the more comprehensive implications of Trump’s 
impolite outputs, in the broader politico-societal context. Aggregate quantitative findings on types of 
‘triggers’ in the data underscore analysis of face attacking strategies and Trump’s purpose(s), but the 
functions cannot be reliably traced without observing ‘contextual factors’. In discussion, I summarize 
my findings on the linguistic components of Trump’s impolite Twitter outputs and relate these to the 
prevailing competitive political context to see how the latter influences the ‘degree of offence’ of 
Trump’s output and what it suggests about its ‘functions’.   
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5. Results and analysis 
 
 
The first section here analyses quantitively/qualitatively the entirety of Trump’s Twitter 
‘impoliteness’ outputs, focussing on the ‘linguistic-pragmatic’ content and occasionally going further 
into context analysis to determine which is the primary impoliteness strategy. This goes towards 
answering the primary question about what has characterized President Trump’s use of ‘impoliteness 
strategies’. In the second section I look closer on what results suggest regarding the secondary 
question, about whether output somehow depends on the gender or political affiliation of the target. I 
return in the discussion to what the results as a whole indicate regarding Trump’s purposes and the 
‘functions’ of his tweets. Such an evaluation also demands that we revisit ‘contextual factors’, as they 
were elaborated by Culpeper as determinants of the ‘degree of offence’ of an impolite output, and how 
they apply in the political context in which President Trump acts.     

A first observation, indicated already in method, is that Trump has targeted males with political 
affiliation very nearly twice as often as women in the same position, in the time frame that is studied 
here. On the other hand, the perspective is reversed upon realizing that the 5 female politicians 
analysed below were targeted, on average, close to twice as often per person as their 17 male 
counterparts. The latter of these findings is the only one that could possibly be drawn upon, as men 
are significantly overrepresented in U.S. political institutions. But, as results show, it is Hillary Clinton 
in particular that has been targeted and she competed with Trump for the presidency, making her 
clearly exposed. We now go on to detail the contents of Trump’s impolite outputs.  
 
 
 

(5.1) Male targets 
 

(5.1.1) General findings 
 
As we can see from table (…) the very marked quantitative emphasis is on more/less context-spanning 
‘conventionalized (type) formulae’; 404 (97.6%) of the 414 entries primarily fall into this category of 
triggers. 332 (80.2%) associate with POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS and are outputs that first and 
foremost attack their respective target’s ‘quality face’. From these, 115 (27.8%) categorize as ‘insults’, 
which typically achieve the greatest ‘degree of offence’. 216 (52.2%) are ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’, 
which here mostly criticize the different targets’ in-/actions or incompetence. A collect 72 (17.4%) of 
the outputs fall into different categories of triggers overlapping with NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 
output, primarily targeting ‘equity rights’. The remaining 10 (2.4%) outputs are ‘implicational 
impoliteness’ triggers; 2 ‘convention-driven’, 5 ‘form-driven’ and 3 ‘context-driven’. As President, 
Trump exercises his authority from a position of power and has a mandate to perform commands in a 
variety of contexts but in the instances of BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS observed below 
(triggered by ‘context-driven’ mismatches) he has imposed on political opponents who are unlikely to 
recognize his authority to order them about by attacking their ‘equity rights’. 

A closer look at the use of intensifying linguistic work reveals that 83 of the entire 414 tweets 
contain exclamation marks, instances being spread out evenly across ‘impoliteness strategies’. There 
are 38 instances of tweets containing words in capital letters; these are almost exclusively POSITIVE 
IMPOLITENESS outputs. Approximately a fifth of the tweets include obvious examples of ‘intense 
lexis’, the clear majority found among ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’. Trump is using such lexis 
against almost all his male targets but significantly more so against the former FBI directors (in his 
employ) James Comey and Robert Mueller. Intensifiers such as “totally” and “highly” are repeatedly used 
to emphasize their failure at properly carrying out their task. In Comey’s case, this is consistent with 
how Trump’s ‘insults’ repeatedly portray him as a liar and a leaker. While this kind of repetition is 
strongly marked in this case, repeated ‘insults’ attacking some supposed personal aspect of a target is 
a demarcated feature of Trump’s offences. Typically, there is some such explicit personality trait that 
is focussed through derogatory remarks. This occurs throughout but is immediately apparent with the 
following targets: James Comey is “Leakin’” and “Lyin’”, Chuck Schumer is “Cryin’”, Joe Biden is “Sleepy” 
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1 James Comey is categorized as Republican because, despite announcing in 2016 that he had left the party, he has been “a registered Republican for most of [his] adult life” (Gass, 2016). He declared that it is “over the Trump presidency” 

that he has distanced himself from the Republican party. (Bump, 2018) 
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Conventionalized 
(type) formulae 

POSITIVE 
IMPOLITENESS 

Insults 40 17 4 6 2 16 7 2 5   1 5 9 1   115 

 
Pointed 

criticisms/complaints 
47 15 15 10 22 1 11 17 5 12 15 9 7 2 8 10 10 216 

 
Unpalatable questions 
and/or presuppositions 

       1          1 

 

NEGATIVE 
IMPOLITENESS 

Condescensions 3 5 9 9 1 4 4  2 5  2      44 

 Message enforcers                  0 

 Dismissals 3 1 2 1     6   2    1  16 

 Silencers  1  1              2 

 Threats 5     1 1      2  1   10 

 Negative expressives                  0 

Implicational 
impoliteness 

Convention-driven 
(SARCASM OR 

MOCK 
IMPOLITENESS) 

Internal mismatch      1            1 

External mismatch               1   1 

 
Form-driven (OFF-RECORD 

IMPOLITENESS) 
2  1  1       1      5 

 
Context-driven → Unmarked behaviour 

(BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS) 
     1 1       1    3 

Total 100 39 31 27 26 24 24 20 18 17 15 15 14 12 11 11 10 414 

Table 5 Categorization of ‘impolite’ Trump Twitter outputs according to primary ’trigger'; targeted at (select) male politicians. 
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and Bernie Sanders is “Crazy”. Taboo words, i.e. abusive or profane language, can be found in ‘insults’ 
such as “Slimeball!” (James Comey), “SleepyCreepy Joe” (Joe Biden), “Da Nang Dick” (Richard 
Blumenthal) and “little Adam Schitt” (Adam Schiff). Among NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS outputs, 
‘condescensions’ is the trigger most commonly used by Trump, followed by ‘dismissals’ and ‘threats’. 
It is worth reminding here that ‘condescensions’ are difficult to isolate in terms of threat to ‘quality 
face’ and ‘equity rights’, respectively. They are closely acquainted with POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 
outputs. 

Finally, we need to address the creative component of Trump’s impolite tweets. It is certainly a 
feature which is recurrent; some examples are given in the following target-specific analyses. One of 
them is the SARCASM targeted at Bill de Blasio (e.g. “another beauty”) but creativity is found 
throughout, often in conjunction with intensifiers, and seems largely unrelated with any particular 
type of impoliteness trigger. One phenomenon, however, that is recurrent in the ‘insults’ type is the 
use of [n’] endings. It seems to indicate President Trump’s desire to employ lower class or informal 
prestige features. It is consistent with Enli’s (2017) finding that he is keen on cultivating an image of 
‘authentic outsider’ to the political establishment. 

 

 

(5.1.2) Target-specific analyses 

 
James Comey (Republican) (100) FORMER F.B.I.  DIRECTOR 

 
From the males observed here James Comey is the most frequently targeted. Out of the 100 impoliteness 
events identified, in as many as (97) of tweets Trump has performed offences by using conventionalized 
formulae, of varying intensity. I identified (40) (personalized) insults. These are generalized negative 
personal remarks. 

Further, I found (47) pointed criticisms/complaints (e.g. ”poor leadership”, “His handling of 
the Crooked Hillary Clinton case, and the events surrounding it, will go down as one of the worst 
“botch jobs” of history”, and “Wow, watch Comey lie under oath”). The last example, with the addition 
of “Wow”, exemplifies Trump’s creative use of intensifiers. There is also a group of tweets that 
secondarily impose on the target’s ’equity rights’ by implying that criticized actions are illegal (“leaked 
CLASSIFIED INFORMATION to the media. That is so illegal!”). This may be perceived as a threat, 
especially considering that President Trump at the time was in a direct position of power in relation 
to James Comey. The tweet “illegally leaked CLASSIFIED INFORMATION but doesn’t understand 
what he did or how serious it is” shows how multiple output strategies can be performed in an output. 
Apart from the pointed criticism, President Trump here attacks Comey’s ’equity rights’ by using a 
condescension ‘trigger’. 

Insults and criticisms are persistently ‘repeated’, typically making Comey out to be a ‘liar’ and a 
‘leaker’. As we have seen, it is consistent with bullying and it targets Comey’s appearance. 

A collect (11) of the tweets primarily impose on Comey, by attacking his ‘equity rights’; (3) 
condescensions, (5) threats of imposition (e.g. “how come he gave up Classified Information (jail), 
why did he lie to Congress (jail)”) and also (3) dismissals (e.g. “It was my great honor to fire James 
Comey!”). The condescensions (e.g. “disgraced”) exemplify how the target is treated as powerless, 
distinguishing it partly (in Culpeper’s taxonomy) from insults. 

‘Implicational impoliteness’ is rare here but is exemplified with (2) form-driven triggers (“made 
McCabe look like a choirboy” and “best friends with Robert Mueller”). These are examples of speech 
outputs that trigger impoliteness events by means of mismatching a neutral surface form with context, 
so that these outputs generate ‘insinuation’. In the first example the implication is that the target 
certainly is no “choirboy” while, in the latter, the implication is that by being close to “highly 
conflicted” (among other things) ‘Robert Mueller’, Comey is a comparably despicable figure.     

In tweets targeting Comey, especially in insults and pointed criticisms/complaints, various 
intensifiers are prevalent; e.g. there are exclamation marks (23), output using capital letters (7) and 
several instances of intense lexis that often use figurative language (e.g. “totally”, “by far!”, “disaster”, 
“Slimeball!, “his mind exploded!”).  
 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/975341676297445377
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/989813047773614080
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/989813047773614080
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1008515606751084544
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Chuck Schumer (Democrat) (39) U.S.  SENATOR 

 
Of the 39 impolite outputs identified there are (17) blatant (personalized) insults, typified by the 
derogatory “Cryin’ Chuck”. It is repeated consistently.  

President Trump directs (15) pointed criticisms/complaints at him. Examples such as “want 
to substantially RAISE Taxes” or “sold John McCain a bill of goods” suggest that Schumer’s position 
as a political opponent is a significant contextual factor; he is ‘out-group’. 

I identify seven outputs attacking Schumer’s ‘negative face’/’equity rights’, including (5) 
condescensions (e.g. “So funny to watch Schumer grovelling”), (1) silencer and (1) dismissal. We 
saw that there is discursive ambiguity about whether ‘condescension’ is a trigger that directs 
exclusively, or even primarily, at ‘equity rights’. The condescension triggers found in this particular 
case illustrate this difficulty, in that they could likely be categorized also as attacks on ‘quality face’. I 
evaluate them as primarily condescensions attacking ‘equity rights’ based on their contemptuous tone 
and marked efforts at imposing on Schumer as an inferior. 

Also, there are no ‘implicational impoliteness’ triggers. Intensifiers are relatively few, but occur 
(capital letters, exclamation marks). 

 

Andrew McCabe (Republican) (31) FORMER DEPUTY DIRECT OR, F.B.I.  

Here, I identify (4) blatant (personalized) insults and an additional (15) pointed 
criticisms/complaints, typically repeating how McCabe is supposedly untrustworthy and a liar (e.g. 
“He LIED! LIED! LIED!”). In one tweet, the criticism implies an intensified threat (“committed many 
crimes!), which is imposing in the context of the prevailing power imbalance.  

Attacks on McCabe’s ‘equity rights’ are further emphasized in (9) condescensions (e.g. 
“disgraced”, “a puppet” and “didn’t go to the bathroom without the approval of Leakin’ James Comey”) 
that, as in previous examples, function to make him out to be powerless by belittling and treating him 
as an inferior subject, and in (2) dismissals. President Trump is creative in one (“Andrew McCabe 
FIRED, a great day for the hard working men and women of the FBI”). 

Also, there is (1) form-driven trigger (“a Comey friend”) which, as in the James Comey example, 
insinuates that McCabe is a lesser person for being acquainted with the former. The surface form of the 
output is neutral outside of this particular context. The output seems to primarily target McCabe’s 
‘quality face’, by casting into doubt his public appearance. 

 

Bob Corker (Republican) (27) U.S.  SENATOR 

I identify (6) blatant (personalized) insults, a few of which belittle Bob Corker (e.g. “Liddle’ Bob”). These 
again demonstrate the difficulty in distinguishing attacks on ‘positive face’/’quality face’ (here in the 
form of insults) from attacks on the target’s ‘negative face’/’equity rights’ (as with condescensions). 
Culpeper (2016, p. 437) suggests that the output “little” has significance for both. Further, “Liddle’ 
Bob” has a condescending aspect.  

Some (8) tweets are pointed criticisms/complaints, one of which goes “now is only negative 
on anything Trump”. Since it is President Trump himself that produces the speech, the criticism of 
this output is explicit (not implied). 

Further, there is a stream of (9) condescensions primarily attacking Corker’s ‘equity rights’, by 
expressing strong contempt and making him out to be highly dependent on President Trump himself 
(e.g. “had zero chance of being elected”, “I said ‘NO’ and he dropped out”, “Didn’t have the guts to 
run!”). As with many examples of condescensions directed at other targets, here also these outputs seem 
likely to offend simultaneously the ‘quality face’ of Corker, by calling into doubt his abilities and public 
appearance. Similarly, with regard to simultaneously targeting ‘equity rights’ and ‘quality face’, there 
are also (1) dismissal (”in the way of our great agenda”) and (1) silencer (”a negative voice”) that I 
deem attack both. Because of their highly generalized critique of Corker and since he is Trump’s 
Republican colleague I find that they primarily threaten ‘equity rights’. 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/911543222731706368
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
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Robert Mueller (Republican) (26) LEADER OF SPECIAL COUNSEL INVESTIGATION, FORMER 

F.B.I.  DIRECTOR 

Attacks on Robert Mueller have been performed predominantly by means of conventionalized 
impoliteness formulae; only (2) personalized insults, one of which (“a much different man than people 
think”) has an obviously negative connotation. Much more frequent are the (22) pointed 
criticisms/complaints, which clearly go towards targeting Mueller’s ‘quality face’ with the purpose 
of discrediting him in his role as leader of the special counsel investigation. Despite partisanship, 
Trump looks to question his objectivity, repeating that Mueller is “conflicted” and using intensifiers to 
raise the degree of offence. In one creative tweet (“will he be covering all of his conflicts of interest in 
a preamble”) this emphasis is particularly apparent. In another (“highly conflicted (and NOT Senate 
approved)”), the criticism is joined by a threat targeting ‘equity rights’.   

In (1) condescension (“Disgraced and discredited”) the ‘equity rights’ threat is more clearly 
emphasized, in that it targets Mueller’s desire to be free from impositions, such as this, of portrayals of 
him as inferior. 

There is (1) form-driven trigger (“Comey’s best friend”) which appears to be an ‘insinuation’, 
as in the above Andrew McCabe example. 

 

Joe Biden (Democrat) (24)  FORMER VICE PRESIDENT  

I find (16) blatant (personalized) insults and with insults like “Sleepy Joe”, repeated 12 times, it is again 
the matter of attacks that likely threaten both “quality face” and “equity rights” of the target (if still in 
that order). As with “little” they emphasize power imbalance, which in the context of political 
competition may be in President Trump’s interest. With “Fake News” I infer that Trump looks to 
portray Biden himself as ‘fake’. There is (1) pointed criticism/complaint. 

Regarding attacks on ‘equity rights’, I find (4) condescensions, all targeting Biden’s supposed 
general weakness, and (1) threat. 

Also, there is a pair of ‘implicational impoliteness’ triggers. In (1) convention-driven (“I only 
hope you have the intelligence, long in doubt, to wage a successful primary campaign”) one part of 
Trump’s output is polite [wishing Biden success], though questionably so, but this mismatches with 
the insult given by questioning his “intelligence”, considering that Biden is an experienced politician. 
There is also the condescending use of “only”. In that Trump mixes politeness/impoliteness formulae 
there is a marked internal mismatch; an external mismatch arguably prevails in parallel, however, since it 
seems unlikely that Trump has any genuine concern about Biden’s success. He is a political competitor 
and markedly ‘out-group’. The second is a (1) context-driven trigger (“Don’t threaten people Joe!”) 
that, though it also performs a criticism which attacks ‘quality face’, is an imperative command that 
threatens Biden’s freedom from imposition; seeing as Biden is likely to consider it an illegitimate 
demand. 

 

Richard Blumenthal (Democrat) (24) U.S.  SENATOR 

As with (most) of the targets analysed here Richard Blumenthal has been attacked by President Trump 
primarily with the purpose of threatening ‘quality face’ as a method for discrediting them in the public 
eye. In (7) insults (e.g. 5x “Da Nang Dick”) and another (11) pointed criticisms/complaints Trump 
makes Blumenthal out to be a hypocrite and a liar, using intensifiers and creative language (e.g. Next 
time I go to Vietnam I will ask “the Dick” to travel with me!”). The derogatory name-calling reinforces 
the notion that Blumenthal is a ‘Vietnam fraud’. 

A couple of other tweets primarily target ‘equity rights’, but the majority of them are 
condescensions (4) and as in many similar examples from other targets these are also appear prone 
to ‘quality face’ threat. For example, “begged for forgiveness like a child” or “An embarrassment to our 
Country!” express criticism but I deem them first of all to be impositions of inferiority by Trump from 
a position of power. There is also (1) threat. 

A context-driven (1) trigger is also there (“I think Senator Blumenthal should take a nice long 
vacation in Vietnam, where he lied about his service, so he can at least say he was there”). It is clearly 
a criticism which threatens Blumenthal’s ‘quality face’ (“he lied about his service”), but I judge the 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894661651760377856
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894661651760377856
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primary outcome of the tweet to be an imposition on his ‘equity rights’ which includes the desire to 
not be “unfairly ordered about”. An impoliteness event is performed as a result of the output 
mismatching the context, i.e. on the assumption that it is unlikely that Blumenthal recognizes Trump’s 
power to legitimately give this advice. 
 

Barack Obama (Democrat) (20) FORMER U.S.  PRESIDENT 

With former Democratic President Barack Obama, tweets are all primarily attacking ‘quality face’; 
there are (2) blatant insults, (17) pointed criticisms/complaints including intensifiers (exclamation 
marks and capital letters), and (1) unpalatable question (“why didn’t he do something about Russian 
meddling?”). Trump’s tweets here seem generally to be performed to discredit Obama, and less to 
impose on him.   

 

Jeff Flake (Republican) (18)  U.S.  SENATOR 

Among tweets targeted at Jeff Flake, all primarily perform conventionalized formulae types of output. 
Out of (5) insults there are three derogatory denominations (e.g. “Jeff Flake(y)”). There are (5) pointed 
criticisms/complaints, one of which (“Not a fan”) is a disapproval that seems instead to primarily 
attack his ‘association rights’ (see Spencer-Oatey, 2008, p. 16); Trump marks separation, despite their 
political partisanship. 

Also, there are (2) condescensions, both portraying Flake as weak, and (6) dismissals, all 
suggesting that he has no prospects at a continued political career. 

 

Doug Jones (Democrat) (17) U.S.  SENATOR 

Doug Jones is President Trump’s political opponent, which is readily apparent from the contents of the 
(12) pointed criticisms/complaints that target Jones’ ‘out-group’ opinions (e.g. “Pro-Abortion”, 
“against the WALL”). As with most outputs targeted at Jon Ossoff (see below), these outputs appear to 
perform a coercive function in that the purpose is to reinforce the dominance of Trump’s own powerful 
‘in-group’ by attacking Jones’ ‘quality face’ and thereby manifest his ‘out-group’ appearance. The 
prevailing U.S. political context becomes an important factor in determining the degree of offence 
achieved. Also, there is a pair of outputs here (“would be BAD!”; “would be a disaster!”) that primarily 
threaten ‘quality face’ but which seem likely also to aggravate ‘equity rights’ in a situation where the 
target feels imposed upon due to an imbalance of power, as Jones might do here. 

Some tweets are more obviously targeting Jones’ ‘equity rights’ (e.g. “a Pelosi/Schumer 
Puppet”), all of which are condescensions (5) that portray him as a person completely without own 
incentive and subject to the actions of his political colleagues. 

 

Jon Ossoff (Democrat) (15) FORMER DEMOCRATIC CO NGRESSIONAL CANDIDATE IN 

GEORGIA 

We have seen it with several other targets, but impoliteness triggered by output directed at Jon Ossoff 
is often closely dependent on the American political context for causing offence. Output here is all 
primarily directed at ‘quality face’, through pointed criticisms/complaints. These criticisms (e.g. 
“wants to raise your taxes to the highest level”) come across as somewhat less offensive to Ossoff 
himself, being a political opponent, and performed rather to serve a coercive function with the focal 
purpose of reinforcing in-group dominance. 
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Jon Tester (Democrat) (15) U.S.  SENATOR 

Trump’s political opponent, the democrat Jon Tester, has had (1) insult (personalized negative 
assertion) targeted at him (“Very dishonest and sick!”). He has also been targeted with (9) pointed 
criticisms/complaints. 

In terms of attacks on ‘equity rights’, there have been (2) condescensions, portraying him as a 
marionettish and dependent politician, and (2) dismissals in which Trump looks to impose on him; in 
one he suggests that “Tester should lose race in Montana”, while the other is an assertion that “Tester 
should resign”. Context provides that Trump is critical of Tester but this output is primarily targeting 
his desire not be “unfairly ordered about” (‘equity rights’). In the similar imposition, targeting Richard 
Blumenthal (see above), I found that context mismatched Trump’s behaviour so as to generate a BALD-
ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS, but in the present instance I argue that Trump’s tweet is within 
what Tester could consider a legitimate assertion, though impolite, seeing as they are political 
opponents and with Trump being the U.S. President. 

In addition, there is (1) form-driven trigger (“looks to be in big trouble in the Great State of 
Montana!”) in which Tester’s appearance (read ‘quality face’) is threatened. Context provides that it 
might well be conceived of also as an attack on ‘equity rights’, in that the output is meant to be a 
prediction which imposes on Tester. Yet, the primary quality of this ‘implicational trigger’ is that the 
surface form is marked with “Great State” (including the capital letters). The ‘insinuation’ seems to be 
that Tester is inferior by comparison, rejected by his home state electorate. The perspective of the 
target is a significant contextual factor here. 

 

Adam Schiff (Democrat) (14) U.S.  CONGRESSMAN 

Again, as with Bob Corker, a couple of the (5) insults here (e.g. “little Adam Schitt”) seems 
simultaneously to target Schiff’s ‘quality face’ and his ‘equity rights’. In Culpeper’s (2016) framework 
of triggers it is primarily an insult associated with threat directed to the former. It does, nevertheless, 
also impose on the target’s ‘equity rights’, since it assigns him an inferior position by using a 
condescension such as “little”. President Trump directs an additional (7) pointed 
criticisms/complaints, disapproving of Schiff’s actions. 

Further, there are (2) threats (e.g. “Must be stopped!”), attacking his ‘equity rights’. 
 

 

Bernie Sanders (Democrat) (12) U.S.  SENATOR 
 

Attacks on Bernie Sanders have primarily targeted his ‘quality face’. In all (9) insults, the tweets 
designate him as ‘crazy’. There is a distinctive repetition. A pair of tweets perform pointed criticisms/ 
complaints (2).  

One tweet (“please show a little more anger and indignation when you get screwed!”) appears to 
display a context-driven (1) trigger, in that it significantly threatens Sanders’ ‘equity rights’ claim to 
(as with Joe Biden) be free from imposition, especially seeing as this imperative request seems very 
likely to go beyond what he would consider acceptable behaviour by President Trump. Context does 
not provide that there is a power differential that would render it legitimate as far as Sanders is 
concerned. 

 
Bill de Blasio (Democrat) (11) MAYOR OF NEW YORK CI TY 
 
Here, attacks are primarily directed at ‘quality face’; (1) insult and (8) pointed criticisms/complaints, 
one of which (as with Jeff Flake) appears to be directed more than anything at de Blasio’s ‘association 
rights’ (i.e. NYC HATES HIM!). This tweet threatens his sense of “[entitlement] to social 
involvement” (Spencer-Oatey), especially since President Trump is powerful and purports to speak for 
the whole of New York city. There is (1) threat to ‘equity rights’. 

Also, there is (1) convention-driven trigger that amounts to a mocking of de Blasio (“another 
beauty”) but which, considering their unequal power, converts into sarcasm; a genuine impoliteness. 
President Trump looks to achieve a ‘exploitative entertainment’ function. 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052741954918866944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052741954918866944
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John McCain (Republican) (11) U.S.  SENATOR 
 
Attacks on John McCain have mostly been targeted at ‘quality face’; (10) pointed 
criticisms/complaints one of which (“last in his class”) could also be seen as ridicule, attacking his 
‘equity rights’. 

There is (1) dismissal (“He’s been losing so long he doesn’t know how to win anymore”), which 
significantly targets his ‘equity rights’ by imposing on him. It does also threaten his ‘quality face’ by 
questioning his abilities. 

 

Ralph Northam (Democrat) (10) GOVERNOR OF VIRGINIA 

All of the outputs targeted at Ralph Northam categorize foremostly as pointed criticisms/complaints 
(10), triggers which attack his ‘quality face’ (e.g. “doesn’t even show up to meetings/work”). Most of 
these outputs target Northam’s appearance as member of a political ‘out-group’, Trump thus looking 
primarily to reinforce his own position of power. Also, one tweet (“failing pol”) simultaneously imposes 
on the target’s ‘equity rights’. 

 
 

(5.2) Female targets 
 

(5.2.1) General findings 
 
As with the male targets, we see (in table 6) a very marked quantitative emphasis on ‘conventionalized 
(type) formulae’. 197 (95.2%) of the 207 impolite entries go into this category of triggers. 187 (90.3%) 
categorize as POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS outputs, primarily targeting ‘quality face’. These, in turn, 
consist of as many as 141 ‘insults’ (68.1%), the vast majority of which have targeted Hillary Clinton 
(123 of 124 ‘insults’ labels her “Crooked”). The former presidential candidate and Omarosa Manigault 
are those female targets that were most exposed to these typically blatant threats to ‘quality face’. 
Manigault was targeted with the most blatantly discriminatory ‘insults’ (using ‘taboo words’) in the 
data observed here; “that dog!” and “a lowlife”.  

Overall, Trump’s output is blatantly derogatory; 45 (21.7%) of output triggers are ‘pointed 
criticisms/complaints’, most of which continue the sweeping portrayal of the women as incompetent, 
or even inferior, and dishonest. Outputs targeting the Democrat party’s Nancy Pelosi stand out 
somewhat in that they more frequently criticize her political incentives or actions. She is in the ‘out-
group’. Pelosi was also not targeted with ‘insults’. A minor 10 (4.8%) of conventionalized (type) 
formulae fall into the various categories of triggers overlapping with NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 
output, primarily targeting ‘equity rights’. The remaining 10 (4.8%) outputs are ‘implicational 
impoliteness’ triggers; (8) are ‘convention-driven’, almost all targeting Elizabeth Warren (calling her 
“Pocahontas”) and (2) are ‘context-driven’, in which imperative demands are directed but where the 
targets seem unlikely to recognize Trump’s authority to order the them about. 

A look at the use of intensifiers reveal exclamation marks in 19 of the outputs and 4 instances of 
tweets containing words in capital letters. Around a tenth of the tweets contain marked instances of 
‘intense lexis’, the majority of which are found in ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’ (e.g. “total”, “so”, 
“really” or as in “Her false claim of Indian heritage is only selling to VERY LOW I.Q. individuals!”). 
Repetition of ‘insults’ is a strongly emphasized feature of Trump’s targeting of Hillary Clinton and is 
used to attack her appearance; it is indicative of bullying. 

Trump’s calling Elizabeth Warren names (i.e. “Pocahontas”) signals a creative intent, which is 
otherwise downplayed in comparison with outputs targeting male politicians, as reflected typically in 
lesser use of intense lexis or ‘form-driven’ insinuations. The prevalence of POSITIVE 
IMPOLITENESS triggers in general and blatant ‘insults’ in particular suggests emphasis on more 
context-spanning ‘quality face’ attacks. 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052387851088867330
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Conventionalized (type) 
formulae 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS Insults 124  10 3 4 141 

  Pointed criticisms/complaints 16 18 4 4 3 45 

  
Unpalatable questions and/or 

presuppositions 
1     1 

 NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS Condescensions  2 1  3 6 

  Message enforcers      0 

  Dismissals   2   2 

  Silencers      0 

  Threats     1 1 

  Negative expressives 1     1 

Implicational impoliteness Convention-driven (SARCASM OR MOCK 
IMPOLITENESS) 

Internal mismatch      0 

 External mismatch    8  8 

 
Form-driven 

(OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS) 
     0 

 Context-driven → Unmarked behaviour (BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS) 1 1    2 

Total 143 21 17 15 11 207 

Table 6 Categorization of ‘impolite’ Trump Twitter outputs according to primary ’trigger'; targeted at (select) female politicians. 
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(5.2.2) Target-specific analyses 
 

Hillary Clinton (Democrat) (125) FORMER PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE 

As was seen in the introduction Hillary Clinton is a frequent Twitter target (in fact, the most common) 
for Trump, during his presidency so far. When considering their rivalry as main candidates back in 
the 2016 presidential election it appears less ostentatious. Almost all are conventional brands of 
impoliteness triggers and most of them blatant (context-spanning), as demonstrated by the prevalence 
of (106) insults, typified by the persistent repetition of the designation “Crooked”. We saw how 
repetition of insults is an indicator of bullying, especially when the target is in some inferior position. 
Apart from these, attacks on ‘quality face’ are also prevalent in the (16) pointed 
criticisms/complaints, some of which (e.g. “lost the debates and lost her direction!” and “forgot to 
campaign in numerous states!”) also secondarily seems to impose on Clinton’s ‘equity rights’ by using 
condescensions to portray her as mentally inferior. There is (1) unpalatable question. 

The tweet is “went down in flames”; a negative expressive (1) more explicitly targets Clinton’s 
‘equity rights’. It implies an ‘ill-wish’. 

Lastly, there is a rare occurrence of (1) context-driven trigger (“Hillary, get on with your life 
and give it another try in three years!”). This output implies that the speaker assumes that he can 
legitimately command the target. Considering the prevailing context in which Clinton seems unlikely 
to accept such a presumed power imbalance, this output amounts to an impoliteness (the purpose being 
to coerce the target). It is an attack on her ‘equity rights’. 

 

Nancy Pelosi (Democrat) (21) U.S.  HOUSE MINORITY LEADER 

Abilities and appearance are key qualities for a politician such as Nancy Pelosi, one of President Trump’s 
key political opponents. Almost all of his tweets targeted at Pelosi are (18) pointed 
criticisms/complaints, which seek to expand the distance between himself and potential supporters, 
on the one hand, and her, on the other. Criticisms are variably blatant, from the on-topic, although 
intensified, “want to substantially RAISE Taxes” to the more blatantly aggressive output “going 
absolutely crazy”. 

In a couple of other tweets, Trump attacks her ‘equity rights’. There are (2) condescensions, in 
which he marks her out as incompetent in the performance of her political task. He does not treat her 
seriously, in that he portrays her as someone who is intellectually inferior. These tweets (e.g. “trying 
very hard & has every right to take down the Democrat Party”) also attack ‘quality face’ and ‘social 
identity face’. One further tweet is context-driven (1) and baldly imposes on the target by directing a 
command to Pelosi which likely goes beyond what she would deem acceptable in context, by not 
recognizing that he is in a position to order her to perform the task (“by the way, clean up the streets 
in San Francisco, they are disgusting!”). Note, however, that “they are disgusting!” is a ‘pointed 
criticism/complaint’. 

 

Omarosa Manigault (Republican/Democrat) (21) FORMER TRUMP AIDE 

In this case, the target has been closely acquainted with President Trump as part of his administration. 
As with the former FBI directors (James Comey; Robert Mueller), she was employed by Trump. She 
resigned and has, in the aftermath, criticized Trump, thereby challenging the balance of power that 
constituted the former employer-employee relationship. Such context suggests that Trump, in 
performing impolite output, looks to assert a position of power. The target is particularly exposed. 
Most output here are blatant insults (10; e.g. “Wacky”, “a lowlife”, “that dog!”) or comparably blatant 
pointed criticisms/complaints (4; e.g. “heard really bad things”). These outputs, together with the 
power imbalance, suggest bullying. Also, Manigault being African-American, uttering “that dog!” has 
racist connotations (thus threatening her ‘social identity face’).  

Trump’s superior position, in terms of having been Manigault’s employer, is exploited in (1) 
condescension (“begged me for a job, tears in her eyes”). Attacks on ‘equity rights’ are also achieved 
in (2) dismissals (e.g. “She never made it, never will”). 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/931877599034388480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/931877599034388480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1028030912095838208
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1028030912095838208
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Elizabeth Warren (Democrat) (15)  U.S.  SENATOR 

Against Democratic senator Elizabeth Warren, Trump has tweeted (3) insults (e.g. “Phony!”) and 
another (4) pointed criticisms/complaints (e.g. “a scam and a lie”, “amazing con”). These attacks on 
‘quality face’ attempt to undermine her public appearance. They reflect Trump’s purpose of portraying 
her as a fraud, for falsely having ‘alleged’ her own Indian heritage. This apparent intent is repeated in 
his output. 

This is reflected in his use of (8) convention-driven triggers (sprung from external mismatching), 
which demonstrate his dubious creativity. In seven outputs he sarcastically refers to her as 
“Pocahontas”; it is a reference that typically carries positive connotations, but which Trump uses to 
criticize her in a humorous way. It is significant that this “gleeful mock[ing]” (M. Pengelly, 2018) 
targets her who is clearly out-group, with context provides that it is an aggressive intent. In another 
‘teasing’ output (“See you on the campaign TRAIL, Liz!”) he attacks Warren by mismatching politeness 
formulae, here coupled with an intensification, with the obviously antagonistic context of use. The 
intensification of “TRAIL” goes back to Trump’s questioning of Warren’s purported Indian heritage. 
These outputs also look to attack her public appearance (‘quality face’). 

 

Frederica Wilson (Democrat) (11) UNITED STATES CONGRESSWOMAN 

Finally, with Democratic congresswoman Frederica Wilson, Trump has primarily attacked her ‘quality 
face’, looking to discredit her. There are (4) blatant insults and another (3) pointed 
criticisms/complaints, one of which (“You watch her in action & vote R!”) is clearly a disapproval of 
her political work. 

Attacking her ‘equity rights’, rather, are (3) condescensions which (as with some similar tweets 
targeting Nancy Pelosi) diminishes Wilson by portraying her as someone who performs acts that seem 
to conflict with her stated political purpose (e.g. “killing the Democrat Party!”, “the gift that keeps on 
giving for the Republican Party”). These ‘condescensions’ simultaneously target her ‘quality face’ by 
attacking her appearance and ‘social identity face’ as member of the Democrats. This applies also to a 
tweet that clearly criticizes Wilson but which I still deem to be (1) threat that primarily attacks her 
‘equity rights’. 

 

 

(5.3) Adjusting for Gender and Democratic vs. Republican affiliation 
 

As far as political affiliation goes, the significant dimension is Democratic contra Republican 
partisanship. Among the females no such comparison is possible, because data is (excepting Omarosa 
Manigault) exclusively on Democratic politicians. On analysing the male politicians and adjusting for 
partisanship, I find very minor differences in the overall types of triggers used by Trump. Quantitative 
comparison does suggest a somewhat more common use of NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS triggers 
against Republicans (20.9% of all entries) in comparison with Democrats (14.4%). Overall, the 
distribution of types of impolite output aimed at each target is very similar across the different men. It 
applies to all that they have most frequently been targeted with POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS outputs. 
From the 17 targets, only three of them (Chuck Schumer, Joe Biden and Bernie Sanders), all of which are 
Democrats, deviate from the marked dominance of ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’ over ‘insults’ (216 
over 115). 

As with the men, female targets have also primarily been targeted with POSITIVE 
IMPOLITENESS outputs. A standout difference, however, is that ‘insults’ as the percentage share of 
all outputs per gender category is substantially higher for the women as compared with men. Many of 
the ‘insults’ have been aimed at Hillary Clinton, but female targets have still, on average, been exposed 
to them more frequently than to ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’. Provided we recognize the blatant 
threat to ‘quality face’ implied in Trump’s calling Elizabeth Warren “Pocahontas” repeatedly, it is really 
only Nancy Pelosi that departs. Considering the high degree of offence conventionally associated with 
‘insults’, this indicates that the women suffer more blatant attacks to ‘quality face’. Consistent with this 
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is also the more blatantly derogatory ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’ targeting women, as in e.g. “lost 
the debates and lost her direction!” (Hillary Clinton) and “Nasty to people & would constantly miss 
meetings & work” (Omarosa Manigault). Overall, ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’ targeting men are 
more related to Trump’s discontent with concrete political actions, such as in “responsible for giving 
us the horrible Iran Nuclear Deal” (Bob Corker). 

At the other end of the positive-negative impoliteness spectrum, the male targets have been 
significantly more exposed to NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS triggers, typically threatening targets’ 
‘equity rights’. Overall, the men have suffered ‘condescensions’, etc. (e.g. “So funny to watch Schumer 
grovelling”; Chuck Schumer) in 17.4% of entries, whereas the corresponding percentage for the women 
is 4.8%. Such impoliteness, as we have seen, is used to impose on targets and to order them about. Such 
imbalance is consistent with the significantly more common use, by Trump, of intensifiers (both 
exclamation marks, words in capital letters and intense lexis) when targeting the men. These are used 
to reinforce imposition, but the way that intense lexis predominantly occurs in ‘pointed 
criticisms/complaints’ indicates that Trump also uses them for creative purposes, attempting to appeal 
to an in-group audience; as in “doing TREMENDOUS damage to our Criminal Justice System” (Robert 
Mueller) or “not at all nice” (Bill de Blasio). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1076935567760338944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1076935567760338944
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6. Discussion 
 
The analysis above has gone towards the identification of significant types of impolite output in 
Trump’s tweets and whether they have targeted ‘face’ (mainly ‘quality face’) and/or ‘equity rights’ of 
his political affiliates and opponents. I have distinguished Trump’s tweets based on type of 
‘impoliteness strategy’, by operationalizing Culpeper’s ‘triggers’. While it is a complex task to isolate 
the effects of impolite speech I argue that the analysis above does promote insight into the general 
purpose(s) of Trump’s use of impolite speech. Although the results speak to the persistent repetition 
of blatantly impolite, context-spanning outputs, there is a case to be made that his Twitter output go 
beyond the purpose of performing outright ‘bullying’.   

 

(6.1) The functions of Trump’s Twitter ‘impoliteness strategies’ 
  
‘Linguistic-pragmatic’ factors have been focussed so far. To summarize, the significant 
overrepresentation of POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS outputs demonstrates Trump’s intent to attack 
the targets’ ‘quality face’ (and ‘social identity face’). We saw (in section 4.3) how impolite outputs can 
perform functions. Trump’s use of repeated ‘insults’ and ‘pointed criticisms/complaints’, and many 
‘intensifiers’, is consistent with a more comprehensive ambition to undermine his targets’ appearance 
and abilities. This indicates a marked coercive intent (ref. coercive impoliteness). The frequent use of 
intense language and/or repetition in targeted impolite outputs also suggests that Trump uses 
emotional expressions (ref. affective impoliteness) to exacerbate attacks. Such a purpose is articulated in 
tweets targeting Hillary Clinton, matching criteria for bullying. An apparent desire to manifest 
authority and power is seconded by the less frequent but still significant use of NEGATIVE 
IMPOLITENESS triggers (17 of 22 targets); mostly ‘condescensions’, ‘dismissals’ and ‘threats’. 
Further, analysis shows that Trump has creative purpose (ref. entertaining impoliteness) whether it be 
reflected in his use of ‘intensifiers’ or in form- or convention-driven ‘implicational impoliteness’ 
triggers, such as SARCASM OR MOCK IMPOLITENESS outputs. 

At face value, the above ‘linguistic-pragmatic’ analysis suggests that Trump’s impolite tweets 
generally possess capacity to incur a high ‘degree of offence’. But any profound understanding of the 
functions and the purposes with which Trump has formulated his tweets requires that we also account 
for how ‘contextual factors’ [see Table 4.3] are brought to bear on the ‘degree of offence’ his outputs 
achieve. The entirety of the impoliteness event, including contextual factors, determines the function 
of an impolite output. It takes us back to the status of U.S. political discourse and the research on 
dynamics of political discourse that was the entry into this project. In the introduction, I recaptured 
how research has shown that impolite language seems to achieve a particular significance in political 
discourse. We also saw how President Trump seems to have used it as part of a more comprehensive 
political strategy. 

As U.S. President, Trump exercises significant authority and his position of power is evidently 
manifest. One component contextual factor is ‘the extent to which power structures are abused’. By 
this indicator, Trump’s position provides that his output could potentially cause a high ‘degree of 
offence’. That he is prepared to take advantage of his position to blatantly attack other politicians is 
evident from the above analysis. It is significant that, of the targets studied here, two that are among 
the most harshly attacked are politically affiliated former Trump administration employees; James 
Comey and Omarosa Manigault have also both subsequently criticized President Trump. Trump has 
blatantly attacked their abilities and appearance (‘quality face’), relating to their time in his employ. 
Further, in terms of abuse of power, findings here suggest that Republican party members, i.e. Trump’s 
party colleagues, suffers significantly more attacks on their ‘equity rights’ – by means of NEGATIVE 
IMPOLITENESS triggers – than Democrats. Such imposition on Republican targets could relate to 
the power dynamics of internal party hierarchy. In the environment of competitive politics involving 
the two major U.S. parties, the significance of the above contextual factor is otherwise likely reduced 
since relations of power are relatively level.  

Does this imply that ‘impoliteness’ is recognized as legitimate by U.S. politicians; i.e. does it not 
violate their ‘face’ and/or ‘equity rights’? ‘The perspective of the person taking offence’ [contextual 
factor] is hard to determine, since it is a personalised experience. Yet, Culpeper (2011, p. 257) proposes 
that attitudes to impoliteness are subject to continuous change and so, seemingly, are the general 
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communicative expectations of U.S. politicians. As was mentioned in the introduction, observations 
have suggested a lowering of the ‘(im)politeness threshold set’ [contextual factor] in U.S. political 
discourse, due to Trump’s influence. This seems to indicate an enhanced legitimization of impolite 
language in the party-political arena. Further, a discussion on the valuation of impolite output 
performed in a public channel, such as Twitter, begs attention also to the function that such outputs 
can perform in entertaining an audience at the expense of a target (entertaining impoliteness). Such public 
violations of a target’s ‘face’/’equity rights’ amount to exploitative entertainment. As we have seen, 
the primary purpose of impolite outputs is not always to aggravate the target’s face during a 
conversational exchange but can also be to exploit the target for entertainment purposes. Seeing as 
impolite outputs analysed in this study almost exclusively address public audiences instead of being 
directed exclusively at the target, it appears that Trump’s foremost purpose is this, to exploit targets 
to raise his relative status and win recognition among the audience. In a political context, public 
appearance is a sensitive ‘quality face’ claim. 

Additional contextual factors influencing the ‘degree of offence’ (see Tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3) are 
‘whether the behaviour is in-group or out-group’ and ‘the extent to which the behaviour is positively 
or negatively valued in the relevant culture’. We may be seeing an overall rise of the impoliteness 
threshold, but there are also various strata in the sense that Trump’s targets are still likely to take 
offence whereas impolite output is more or less appealing to Trump’s in-group political audiences. As 
a result, context provides that the degree of offence caused ultimately has multiple and floating 
determinants that President Trump is looking to navigate. Finally, however, the present context 
predicts that ‘the degree of intentionality ascribed to the actor [i.e. Trump]’ is high and, in terms of 
‘the kind of person the communicator is understood to be’, he has certainly cultivated the public 
impression of being readily confrontative in outputs. His intentions are thus apparent, but it likely 
takes away from the significance of his utterances in certain public strata. 
 

 

(6.2) Ending remarks 
 

As it relates to the aim of this study, the above results and analysis demonstrate how President 
Trump uses various impoliteness strategies to manipulate his targets. As this study crucially reveals, 
however, some strategies are employed more frequently than others. This paper has dug into the 
complexity of President Trump’s Twitter outputs, to shed more light on their emphasized purpose(s) 
and his seeming motivations for performing them. A key motive for the quantitative effort has been to 
give nuance to the strategic significances of Trump’s language, especially as commentators are 
indicating an overall change in attitudes to speech behaviour in American politics. In the introduction 
I observed research on potential implications of more impolite language on U.S. political discourse 
overall. Porath (as cited in Baker & Rogers, 2018) explains the harsh climate in American politics with 
“an uptick in incivility”, because “incivility is contagious”.  

On Twitter, Trump is free to communicate with mass audiences without being censored by the 
conventional media. He exploits this to perform such “trash-talk” that Yip et al. (2018) have seen take 
place in competitive contexts such as politics, where recognition and status are key values. “Trash-
talk” captures much of what the analysis performed above identifies as motivations for Trump’s output. 
It can be ridicule or taunts, such as criticism of the target’s identity, group membership, competence 
or performance. A speaker might trash-talk a target to boost his own self-confidence, to shift status 
perceptions of an audience or to influence the target’s behaviour through intimidation, distraction or 
humiliation. Purposes such as these are achieved either by means of more direct “crude insults”, e.g. 
racist or sexist comments about a target, and “witty observations” including sarcasm, hyperbole and 
metaphors (p. 126). Also, trash-talk does not require the target to be present, since the desired effect 
may (as we have seen) be rather to appeal to an audience. In a similar vein, Hall Jamieson et al. (2018, 
p. 5) observe the “differentiating and mobilizing” functions of incivility in speech output, finding that 
insults can be a powerful instrument in differentiating in-group from out-group. The qualities of 
Twitter, along with its vast reach, makes it well-suited to purposes of defining and reinforcing a public 
self-image and negative perceptions of political opponents, such as appears to be the motive for 
Trump’s usage. 
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Cahyono (2018) and Reay (2018), respectively, analyse the instrumentality of Trump’s 
twittering, the former finding convergences between Trump’s motives and his appeal to power. As 
does this paper, Reay performs quantitative analysis, finding that 45% of Trump’s tweets were 
impolite. ‘Quality Face’ [see Spencer-Oatey ‘rapport management model’, Table 2] attacks were most 
common, characterized by attacks on “personal qualities of a specific, named person or entity”. These 
findings are largely consistent with the results found here, but where the present analysis is more 
comprehensive in its effort to draw on quantitative analysis. Common to the studies is the focus on 
President Trump’s Twitter use, but arguably Twitter as a communication platform is a key object of 
study in and of itself. The dynamics of Twitter as a platform for purposeful communication, beyond 
the opportunities that its mechanics presents for distributing mass information, is something that 
requires further study. As this paper suggests, Trump has used it for purposes of manipulating 
audiences as part of a comprehensive strategy meant to maintain or strengthen his image in the public 
sphere, at the expense of his targets. The foremost motive for performing the present analysis has been 
to attempt to distinguish the strategy’s linguistic facets. 
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Appendix 
 

Below is the complete list of President Donald Trump’s impolite Twitter outputs (“Insults”) from 15 

June 2015 to 24 May 2019, as identified and compiled by Lee & Quealy. For the purposes of the analysis 

I have conducted tweets are categorized by intended target, first, and primary type of ‘trigger’, second. 

The latter categorization is based on my interpretation. 

 

 

Male targets 

James Comey (100)  FORMER F.B.I.  DIRECTOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Slippery”, “Slippery”, “Slippery”, “Slippery James Comey”, “Slimeball!”, “Really sick!”, “clown”, 
“stupid”, “Sanctimonious”, ”bad cop”, ”a crooked Cop”, “Dirty Cop”, “Dirty Cop”, “Dirty Cop”, “a dirty 

cop”, “a dirty cop”, “he is not smart!”, “a man who always ends up badly and out of whack”, “loser”, 
”loser”, “weak”, “either very sick or very dumb”, “Shadey”, “untruthful slime ball”, ”corrupt, a total 

sleaze!”, ”Leakin’ James Comey!”, ”Leakin’ James Comey!”, “Leakin’ James Comey”, “Leakin' James 

Comey”, “leakin’ James Comey”, “a leaker!”, ”Lyin’ James”, ”Lyin James Comey”, “Lyin’ James Comey”, 
“Lyin’ James Comey”, “lying James Comey”, “Leakin’ Lyin’ James Comey”, “a proven liar and leaker”, 
“a proven LEAKER & LIAR”, “one of the biggest liars and leakers in Washington” 

 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“lie!”, “lies!”, “many lies”, “he LIED”, “can Leak and Lie and make lots of money from a third rate book”, 
“so many false statements and lies”, “lied all over the place”, “lied and leaked and totally protected 
Hillary Clinton”, “He lied as shown clearly on @foxandfriends”, “so untruthful!”, ”Bad!, so-called 

‘leader’”, ”poor leadership”, “poor leadership”, “a terrible Director of the FBI”, “Thought he was terrible 
until I fired him!”, “Total bias and corruption”, “a terrible and corrupt leader who inflicted great pain 

on the FBI!”, “the worst FBI Director in history”, “will go down as the worst Director in its long and 
once proud history”, “Virtually everyone in Washington thought he should be fired for the terrible job 
he did”, “the worst leader, by far, in the history of the FBI”, “a disgrace to the FBI”, “He brought the 
FBI down”, “leadership was a disaster!”, “will go down as the WORST FBI Director in history, by 

far!”, “had no right heading the FBI at any time”, “The only thing James Comey ever got right was 

when he said that President Trump was not under investigation!”, “lost the confidence of almost 

everyone in Washington”, “just threw Andrew McCabe ‘under the bus’”, “His handling of the Crooked 
Hillary Clinton case, and the events surrounding it, will go down as one of the worst “botch jobs” of 
history”, “totally exposed his partisan stance”, “totally made up many of the things he said I said”, 
“must have set a record for who lied the most to Congress in one day”, “Very 'cowardly!'”, “his mind 
exploded!”, “Wow, watch Comey lie under oath”, “leaked information and laundered it through a 
professor at Columbia Law School”, “leaked CLASSIFIED INFORMATION to the media. That is so 
illegal!”, “illegally leaked CLASSIFIED INFORMATION but doesn’t understand what he did or how 

serious it is”, “he broke the law!”, “committed many crimes!”, “illegal leaks”, “he leaked classified 
information”, “illegally leaked classified documents”, “lied in Congress to Senator G”, “lied to Congress 
under OATH”, “lies to Congress” 

 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1008515606751084544
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985504808646971392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/986576502358671361
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1003949263481696256
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985483513704124416
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1036685082650705920
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1028269328246947840
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985483513704124416
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985504808646971392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985504808646971392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1028269328246947840
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/989813047773614080
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987278269765517312
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984767560494313472
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071764777679114240
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071159669949911044
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071159669949911044
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/944665687292817415
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/873120139222306817
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071009820575186945
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1036685082650705920
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/975346628113596417
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071001119697108992
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987774054651301888
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/937279001684598784
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071760971088228352
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985496023555608576
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987278269765517312
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/873120139222306817
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/989813047773614080
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/920604520572424193
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/920604520572424193
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/975341676297445377
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071764777679114240
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/999629710370983937
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984767560494313472
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/994585463380987904
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/994585463380987904
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071159669949911044
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/999629710370983937
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/999629710370983937
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/986576502358671361
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1007577375905861637
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/926259330474704900
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985504808646971392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985504808646971392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1072564293302976512
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1035134150590783489
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1035134150590783489
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862267781336752128
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862267781336752128
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987100052710674433
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984767560494313472
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984767560494313472
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984767560494313472
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1072564293302976512
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987774054651301888
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071764777679114240
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/873879934040780801
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1072564293302976512
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1072564293302976512
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/975341676297445377
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1039684040901779457
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1039684040901779457
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/884361623514656769
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/884361623514656769
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/989813047773614080
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/989813047773614080
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987774054651301888
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985856662866202624
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/888708453560184832
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987173366401585155
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987173366401585155
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/987529636656697345
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985856662866202624
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031141396776984576
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NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

“I hardly even knew this guy”, ”disgraced”, “Disgruntled” 

- Threats 

“better hope that there are no 'tapes' of our conversations before he starts leaking to the press!”, “leaked 
CLASSIFIED information, for which he should be prosecuted”, “how come he gave up Classified 
Information (jail), why did he lie to Congress (jail)”, “will be replaced by someone who will do a far 
better job”, “shame on Comey” 

- Dismissals 

“When will people start saying, “thank you, Mr. President, for firing James Comey?””, “It was my great 
honor to fire James Comey!”, ”My firing of James Comey was a great day for America” 

 

OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

“made McCabe look like a choirboy”, “best friends with Robert Mueller” 

 

 

Chuck Schumer (39) U.S.  SENATOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, 
“Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, “Cryin' Chuck”, 
“Cryin’ Chuck”, “Cryin’ Chuck Schumer”, “Fake Tears Chuck Schumer”, “total hypocrite!”, ”no clue” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“want illegal immigrants flooding into our Country unchecked”, “sold John McCain a bill of goods”, 
“failed with North Korea and Iran”, “big fans of being weak and passive with Iran”, “did NOTHING 

about North Korea”, “weak on Crime”, “weak on Crime”, “weak on Crime and Border security”, “High 
Tax Schumer”, “told his favorite lie”, “want to substantially RAISE Taxes”, “used to want Border 
security - now he’ll take Crime!”, “want to protect illegal immigrants far more than the citizens of our 
country”, “Very Unfair!”, “will never be able to see or understand the great promise of our Country” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

“so indignant”, “So funny to watch Schumer groveling”, “had a temper tantrum”, “He’s just upset that 
he didn’t win the Senate, after spending a fortune”, “humiliating defeat” 

- Dismissals 

“we don't need his advice!” 

- Silencers 

“took such a beating over the shutdown that he is unable to act on immigration!” 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985496023555608576
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985856662866202624
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/863007411132649473
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984763579210633216
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985487209510948864
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985487209510948864
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862265729718128641
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862265729718128641
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1039684040901779457
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1004742470700322816
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984767560494313472
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984767560494313472
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1008515606751084544
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877892883352702976
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/994585463380987904
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/826390034693623809
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837722869106880517
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/935513049729028096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/911543222731706368
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/935513049729028096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1009775416456941568
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/935513049729028096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1009775416456941568
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1009775416456941568
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1010569562138406912
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1010569562138406912
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862135824745467905
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/956015565776277510
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/956938973326098432
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Andrew McCabe (31) FORMER DEPUTY DIRECT OR, F.B.I.  

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“clown”, ”loser”, “loser”, ”corrupt” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“Bad!, so-called ‘leader’”, “poor leadership”, “got $700,000 from H for wife!”, “I don't believe he made 
memos except to help his own agenda”, “He knew all about the lies and corruption going on at the 
highest levels of the FBI!”, “a total disaster”, “got big dollars ($700,000) for his wife's political run from 
Hillary Clinton”, ”lying”, “lies to Congress”, “He LIED! LIED! LIED!”, “I never called his wife a loser 

to him (another McCabe made up lie)!”, “so many lies”, “now his story gets even more deranged”, 
“pretends to be a ‘poor little Angel’ when in fact he was a big part of the Crooked Hillary Scandal”, 
“committed many crimes!” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

”Disgraced”, ”disgraced”, ”disgraced”, “disgraced”, “now disgraced”, “a puppet”, “McCabe is Comey!!”, 
“didn't go to the bathroom without the approval of Leakin' James Comey!”, “was totally controlled by 
Comey” 

- Dismissals 

“a disgrace to the FBI and a disgrace to our Country”, “Andrew McCabe FIRED, a great day for the 
hard working men and women of the FBI” 

 

OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

“a Comey friend” 

 

Bob Corker (27)  U.S.  SENATOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Liddle' Bob”, “Little Bob Corker”, “liddle' Bob Corker”, “lightweight”, “incompetent”, “doesn't have a 
clue” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“Strange”, “sad”, “responsible for giving us the horrible Iran Nuclear Deal”, “helped President O give 

us the bad Iran Deal”, “set the U.S. way back”, “largely responsible for the horrendous Iran Deal!”, 

“gave us the Iran Deal, & that's about it”, “Was made to sound a fool”, “Now act so hurt & wounded!”, 
“now is only negative on anything Trump” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1028269328246947840
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1028269328246947840
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/999629710370983937
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/889792764363276288
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/975346628113596417
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/975346628113596417
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984877999718895616
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/890208319566229504
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/890208319566229504
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031141396776984576
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984877999718895616
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/985856662866202624
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/997471413266247681
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984877999718895616
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984877999718895616
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984877999718895616
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/974859881827258369
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/890207082926022656
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917734186848579584
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1077223213598429185
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922830229525225477
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922817539251556353
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922828476872318976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922828476872318976
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922828476872318976
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/901057864516734978
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922817539251556353
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1076935567760338944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922798321739161600
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922798321739161600
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922830229525225477
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917029060471152640
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917130468025348096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917734186848579584
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/923149037523566592
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922799981874089985
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“poll numbers TANKED when I wouldn’t endorse him”, “had zero chance of being elected”, “Bob 
wanted to run and asked for my endorsement. I said NO and the game was over”, “dropped out of the 
race in Tennesse when I refused to endorse him”, “I said ‘NO‘ and he dropped out”, “‘begged’ me to 

endorse him for re-election”, “constantly asking me whether or not he should run again in '18”, “Didn't 
have the guts to run!”, “couldn't get elected dog catcher in Tennessee” 

- Dismissals 

“in the way of our great agenda” 

- Silencers 

“a negative voice” 

 

 
Joe Biden (24)  FORMER VICE PRESIDENT 

 

BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

“Don't threaten people Joe!” 

 
 
POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

 
- Insults 

 
“Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy 
Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe”, “Sleepy Joe Biden”, “SleepyCreepy Joe”, “Crazy Joe”, ”not very bright”, 
“another low I.Q. individual!”, ”Fake News” 
 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 
 

”let China get away with “murder!”” 

 
 
NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

 
- Condescensions 

“unable to properly deliver a very simple line”, “got tongue tied over the weekend”, “trying to act like 

a tough guy”, “Actually, he is weak, both mentally and physically” 

- Threats 

“He doesn't know me, but he would go down fast and hard, crying all the way” 

 
 
OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

 
“I only hope you have the intelligence, long in doubt, to wage a successful primary campaign” 
 
 
 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1076929590050897920
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/923149037523566592
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1076935567760338944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1076935567760338944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922799981874089985
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922799981874089985
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917026789188399105
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917026789188399105
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917026789188399105
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/901057864516734978
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917030148867682304
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917030148867682304
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/922798321739161600
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917030148867682304
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/917030148867682304
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/976765417908776963
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/976765417908776963
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/976765417908776963
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/976765417908776963
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/976765417908776963
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/976765417908776963
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Robert Mueller (26) LEADER OF SPECIAL COUNSEL INVESTIGATION,  FORMER 

F.B.I.  DIRECTOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 
 
“The Fake News Media builds Bob Mueller up as a Saint, when in actuality he is the exact opposite”, 
“a much different man than people think” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 
 

“Highly conflicted”, “Highly conflicted”, “highly conflicted”, “highly conflicted”, “highly conflicted”, 
“heavily conflicted”, “heavily conflicted”, “totally conflicted”, “most conflicted of all”, “big time conflicts 
of interest”, “a Trump hater who was highly conflicted”, “a conflicted prosecutor gone rogue”, “a rogue 
and out of control prosecutor”, “refuses to look at the real crimes on the other side”, “only looking at 
one side, not the other”, “he is only looking at one side and not the other”, “Why is he protecting 
Crooked Hillary, Comey, McCabe, Lisa Page & her lover, Peter S, and all of his friends on the other 
side?”, “just someone looking for trouble”, “only appointing Angry Dems”, “doing TREMENDOUS 
damage to our Criminal Justice System”, “highly conflicted (and NOT Senate approved)”, “will he be 
covering all of his conflicts of interest in a preamble” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 
 
“Disgraced and discredited” 

 
 
OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

 
“Comey’s best friend” 
 
 

Richard Blumenthal (24) U.S.  SENATOR 

 
BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 
 
“I think Senator Blumenthal should take a nice long vacation in Vietnam, where he lied about his 
service, so he can at least say he was there” 
 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Da Nang Dick”, “Da Nang Dick”, “Da Nang Dick”, “Da Nang Dick”, “Loser!”, “a total Fake!”, “Next 
time I go to Vietnam I will ask “the Dick” to travel with me!” 
 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 
 

“devised one of the greatest military frauds in U.S. history”, “fraudulent service in Vietnam”, “never 
fought in Vietnam when he said for years he had (major lie)”, “Total Phony!”, “a phony Vietnam con 
artist!”, “misrepresents”, “HE LIED”, “Never in U.S. history has anyone lied or defrauded voters like 
Senator Richard Blumenthal”, “a joke”, “war stories of his heroism in Vietnam were a total fraud”, 
“third rate Senator” 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067398375337791488
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1069621305245409281
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1041086383505465345
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1033332301579661312
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1064216956679716864
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1063046973857718272
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031141396776984576
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031141396776984576
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1024646945640525826
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/984053549742067712
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071003598023221248
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071003598023221248
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067395266511347713
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1069619316319035392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1069619316319035392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1068339979250675712
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067395266511347713
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067395266511347713
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067398375337791488
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1063081553075625984
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1063081553075625984
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1063081553075625984
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031503298967363586
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1023664624259014656
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067398375337791488
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067398375337791488
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1063081553075625984
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067063727994884096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1067063727994884096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031503298967363586
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1008732992481710081
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894661651760377856
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894661651760377856
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071479075699490816
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071479075699490816
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1030257073047658501
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1030254224330969090
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071479079558213632
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071479079558213632
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862282202188566529
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1046135994267963392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/829660612452036608
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/829660612452036608
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1046135994267963392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894525428236464128
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894525428236464128
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/829660612452036608
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1071479079558213632
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894526670836781056
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894526670836781056
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862282202188566529
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NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

 
- Condescensions 

 
“cried like a baby and begged for forgiveness”, “begged for forgiveness like a child”, “cried like a baby”, 
“An embarrassment to our Country!” 
 

- Threats 

“should be the one who is investigated for his acts” 

 

Barack Obama (20)  FORMER U.S.  PRESIDENT 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Bad (or sick) guy!”, “Cheatin’ Obama” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“gave Iran 150 Billion Dollars and got nothing”, “He did NOTHING”, “got nowhere with North 

Korea”, “did NOTHING about North Korea”, “He was in charge, not me, and did nothing”, “failed 
policies”, “had zero chemistry with Putin”, “NOTHING about Russia”, “did NOTHING after being 
informed in August about Russian meddling”, “a disaster!”, “Weak!”, “Terrible!”, “had a big campaign 

finance violation”, “colluded or obstructed”, “had my “wires tapped” in Trump Tower just before the 

victory”, “A NEW LOW!”, “How low has President Obama gone to tapp my phones during the very 
sacred election process”  

- Unpalatable questions/presuppositions 

“why didn't he do something about Russian meddling?” 

 

Jeff Flake (18)  U.S.  SENATOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Jeff Flake(y)”, “Jeff Flake(y)”, “he’s a Flake!”, “He's toxic!”, “doesn’t have a clue” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“doing a terrible job!”, “weak on crime & border!”, “WEAK on borders, crime and a non-factor in 

Senate”, “Now act so hurt & wounded!”, “Not a fan” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

“A weak and ineffective guy!”, “humiliatingly forced out of his own Senate seat without even a fight” 

- Dismissals 

http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862286091759611905
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894528885701971970
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/894528885701971970
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/862286091759611905
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837996746236182529
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/981126375716409344
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1072836035514634240
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1008725438972211200
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1008725438972211200
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1005028243760611328
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1000837182297464832
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/950206523690639360
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/950206523690639360
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/929509950811881472
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/879317636164841474
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/879323238425395200
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/879323238425395200
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/839268048313929729
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/839101660886614016
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837989835818287106
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1032260490439864320
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1032260490439864320
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/879320905608044544
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837989835818287106
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837989835818287106
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837993273679560704
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837996746236182529
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/837996746236182529
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/965676314576543744
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1060942600994050048
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/932388590344196096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1004722061808427008
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/898136462385979392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1004722061808427008
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1060942600994050048
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/900346953120141312
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/898136462385979392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/898136462385979392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/923149037523566592
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/900346953120141312
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1060942600994050048
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1004722061808427008
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“anemic polls”, “his political career anyway is 'toast'”, “setting record low polling numbers”, 
“unelectable”, “unelectable in Arizona”, “had zero chance of being elected” 

 

Doug Jones (17)  U.S.  SENATOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“WEAK on Crime”, “WEAK on the Border”, “weak on Crime, Military and Illegal Immigration”, “bad 
on Crime, Life, Border, Vets, Guns & Military”, “Bad for our Military and our great Vets”, “Bad for 
Gun Owners and Veterans”, “Bad for our 2nd Amendment”, “against the WALL”, “WANTS TO 
RAISES TAXES TO THE SKY” , “Pro-Abortion”, “would be BAD!”, “would be a disaster!” 

 
 
NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

 
- Condescensions 

“a Pelosi/Schumer Puppet”, “a Pelosi/Schumer Liberal Democrat”, “The Pelosi/Schumer Puppet”, 
“Pelosi/Schumer Liberal Puppet”, “a Schumer/Pelosi puppet” 

 

 

Jon Ossoff (15) FORMER DEMOCRATIC CONGRESSIONAL CANDIDATE IN 

GEORGIA 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“super Liberal”, “bad for jobs”, “wants to raise your taxes to the highest level”, “wants to raise taxes & 

kill healthcare”, “wants higher taxes”, “will raise your taxes”, “would be a disaster in Congress”, “VERY 
weak on crime and illegal immigration”, “weak on crime and security”, “very bad on crime & 2nd A.”, 

“wants to protect criminals, allow illegal immigration and raise taxes!”, “doesn't even live in district”, 
“can't even vote in the district he wants to represent”, “doesn't live there!”, “doesn't even live in the 
district” 

 

Jon Tester (15)  U.S.  SENATOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Very dishonest and sick!” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“says one thing to voters and does the EXACT OPPOSITE in Washington”, “vicious and totally false 
statements”, “Allegations made by Senator Jon Tester against Admiral/Doctor Ron Jackson are 

proving false”, “Not fair”, “has let the people of Montana down”, “wants to raise your taxes, take away 

your 2A, open your borders, and deliver MOB RULE”, “behaved worse than the Democrat Mob did 
with Justice K!”, “will vote with Cryin’ Chuck Schumer and Nancy Pelosi - never with us!”, “does not 
deserve another six years” 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/932388590344196096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/932388590344196096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1004722061808427008
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/932388590344196096
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1060942600994050048
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/923149037523566592
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/940584383605563392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/939149296389251072
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/939149296389251072
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/940584383605563392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/940584383605563392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934792302341521408
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/940584383605563392
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/939477807813595136
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/939149296389251072
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/937652739001212928
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/934781939088629761
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/853964023846588420
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854283110191685634
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877101173412638720
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/876901304207069185
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/876901304207069185
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854283110191685634
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854284952539725828
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854283110191685634
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854283110191685634
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854283110191685634
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877101173412638720
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854284952539725828
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/853964023846588420
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/877101173412638720
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/876900944444837890
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/876901304207069185
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854433960566431746
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/854433960566431746
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/990307626784362496
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1053121500151074817
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052741954918866944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052741954918866944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/990200773232529413
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/990200773232529413
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/990202926114189312
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1037869794672799744
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1053121500151074817
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1053121500151074817
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052741954918866944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052741954918866944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1053074465150578688
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1037869794672799744
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1037869794672799744
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NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

“takes his orders form Pelosi & Schumer”, “The only thing keeping Tester alive is he has millions and 
millions of dollars from outside liberals and leftists” 

- Dismissals 

“Tester should lose race in Montana”, “Tester should resign” 

 

OFF-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

“looks to be in big trouble in the Great State of Montana!” 

 

Adam Schiff (14)  U.S.  CONGRESSMAN 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Little”, “little Adam Schitt”, “Liddle Adam Schiff”, “Sleazy”, “the leakin' monster of no control” 
 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“totally biased”, “desperate to run for higher office”, “leaves closed committee hearings to illegally leak 
confidential information”, “spends all of his time on television pushing the Dem loss excuse!”, “spent 
two years knowingly and unlawfully lying and leaking”, “one of the biggest liars and leakers in 
Washington”, “gone stone cold CRAZY” 

 
 
NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

 
- Threats 

“should be forced to resign from Congress!”, “Must be stopped!” 

 

 
Bernie Sanders (12)  U.S.  SENATOR 

 

BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

“please show a little more anger and indignation when you get screwed!” 

 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Crazy”, “Crazy Bernie”, “Crazy Bernie”, “Crazy Bernie”, “Crazy Bernie”, “Crazy Bernie”, “Crazy 
Bernie”, “Crazy Bernie!”, “Crazy Bernie Sanders” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“got duped!”, “Disaster!” 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1053121500151074817
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1053076069564071936
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1053076069564071936
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/990307626784362496
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/990200773232529413
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1052741954918866944
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1064216956679716864
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/965199840471810049
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/889473486506385409
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/965199840471810049
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/889473486506385409
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/889473486506385409
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/960492998734868480
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/878946025662296064
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1098192352072646656
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1051984061860904960
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1020984152357777408
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1020984152357777408
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/926415703476928512
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Bill de Blasio (11)  MAYOR OF NEW YORK CI TY 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“a JOKE” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“the worst mayor in the U.S.”, “the worst Mayor in the history of New York City”, “not at all nice”, 
“No imagination!”, “just stole my campaign slogan”, “high taxing”, “if you like high taxes & crime, he’s 
your man”, “NYC HATES HIM!” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Threats 

“he won’t last long!” 

 

SARCASM OR MOCK IMPOLITENESS 

“another beauty” 

 

John McCain (11)  U.S.  SENATOR 

 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“sent the Fake Dossier to the FBI and Media hoping to have it printed BEFORE the Election”, “failed 
(as usual)”, “He had far worse ‘stains’ than this”, “never had any intention of voting for this Bill”, “My 
oh my has he changed-complete turn from years of talk!”, “Let Arizona down!”, “let his best friend L.G. 
down!”, “always looking to start World War III”, “sadly weak on immigration”, “last in his class” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Dismissals 

“He's been losing so long he doesn't know how to win anymore” 

 

Ralph Northam (10) GOVERNOR OF VIRGINIA 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

“weak on crime”, “weak on our GREAT VETS”, “has been horrible on Virginia economy”, “Anti-
Second Amendment”, “killing the Great State of Virginia”, “fighting for the violent MS-13 killer gangs 

& sanctuary cities”, “doesn't even show up to meetings/work”, “will be VERY weak on crime!”, “will 

allow crime to be rampant in Virginia”, ”failing pol” 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031907600219209728
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1031907600219209728
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/912487929783754755
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/912487929783754755
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/911541328013676544
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/911545480651378689
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/911545480651378689
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/825823217025691648
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/825822320128303110
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/829682794951475200
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/927851387857367040
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/927851387857367040
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/927851452185407490
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/927851387857367040
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/927851387857367040
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/916120435762266114
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/916120435762266114
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/923552633633337344
http://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/923552633633337344
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/927851387857367040
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/927851387857367040
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Female targets 

Hillary Clinton (125) FORMER PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE 

BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

“Hillary, get on with your life and give it another try in three years!” 

 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults  

“Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, 
“Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, 
“Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, 
“Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, 
“Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, 
“Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, “Crooked”, 
“Crooked”, “Crooked H”, “Crooked H”, “Crooked H”, “Crooked H”, “Crooked H”, “Crooked H.”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, 
“Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary”, “Crooked Hillary!”, 
“Crooked Hillary Clinton”, “totally Crooked”, “totally Crooked”, “totally Crooked Campaign”, “the 
worst (and biggest) loser of all time” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints  

“corruption”, “corruption”, “a bad candidate!”, “a terrible candidate”, “colluded”, “paid for and stole the 
Dem Primary”, “Is she allowed to so collude?”, “can illegally get the questions to the Debate & delete 
33,000 emails but my son Don is being scorned by the Fake News Media?”, “played the press for fools 
on Russia”, “gave our country away”, “bought the DNC & then stole the Democratic Primary from 

Crazy Bernie!”, “blames everybody (and every thing) but herself for her election loss”, “in the end, had 
no game!”, “lost the debates and lost her direction!”, “forgot to campaign in numerous states!” 

- Unpalatable questions/presuppositions 
 

“Did Hillary Clinton ever apologize for receiving the answers to the debate? Just asking!” 
 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Negative expressives 

“went down in flames” 

 

Nancy Pelosi (21)  U.S.  HOUSE MINORITY LEADER 

BALD-ON-RECORD IMPOLITENESS 

“by the way, clean up the streets in San Francisco, they are disgusting!” 

 

https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/931877599034388480
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1032431371728445441
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1032431371728445441
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/1032431371728445441
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POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 

”her leadership has passed no meaningful Legislation”, “has lost all control of Congress”, “getting 
nothing done”, “tearing the United States apart”, “will never be able to see or understand the great 

promise of our Country”, “behaved so irrationally”, “has gone so far to the left that she has now 

officially become a Radical Democrat”, “did NOTHING about North Korea”, “weak on Crime”, “weak 

on Crime and Border security”, “want to protect illegal immigrants far more than the citizens of our 
country”, “want illegal immigrants flooding into our Country unchecked”, “want to substantially 
RAISE Taxes”, “wanting to end the big Tax Cuts and Raise Taxes”, “so petrified of the ‘lefties’• in 

her party that she has lost control”, “going absolutely crazy”, “will Make America Weak Again!”, “could 
somebody please explain to Nancy & her “big donors”• in wine country that people working on farms 
(grapes) will have easy access in!” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

“trying very hard & has every right to take down the Democrat Party”, “a wonderful person whose 
ideas & policies may be bad, but who should definitely be given a 4th chance” 
 
 
 

Omarosa Manigault (17) FORMER TRUMP AIDE  

 
POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Wacky”, “Wacky”, “Wacky Omarosa”, “Wacky Omarosa”, “Deranged”, “a lowlife”, “a crazed, crying 

lowlife”, “that dog!”, “a loser”, “nothing but problems” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints  

“People in the White House hated her”, “vicious, but not smart”, “heard really bad things”, “Nasty to 
people & would constantly miss meetings & work” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

“begged me for a job, tears in her eyes” 

- Dismissals 

“got fired 3 times on the Apprentice, now got fired for the last time”, “She never made it, never will” 

Elizabeth Warren (15)  U.S.  SENATOR 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Pocahontas”, “Pocahontas”, “Pocahontas”, “Pocahontas”, “Pocahontas”, “Pocahontas”, “Pocahontas”, 
“Phony!”, “a complete and total Fraud!”, “Pocahontas (the bad version) , DNA test is useless”  

- Pointed criticisms/complaints 
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“fraud”, “a scam and a lie”, “Her false claim of Indian heritage is only selling to VERY LOW I.Q. 
individuals!”, “amazing con” 

 

SARCASM OR MOCK IMPOLITENESS 

“See you on the campaign TRAIL, Liz!” 

 

Frederica Wilson (11) UNITED STATES CONGRESSWOMAN 

POSITIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Insults 

“Wacky”, “Wacky”, “wacky”, “Sad!” 

- Pointed criticisms/complaints  

“SECRETLY on a very personal call”, “gave a total lie”, “You watch her in action & vote R!” 

 

NEGATIVE IMPOLITENESS 

- Condescensions 

“a disaster for Dems”, “killing the Democrat Party!”, “the gift that keeps on giving for the Republican 
Party” 

- Threats 

“totally fabricated what I said to the wife of a soldier who died in action (and I have proof)” 
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