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1.4 Problem statement 

Research on farm violence in South Africa approached it from a criminological, sociological, and 

psychological angle. In these studies, farm violence is explored as a crime category, and as part of the larger 

issue of settler colonial rhetoric, the psychological effects are also explored in psychology. 

While there are dissertation-level publications that address this topic as a CDA, they are in the field of 

media studies and not linguistics. These studies allude to linguistic elements, complimentary to the 

overarching theme of how information is shared about farm violence online. Limited publications, 

specifically linguistic research, exist on the matter. 

A need exists to explore this topic from a linguistic angle, specifically through evaluative theory. This study 

adopted a macro-level linguistic approach and is grounded in SFL. It explored South African farm violence 

discourse on a semantic level by focusing on evaluative language. 

1.5 Research questions 

The research questions are as follows: 

1 How is the evaluative language employed in posts by the Facebook page admin and in the comment 

sections? 

2 How does evaluative language vary across the Facebook pages, based on the farm violence incident? 

3 What does evaluative language on the selected pages and their corresponding comment sections suggest 

about the public discourse of South African farm violence on Facebook? 

1.6 Objectives 

The study objectives were as follows: 

1 To establish how evaluative language was employed in posts by the Facebook page admin and in the 

comment sections 

2 To establish how evaluative language varied across the Facebook pages, depending on the incident 

3 To uncover what evaluative language on the selected pages and their corresponding comment sections 

suggest about the public discourse of South African farm violence on Facebook 
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Chapter 2: Background and contextualisation 

2.1 Introduction 

Farm violence in South Africa is a major point of racial tension and exploits the country’s tumultuous racial 

history. Certain groups feel that farm violence is racially motivated and, therefore, constitutes hate crimes, 

whereas others suggest that they are a part of the larger crime problem in the country  (Pretorius, 2014). 

The term White Genocide is used regarding farm violence, but it is controversial and has been linked to the 

“far-right political wing”  (Ward, 2018). This chapter elucidates the background of the Facebook discourse 

explored in this study. The chapter, therefore, defines ‘farm violence’ as it is used in this study, elucidates 

the official ‘farm murders’ figures presented by South African Police Service (SAPS); it explores, in greater 

detail, the farm violence incidents addressed in this study. This chapter also discusses South African history 

and questions of land, identity, and belonging in South Africa. 

2.2 Elucidating farm attacks 

Farm attacks are, according to Nkosi et al. (2020), becoming an uncontrollable issue on South African 

farms, but the reason behind farm attacks remains elusive. The crime of ‘farm attacks’ is “mostly committed 

by indigenous citizens, which adversely affects the landowners, and it negatively paints the entire system 

of South African land reform”  (Nkosi et al., 2020); however, several agricultural unions and farm owners 

proclaim that the violence against farm owners is explicitly motivated by the political and racial agenda to 

steer White farm owners out of the land  (Nkosi et al., 2020). 

This ties into Akinola’s (2020a) opinion that farm attacks are not an illusion but a reality; however, the 

issue's complexity remains a highly politicised and racialised concern. As Clack and Minaar (2018) explain, 

enlisting farm attacks into a separate crime category (as opposed to the types of crimes the blanket term 

covers) could contribute to the politicisation. Before elucidating the farm attacks, defining what they are is 

crucial. This is a challenging task, as there are multiple definitions for the term. 

According to Swart (2003), a farm-attack is a situation where the inhabitants of a farm are physically 

attacked with a specific objective in mind. Swart (2003) explains that the objective may be murder, rape, 

rob, or inflict physical harm. The SAPS (2003) defines farm attacks as “acts aimed at the person of 

residence, workers, and visitors to farms and smallholdings, whether with the intent to murder, rape, rob, 

or inflict bodily harm”. This opinion is expanded on, suggesting that “in addition, all actions aimed at 

disrupting farming activities as a commercial concern, whether for motives related to ideology, labour 

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 





































27 

 

Chapter 3: Literature review 

3.1 Chapter introduction 

This chapter summarises the literature on farm violence language. Finer nuances of social media platforms 

are elucidated. Studies focusing on similar issues, employing similar methodologies to approach their data, 

are explored. How evaluation, expansive farmwork of SFL, could be a useful tool for identifying 

problematic language online is demonstrated. Problematic language is employed as an umbrella term in the 

study, including terms, such as offensive or abusive language, racism, propaganda, hate speech, and, more 

recently, “gaslighting”. The objective of this chapter is to gain a comprehensive understanding of language 

usage online, particularly the language types present in a Facebook post regarding farm violence. 

3.2 The landscape of research on South African farm violence and similar issues 

As addressed in Chapter 2, “farm attacks” in South Africa are not an illusion, but a reality  (Akinola, 2020a). 

The language used to elucidate this reality is often murky, with terms such as “farm attacks” and “farm 

murders” often used interchangeably for instance  (Clack & Minnaar, 2018); however, the language of more 

relevance to this study is the public discourse that occurs because of farm violence. 

“Farm attacks” are characterised by their grotesque nature, and this grotesque nature is often cited as 

evidence for an entrenched fear of White lives, often expressed as a “White genocide”  (Clack & Minnaar, 

2018). The concerns discussed in Chapter 2 must be reiterated, suggesting that farm violence exists, that 

farm violence instances are often gruesome, and that there are several White victims. It is also important to 

reiterate that South Africa occupies a larger problem with crime and that several South Africans are exposed 

to extreme violence, regardless of where this violence occurs  (Clack & Minnaar, 2018). While this may be 

true, it does not detract from the real and valid fear the farming community expresses (Akinola, 2020a). 

According to Beukes (2012), a culture of violent language exists in South Africa; this can be noted in the 

xenophobic, gender-based violence, and racist discourses. As clarified in the discussion above, a growing 

need exists to explore problematic and abusive language in South Africa, especially regarding an issue such 

as farm violence. 

Deumert (2019) suggests that an issue, such as farm violence, often catalyses panic; therefore, the 

controversial, apartheid-era struggle song “Dubul' ibhunu”, which directly translates to “shoot the boer”, is 

an interesting place to start when exploring the language of farm violence. 
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The CERTAINTY parameter focusses on how sure the stancetaker is of their stance  (Hunston & 

Thompson, 2003). It is also real-world orientated and often includes modal auxiliaries (could, will, might, 

etc.)  (Hunston & Thompson, 2003). For instance, if a stancetaker attempts explicitly make it apparent to a 

reader that they do not doubt that something happened, they could say: “That car definitely went through 

the red light”. A reader knows that the stancetaker is sure of the events (the car skipped the red light). 

The EXPECTEDNESS parameter focusses on how obvious something is to the stancetaker and their 

anticipation of providing a stance (Hunston & Thompson, 2003). It is text-orientated, and can be observed 

at a point-to-point level, often used to link certain steps in the thought process of the stancetaker (Hunston 

& Thompson, 2003). Words such as ‘if’, ‘so’, and ‘yet’ are example instances of EXPECTEDNESS as 

these items indicate anticipation of what follows (e.g., If you show up, then you’re a liar). Words such as 

‘clearly’, and ‘would’ are also examples of EXPECTEDNESS as these items imply something about the 

obviousness of something to the stancetaker (e.g., That’s obviously disgusting). 

There could be confusion about the obviousness element of EXPECTEDNESS and the CERTAINTY 

parameter. The difference between these two classifications is that obviousness (along the 

EXPECTEDNESS parameter) focusses on COMPREHENSIBILITY, which is how clear the stancetaker 

finds their stance. CERTAINTY deals with reliability, focusing on how likely or truthful the stancetaker’s 

opinion should be perceived by someone else. 

The IMPORTANCE parameter focusses on how relevant something is to the stancetaker’s stance; it can be 

observed as the “evidence” for their observation (Hunston & Thompson, 2003). It is text-orientated and is 

crucial in organising the text (Hunston & Thompson, 2003). For instance, the mentioning of someone’s hair 

colour could be observed as an instance of importance if it is shared to emphasise something else about the 

person. For example, “red-haired men are crazy”; the stancetaker is not suggesting that all men are crazy; 

they suggest that red-haired males are crazy; therefore, they need to make it explicitly clear to the reader 

what this statement is about. 

ii. Bednarek’s (2006) evaluation parameters  

Bednarek (2006) suggests that her parameter-based approach to evaluation can help identify common 

aspects without too much simplification while also considering complexity without making the theory as 

complex as the data. The author establishes a few evaluative parameters, allowing for their combination in 

various ways  (Bednarek, 2006). 
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5.2 Overview of findings 

The study identified several evaluative items across the chosen texts (the Facebook page’s post and 

corresponding comment section). The A1 text addresses the Senekal incident on a Facebook page that views 

farm violence as a larger part of the crime problem in the country. This Facebook post—by the page—

focuses on the Senekal protests rather than the incident. Of the A1 post’s total word count, 28.57% of the 

words are evaluative. The A2 texts also address the Senekal incident, but on a Facebook page that views 

farm violence as evidence of white genocide. This Facebook post (A2), by Willem Petzer, also focuses on 

the Senekal protests rather than the incident. Of the A2 post’s total word count, 40.47% of the words are 

evaluative.  

Of the A1 comment section’s total word count, 36.11% are evaluative. Of the A2 comment section’s total 

word count, 51.56% of words are evaluative. The A2 comment section holds the highest level of evaluation 

in this study.  

The B1 texts address the Mkhondo incident on a Facebook page that views farm violence as a larger part 

of the crime problem in the country. This Facebook post (B1) focuses on the Mkhondo incident rather than 

the protests. The post is a shared news report on the incident and, therefore, the page is not the author. Of 

the B1 post’s total word count, 15.44% of the words are evaluative. The B2 texts address the Mkhondo 

incident on a Facebook page that views farm violence as evidence of white genocide. This Facebook post 

focuses on the Mkhondo incident rather than the protests. The post is a shared news report on the incident 

and, therefore, the page is not the author. Of the B2 post’s total word count, 8.97% of the words are 

evaluative. Of the B1 comment section’s total word count, 44.17% of the words are evaluative. Of the B2 

comment section’s total word count, 46.07% of the words are evaluative. 

Of the total words across all the posts, 20.18% are evaluative. Each evaluative parameter elaborated by 

Hunston and Thompson (2003) was used in the Facebook posts, aside from EXPECTEDNESS on the B2 

post. Of the total evaluative words in this text, 58.54% belong to evaluative items found along the GOOD-

BAD parameter, 19.86% belong to evaluative items found along the IMPORTANCE parameter, 13.94% 

belong to evaluative items found along the CERTAINTY parameter and 7.66% belong to evaluative items 

found along the EXPECTEDNESS parameter. As evaluative items are not limited to words in these texts, 

it is also worth exploring these items as instances. However, as an instance is challenging to define and 

measure in the texts overall, this can only be done for the parameters of evaluation by comparing the items 

to the total of evaluative instances found within the texts.  
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N Word Parameter Freq. 

23 WHITE I 6 

24 ANY I 5 

25 BLACK I 5 

The frequency list indicates that words, such as ‘are’, ‘if’, ‘will’, ‘don’t’, and ‘can’ occur in copious 

quantities throughout the text. While these words are evaluative and worth elucidating, it is to be expected 

that items such as these would occur in large quantities throughout any text, performing a functional role  

(Baroni, 2005). As Baroni (2005) suggests, a dramatic drop exists in the frequency levels of these function 

words (‘are’) and content words (‘demand’); therefore, it is more important to focus on the most frequently 

occurring content words. 

While not occurring close to the top of this list, the terms ‘White’ and ‘Black’ occur in the top 25 most 

frequently used evaluative items in this text. Owing to evaluative items, such as “White supremacy”, while 

‘Whiteness’ or ‘Blackness’ along the IMPORTANCE parameter occurs six and five times, respectively, 

they are counted as separate items dealing with the same topic, indicating ‘ethnicity’. While the frequency 

list can be a useful indicator of important themes, it also risks missing more nuanced details, especially with 

the elevated levels of function words. It is, therefore, worth paying close attention to the evaluative items 

associated with the major themes mentioned in the analysis of the A1 post. The major themes in this study 

are observed in the subsequent section. 

5.3.4 A1 comment section: Qualitative representations 

Evaluative language clusters around two major themes across the texts, indicating ethnicity and role players; 

the three subthemes, include hate, fear, and a call to defend the ‘greater good’. These themes are discussed 

below while elucidating evaluative items. 

i. Theme 1: Ethnicity 

Racism and representations of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’. 

Of the total evaluative instances found in this text (A1 comment section), 3.31% of the instances address 

ethnicity. Of the total ethnicity instances, 42.10% address whiteness, 31.58% address blackness, and 

26.32% address racial issues. Similar to the findings of Post A1, the term “racist” is largely used as an 
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Figure 5.5: Evaluative parameter distribution across the text, per total evaluative instances in text: A2 

post 

In this text, the GOOD-BAD parameter is the most applied evaluative parameter at 63.33%; while this 

phenomenon is expected in most texts as it is the core evaluative framework, the high number of evaluative 

items observed along the GOOD-BAD still offers an interesting origin when exploring morality questions. 

The second most applied evaluative parameter in this text is the CERTAINTY parameter at 16.67%; the 

third most applied evaluative parameter is EXPECTEDNESS at 13.33%, with the least used parameter 

being the IMPORTANCE parameter at 6.67%. This means the IMPORTANCE parameter is used 13.74% 

less in this text (A2 post) than in the A1 post. This is a result of the shorter length of the text and the need 

to express a stance clearly. 

A frequency list has been omitted from the quantitative findings for the A2 post, as this text is too short to 

yield viable results. This post features a tweet and a response to the tweet; therefore, the repetition of terms 

only occurs twice. The shorter nature of this text allows for clarifying the text in its entirety; therefore, the 

themes are not as necessary. 

5.4.2 Post A2: Qualitative representations 

Earlier in this section, Post A2 is shorter than Post A1 as it shares a screenshot, including a tweet and a 

response to the tweet. The tweet and Petzer’s response to the tweet are key role players mentioned in the 

analysis of Post A1 and its comment section. Owing to the shorter nature of Post A2, the text is explored in 

its entirety instead of through selected examples as conducted in the analysis of Post A1. Before 

commencing with the analysis of this text, this entire text should be observed as an instance of attribution 

as it was not by the page; however, provided the contextual clues of this page and sharing Willem Petzer’s 

to Julius Malema’s tweet, as opposed to sharing only Malema’s tweet, it was deduced that the page’s stance 
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N Evaluative Item Parameter Freq. 

23 MUST C 4 

24 NOW E 4 

25 ALWAYS C 3 

The evaluative items demonstrated in the frequency list helped identify two major themes and three 

subthemes across the texts. A selection of content words and larger evaluative items are explored regarding 

these themes in the following section. 

5.4.4 A2 comment section: Qualitative representations 

As noted in the frequency list above, ethnicity (“racism”, ‘White’, ‘Whites’, “Black”) is a major point of 

discussion in this comment section (A2). Similarly, role players (“boere”, “you guys”) are worth addressing. 

Terms such as “peace-loving”, “sanctions”, and “apartheid” indicate a discussion about fear and the ‘greater 

good’ will follow. 

Most of the comments in the A2 comment section align with the page’s stance; however, a few instances 

of comments question the page’s stance and those commenters supporting it. These comments are usually 

responded to negatively by those aligned with the page’s stance. This is expected as the predominant 

discourse would be that of the page. This is owing to how social media operates, as discussed in Chapter 3. 

Similar to the A1 comment section, these comments (in A2) cluster around three major themes associated 

with farm violence. These are ethnicity role players, justifying a stance through hate, fear, and a call to 

defend a ‘greater good’. This comment section features several complex and heavily semantically loaded 

instances of evaluation. It includes several references to South African history and perpetuates the notion 

that White is ‘good’ and Black is ‘bad’. ‘Whiteness’ is framed as under threat, and White farmers are 

portrayed as victims who must defend themselves. An in-depth analysis of the themes is embarked on 

below. 

i. Theme 1: Ethnicity 

Racism and representations of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’. 

Of the total evaluative instances found in this text (A2 comment section), 5.73% of the instances address 

ethnicity. Of the total ethnicity instances, 39.34% address whiteness, 29.51% address blackness, and 

31.15% address racial issues.  
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reference to the Clicks Hair Scandal28 , where EFF played a pivotal role. The stance taken, therefore, is that 

the EFF will not protect property (“nothing to do with”) at the farm violence protests and is a guise to 

deliberately cause racial tension (“opportunity to stoke the racial fire”). 

In the analysis of A1, a comment thread aligns with a dialogue. This means that the users may disagree with 

one another; therefore, differing stances are to be expected in the comment section and specifically in a 

comment thread. An excerpt from a comments thread dealing with racism is presented below: 

(90) “User G: User H, you are one really bad messed up Black racist! Cretins like 

you and Malema Maasdorp and the delinquent Andile likes are precisely why 

South Africa is becoming a shithole third-world country as all your likes thrive 

on is racism, hatred, and violence. You can't build you can only break down 

and plunder and blame other... This is all you can offer poor South Africa... It is 

inherently and disappointingly in your blood to offer nothing better.... 

(91) This is why Black Africans like you will forever blame everyone else but 

yourselves and then beg that very same White western countries and that very 

same White people you so despise and blame to save you from your own 

incompetence, to help you with aid or rather maybe Aids. Grow up and grow a pair 

of balls you clown. Even better go ask Unisa your tuition funds back as I find it 

hard to believe that you could've taken on board anything through that thick skull 

of yours... 

(92) User H: Black man like me cannot be a Racist 

(93) If SA is becoming the third-world country, when was it the 2nd or 1st World 

country. 

(94) Racist, if you got a problem on how we run things here please pack your bags and 

go back home in Netherlands, your relatives are missing you there. This country 

belongs to Black people. “You are a foreigner here”. 

 

28 The Clicks Hair Scandal took place in September 2020. Clicks, a pharmacy, health, and beauty retailer in South 

Africa, released an advertisement that featured pictures of African hair labelled dry, dull, and damaged and White hair 

that was described as fine and flat. The EFF labelled the advertisement “dehumanizing” and “racist and Julius Malema 

called for Clicks stores to be closed. This led to protests that saw EFF members damaging a few Clicks stores around 

the country. BBC NEWS 2020. South Africa's Clicks beauty stores raided after 'racist' hair advert. 
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As in the A1 analysis, the populist interpretations of polarised political stances “the left” and “the right” are 

also alluded to in this text. This text only explicitly mentions “the left” once and does not mention “the 

right”. This instance is presented below: 

(126) “The whole of the western world has gone politically correct and WOKE. The 

universities and schools are run by insane lefty cultural Marxists”. 

The term “insane lefty cultural Marxists” is approached in example (126), elaborated here. The word “lefty” 

refers to the ‘left wing’. This terminology is discussed in Section 5.4.2, presenting a semantic load. By 

adding the suffix -y to the term “left”, the term is transformed from a noun to an adjective. This means that 

the stancetaker is naming an attribute (belonging to “left-wing ideology”) of another noun (which the reader 

knows, in this, is the “cultural Marxists”). Cultural Marxism is widely regarded as a conspiracy theory; 

however, as with terms, such as “left-wing” and “right-wing”, what the term initially meant versus what it 

means to the public is different  (Jamin, 2018). As a critical theory, Cultural Marxism considers culture to 

be “something that needs to be studied within the system and the social relations through which it is 

produced and then carried by the people”  (Jamin, 2018). The 1990s “Cultural Marxism” has been observed 

by several as a dangerous ideology that attempts to “destroy Western traditions and values”  (Jamin, 2018). 

This aligns with White genocide, where a fear of the destruction of ‘Whiteness’ is expressed. 

Provided the stancetaker’s mention of “woke” and the description of these “Cultural Marxists”, the reader 

realises that this stancetaker is adopting the latter, perhaps more populist, interpretation of the term; 

therefore, the stancetaker places themselves on ‘the right’. The term “woke” is inextricably tied to Black 

consciousness and anti-racist struggles  (Cammaerts, 2022). It originated as a Black slang word that 

expressed a need for African Americans to be “acutely aware and conscious of the dangers and threats 

inherent to a White-dominated racist America”  (Cammaerts, 2022). In recent years, the term has shifted 

from a verb to an adjective and now includes various injustices (Cammaerts, 2022). The term has also 

become “weaponised” by “the right” are sometimes used as “an insult used against anyone who fights 

fascism, racism and other forms of injustices and discrimination and to signify a supposed progressive over-

reaction”  (Cammaerts, 2022). This is the intention of the stancetaker, in example (78). The term “lefty 

cultural Marxists” has been tagged along the GOOD-BAD parameter, as it is a negative judgement about 

“the left”. The term “woke” in this context is an insult and, therefore, also conforms to the GOOD-BAD 

parameter, as it also implies a negative judgement about “the left”. 

The user in example (126) not only expresses distaste towards ‘the left’ but also uses widely used ‘right 

wing’ terminology. ‘The left’ is, therefore, represented as the ultimate ‘bad’ entity in this text. 
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This comment alludes to a populist stance that South African universities and schools are run by people 

determined to eradicate ‘Whiteness’. This stancetaker implies that their stance is under threat. By 

positioning their stance as under threat, the stancetaker is portraying themselves as a victim. 

iii. Additional themes of interest 

Hate, fear, and the ‘greater good’. 

As explained in the analysis of the A1 data sets, in these discourses on farm violence, a need exists to justify 

a stance by polarising it with another stance. There is a ‘hatred’ and a ‘fear’ of this ‘other stance’ justified 

against a ‘greater good’. The below comment thread demonstrates how two opposing stances are justified 

in this text: 

(127) “User H: How many Black people have been murdered by you guys during an 

Apartheid?  

‘Molato ga Bole’ You guys are just barking for nothing! You guys are just making 

noise and you can't do anything. We, The EFF will be there protesting to save our 

democracy and you can bring you fucken Apartheid there ‘we don't care’, we will 

wait for you to shoot or kill 1st, then we will see what will happen! 

(128) If you guys want a war we will give you the war. It’s not 1930 whereby you will 

have more Black people on your side. 

(129) I am saying this again: we are coming there to save our democracy! 

(130) This country belongs to Black people and you guys are foreigners here! 

(131) User J: u aren’t fighting for democracy. There is no peace-loving EFF. U bombed 

clicks stores over shampoo for God's sake, but u want to stop the farmers protesting 

violent disgusting genocide. And how quickly u forget who killed Stompie.... your 

beloved Mrs Mandela. U forget who stole billions.... the government. U forget who 

sits like a fat cat and doesn’t go to the protests with you... Malema....seriously... 

wake up. Apartheid is long gone. EFF and ANC use u guys to their own ends. 

That’s not democracy that’s corruption, murder, rape, and theft. U guys won't 

have anything at the end of the day. They however will be living like kings and 

the peasants will grovel. Does Zim ring any bells?” 
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In example (130), User H is justifying their stance (that the country “belongs to Black people” and that “the 

EFF is defending democracy”) because of the violence perpetuated against Black people. The ‘greater good’ 

is to “defend democracy”, and the fear of and hatred towards the implied ‘White people’ results from this 

violence and injustice. To User H, Black people may defend themselves against White people at protests 

such as Senekal (“we are coming there”). User H fears that they, too, will be murdered at the hands of White 

people (“Black people have been murdered by you guys during apartheid”). User H calls for a ‘war’ to 

defend Black people. 

User J is justifying their stance (that the EFF is not attending the protests to “defend democracy” nor are 

they “peace-loving”, instead they are ‘corrupt’ ‘murderers’, ‘rapists’, and ‘thieves’) by expressing hatred 

and fear towards the EFF and the ANC, justified by portraying them as ‘bad’ (“you forget who killed 

Stompie…your beloved Mrs Mandela”, “you forget who sits like fat cats”, “who doesn’t go to the protests 

with you”). User J fears becoming like “Zim” and feels the need to ‘defend’ (protest) their stance. The 

‘greater good’ according to User J, is “protesting a violent, disgusting genocide”. 

Both users emphasise the ‘badness’ of the other users’ people to prove their stance to be the most morally 

sound. One user is pointing at the other user pushing a narrative like “you are bad because you have done 

this bad thing, therefore I am good”. Both users portray themselves as victims, and both users justify their 

calls to action (to protest and to defend democracy) as a part of a greater issue, the cause of their 

victimisation. 

This comment thread (132) also makes two historically significant references, the first is a reference to the 

Clicks saga, discussed in example (133), and the second is a reference to Zimbabwean history, discussed 

in Chapter 2. The Clicks saga and Zimbabwean history are mentioned multiple times throughout this text, 

and both are mentioned to portray ‘Blackness’ negatively. Some of these references are presented below: 

(132) “These are the guys that attack Clicks customers??? This has nothing to do with 

protecting property”.  

(133) Peace loving?? But they bombed clicks stores. 

(134) This time the EFF won't be pushing housewives around in clicks. They will be 

dealing with big strong men. 

(135) “A Zim is on its way”. 

(136) “Does Zim ring any bells?” 
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(137) “…he brought Zimbabwe soldiers to kill White farmers and truck drivers”. 

(138) “u keep on believing that Zim's issues aren't because they chased the Whites away”. 

The Clicks saga, mentioned in examples (132) to (134), functions as evidence of the EFF’s irrationality. 

Zimbabwean history, mentioned in examples (135) to (138), is a cautionary tale of what happens to African 

countries when ‘Whiteness’ is removed. 

The comment section of Post A2 aligns with the page’s stance (that Malema and the EFF should not attend 

farm violence protests). The comment section mentions racism multiple times but alternates its implication 

by positioning White individuals and groups encountering racial prejudice. ‘Whiteness’ is perceived as 

‘good’ in these comments and ‘Blackness’ as ‘bad’; however, there are a few instances where discussions 

where ‘Blackness’ is defended as ‘good’ and ‘Whiteness’ is expressed as ‘bad’.  

There are two major stances in this text: 1) that farm violence is a calculated attempt by the EFF, the ANC, 

and other Black groups to exterminate ‘Whiteness’, and 2) that the EFF, ANC, and Black groups are 

defending themselves against racism and, therefore, their distaste of ‘Whiteness’ is justified. The first stance 

is the more prominent stance. This page features several explicit instances of racism but uses subtle 

references to, and occasionally, historical events provided as evidence to express a racist stance implicitly. 

It was anticipated there would be a great deal of discussion about the EFF and Malema in this comment 

section, as the post to which these comments refer features a tweet made by Malema. 

What is perhaps the most concerning finding on this page is the mention of “Cultural Marxism”, and the 

deliberate spreading of myths, such as the notions that Black people and the apartheid-era leaders killed 

Chris Hani were framed, that the ANC deliberately sacrificed children in the Sharpeville massacre and the 

notion that farm violence is government sponsored and EFF supported. Several comments on this page also 

perpetuate the harmful notion that Black people are inherently unintelligent, violent, and ‘bad’. This 

comment section features more extreme stances than the A1 data set. This comment section echoes 

apartheid-era language, therefore, detracts from the core purpose of the Senekal protest – which was to 

protest farm violence. While this is largely a result of the contents of the initial post shared (tweets about 

the protest by direct role players as opposed to a news report, for instance), it does shed an interesting light 

on how racial tension looms in the mention of farm violence and leads to heated arguments. 

This page observes the Senekal protest as necessary and validates the measures taken by the “protesters” 

as a defence against ‘badness’ which, in this text, is the EFF and Malema. This page also observes farm 

violence as a “genocide”, indicating that ‘Whiteness’ is being eradicated in South Africa. 
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5.5 Text B1 findings 

The B1 post and B1 comment section occur on the same page as the A1 data sets.This means this page 

adopts a stance that observes farm violence as a part of the general crime problem in South Africa and, 

therefore, does not believe that farm violence is an indicator of White genocide. The incident in this text 

involved two Black victims, the Coka brothers, who were killed on a farm in Mkhondo; the full details of 

this incident can be observed in Chapter 2. As this page’s stance on farm violence was discussed thoroughly 

in the A1 analysis, it is explored again here. 

This text (B1) mainly observed the killing of the Coka brothers as a tragedy that deserved as much attention 

as farm violence involving a White victim. Most users in this comment section suggested that groups, such 

as AfriForum, would not support this incident of farm violence, nor would it gain as much media attention 

as the victims were Black. This is an interesting suggestion, as this incident did not receive as much attention 

on this page as the Senekal incident. A common accusation established in the B1 comment section is that 

White farmers, racist, deserve retaliation, and revenge should be taken on them. The post in this data set 

(B1) frames the Coka brothers as good men whom farmers killed in a calculated and violent manner. While 

most comments on this post align with the post’s stance and the page’s stance, a few instances of comments 

questioned this stance. 

Another interesting finding in this comment section was a screenshot implicating the brothers and other 

non-White individuals present when the incident occurred as guilty of the death. This screenshot was shared 

multiple times throughout the text and opposes the post and page’s stance; however, upon closer 

examination, this screenshot demonstrates the fabrication of ‘evidence’ by the other side and, therefore, 

while appearing to oppose the page’s stance, reinforced it by portraying the other side negatively. 

The first section of this analysis focuses on the quantitative findings, or rather patterns, which provide a 

general overview of how evaluative language is employed in these texts (B1 post and B1 comment section). 

The quantitative findings are merely presented to provide a bigger picture of evaluative language, but the 

analyses focus on the qualitative findings addressed after that. The quantitative findings of the B1 post are 

described in the subsequent section. 
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5.5.1 Text B1 post: Quantitative representations 

As this post is a news report, it was anticipated that it would feature fewer instances of evaluation than the 

A1 and A2 posts; this post was not free of evaluation. Of the total evaluative words in this text (B1 post), 

15.44% were evaluative.  

Of the total evaluative words in this text, 52.32% belong to evaluative items found along the GOOD-BAD 

parameter, 20.93% belong to evaluative items found along the IMPORTANCE parameter, 15.12% belong 

to evaluative items found along the CERTAINTY parameter and 11.63% belong to evaluative items found 

along the EXPECTEDNESS parameter. As mentioned in section 5.2, evaluative items are not limited to 

words in these texts, therefore it is worth exploring these items as instances. The evaluative items in this 

text (B1 post) are parallel to all four evaluative parameters.  

The distribution of these items across the four parameters is presented below in Figure 5.7. 

 

Figure 5.7: Evaluative parameter distribution across the text, per total evaluative instances in text: B1 

post 

In this text (B1 post), the GOOD-BAD parameter is the most used at 46.88%, while this phenomenon is to 

be expected, as the GOOD-BAD parameter is the core evaluative parameter. In analysing the previous 

posts, the GOOD-BAD parameter is still a valuable origin for observing issues involving a question of 

morality. The second most applied parameter in this text is the IMPORTANCE parameter at 23.44%, 

CERTAINTY is the third most applied parameter at 18.75%, and EXPECTEDNESS is the least used 

parameter at 10.94%. This text’s parameter distribution aligns with the A1 post’s parameter distribution, 

with the popularity of parameters following the exact pattern. The A1 post features 8.22% more evaluative 

items along the GOOD-BAD parameter, whereas this text features 4.82% more evaluative items along the 
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EXPECTEDNESS parameter. As the B1 post is a news report, it is understandable that it features less 

evaluative items along the GOOD-BAD parameter. This post (B1) does, however, adopt a slightly different 

distribution pattern to the A2 post, with CERTAINTY being the second most applied parameter in the A2 

post and IMPORTANCE being the least used. This text (B1 post) also uses the GOOD-BAD parameter 

16.45% less than the A2 post. 

While the parameter distribution throughout a text summarises how the text’s evaluation is expressed, the 

specific evaluative items used in the text offer a more detailed idea of how the page conceptualises farm 

violence. The most frequently occurring evaluative items in this text (Post B1) are presented below in  

Table 5.6. 

Table 5.6: Most frequent evaluative words/phrases found across the text: B1 post 

N Evaluative item (s) Parameter Freq. 

1 COULD C 3 

2 FIANCÉE  I 3 

3 AILING I 2 

4 DEEPLY I 2 

5 DEMAND GB 2 

While this Post (B1) features fewer evaluative items than posts A1 and A2, evaluative items addressing 

some main themes of farm violence (ethnicity, role players and hate, fear, and the greater good) are still 

present in the text. These items are, however, not indicated in the frequency list. As this text is less 

semantically loaded than the previous two posts (A1 and A2), the evaluation patterns are not as obvious in 

this list, as there is little repetition. The stancetaker in this post is a journalist and, therefore, would adopt 

more neutral language; therefore, evaluative items are usually, throughout this text, less obvious than in the 

A posts. 

Upon closer examination of the text, however, the study established that, while subtle, this text addresses 

the major themes observed in the A data sets. These evaluative items are discussed as qualitative 

representations of the data in the following section. 
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5.5.2 B1 post: Qualitative representations 

Evaluative language clusters around two major themes across the texts, indicating ethnicity and role players; 

the three subthemes, include hate, fear, and a call to defend the ‘greater good’. These themes are discussed 

below while elucidating evaluative items. 

i. Theme 1: Ethnicity 

Racism and representations of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’. 

Of the total evaluative instances found in this text (B1 post), 0.13% of the instances address ethnicity. Of 

the total ethnicity instances whiteness and blackness are addressed equally, and racial issues are not 

addressed.  

There is no direct mention of racism in this Post (B1); however, the stancetaker refers to a “racial incident” 

when reporting the Mkhondo incident. This is presented below: 

(139)  “Two farmers charged with murder of workers. One of the two brothers who 

were shot and killed in a suspected racial incident was murdered days before he 

could introduce his pregnant fiancée to his mother”. 

In example (139), the adjective ‘racial’ is less incriminating than the adjective ‘racist’ would be; however, 

‘racial’ still indicates that race played a crucial role in this incident and would, therefore, conform to the 

GOOD-BAD parameter. While the stancetaker does not explicitly mention the ethnicity of the farmers and 

the farm workers, the reader knows that the males killed were Black, as images of the brothers were included 

in the news report. Their ethnicity is also confirmed further on in the report by an outside source, refer to 

example (139); therefore, the reader can deduce this “racial incident” was targeted at Black males and, 

therefore, the stancetaker is implying that the farmers were racist; however, the stancetaker also uses the 

hedge “suspected” to distance themselves from the accusation. The verb “suspected” conforms to the 

EXPECTEDNESS parameter, as it indicates this “racial incident” is not obvious to the stancetaker. 

The stancetaker also suggests that one brother was “murdered” in this “racial incident” “days before he 

could introduce his pregnant fiancée to his mother”. Using the verb “murder” (used in this text in the past 

tense “murdered”) is interesting as it implies pre-meditation and calculation by the farmers. It would, 

therefore, conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter. The further suggestion that this “murder” occurred right 

before (“days before”) this victim could introduce his “pregnant fiancée” to his “mother” indicates that the 

stancetaker attempts to emphasise the tragedy of this farm violence incident. The evaluative items “days 
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before”, “pregnant fiancée” and “mother”, therefore, all conform to the IMPORTANCE parameter, as these 

items function as evidence to the reader for why this incident was even more tragic than a “racial incident”. 

In providing this evidence, the reader is positioned to observe the farmers as ‘bad’. There is no direct 

reference to ‘Whiteness’ in this text; however, there is one direct reference to ‘Blackness’. This reference 

is presented below: 

(140) “Ntombi said the family wants the suspects to rot in jail. “I think the farmers didn’t 

even hesitate to pull the trigger because they know Black life doesn’t matter and 

[they] will soon get out of prison “, she said”. 

The mention of ‘Blackness’ in example (140) is an instance of attribution; this means that the stancetaker 

is not taking responsibility for the statement. The suggestion that the farmers “know Black life doesn’t 

matter” is a provocative accusation, and while the stancetaker is not stating this opinion directly, the 

decision to include it in the report suggests that this is the stance the stancetaker is leaning towards. The 

comment is credited to Ntombi, identified as the victim’s niece. It is, therefore, to be anticipated that her 

statement would be emotionally provocative. The statement “Black life doesn’t matter” subtly references 

the BLM movement mentioned in the analysis of the A2 data set and, therefore, conforms to the GOOD-

BAD parameter. Ntombi’s suggestion that these farmers “know” that “Black life doesn’t matter” indicates 

CERTAINTY as it suggests Ntombi is convinced that this is what the farmers believe. This CERTAINTY 

further emphasises that Ntombi and the stancetaker observe the farmers as ‘bad’. The suggestion that the 

farmers “didn’t even hesitate to pull the trigger” further emphasises that these farmers were calculated in 

their killing of the Coka brothers. 

ii. Theme 2: Role players 

Farmers and farm workers. 

In this text (B1 post), farmers are mentioned eight times, evaluated six times, and mentioned neutrally 

twice; farm workers are mentioned three times, evaluated twice, and mentioned neutrally once. As 

demonstrated in the previous section, the stancetaker subtly positions the reader to not only observe these 

farmers as ‘bad’ but also as calculated. Another reference to farmers that frames them as the ultimate ‘bad’ 

entity is presented below: 

(141) “Ntombi Coka, told Sowetan that her uncles were killed while breaking up a fight 

between the jobseekers and farmers. “I went to the scene and when I arrived, I 
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found farmers chasing people around. My uncles were lying down with bullets 

wounds”, she said”. 

In example (141), Ntombi’s uncles (the Coka brothers) are alleged to have been “breaking up a fight” when 

they were killed. This suggests something about their morals and frames them as ‘good’. This evaluative 

item, therefore, conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

It is also worth noting that the term “jobseekers” explains who the farmers were fighting. This implies those 

involved in this fight were not necessarily farm workers at that specific farm; however, as the farmers are 

presented to have been “chasing people around”, the stancetaker observes these “jobseekers” as ‘good’. 

The term “jobseeker” is also positive, as it suggests these individuals were seeking work. This term would, 

therefore, conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

It is interesting to observe that the terms “murdered” and “killed” are used interchangeably in this news 

report. While “murder” is a technical term, this news report broke when the farmers were charged with 

murder and not yet convicted. While they might later be convicted of murder, this was yet to be proven. To 

suggest that the Coka brothers were “murdered”, as observed in example (139), is a subtle indication that 

the stancetaker observes the farmers as already guilty. In this example (141), however, it is remarked that 

the Coka brothers were “killed”. This term is more ambiguous and does not necessarily imply a calculated 

decision behind death. “Killed” also conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

While this news report addresses the Mkhondo incident, upon closer examination, the stancetaker discusses 

two farm violence incidents, with the second referring to an incident in Limpopo. This is slightly confusing 

as there appears to be more to the Mkhondo incident. The Limpopo incident is not discussed in this analysis 

owing to the restricted length of this study. 

iii. Additional themes of interest 

Hate, fear, and the ‘greater good’. 

In this text (Post B1), while attributed to Ntombi, hatred is expressed towards the farmers (“murdered days 

before he could introduce his pregnant fiancée to his mother”), fear is expressed for Black lives (“Black life 

doesn’t matter”) and the greater good is expressed as a call for these farmers to “rot in jail”. 

This Post (Post B1) does not feature as several instances of evaluation as the A posts do, and this Post (B1) 

expresses an objective observation of the incident; however, upon closer examination, it becomes evident 
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that evaluation is still present in the text. Most of these evaluations do not sustain a heavy semantic load 

and, therefore, subtly guide the reader to adopt their stance. This text positions the farmers as ‘bad’ and 

emphasises this badness by incorporating details about the victims and including quotes from their nieces. 

It is also interesting that the most obvious instances of evaluation are credited to this niece, and the 

stancetaker, therefore, distances themselves from this stance. 

This post did not garner as much attention as the A1 post did; however, there were several instances of 

evaluation worth exploring in the comment section. The quantitative findings of the B1 comment section 

are presented below. 

5.5.3 B1 comment section: Quantitative representations 

Of the total words in this text (B1 comment section), 44.17% were evaluative. This meant this comment 

section was 8.06% more evaluative than the A1 comment section but 7.39% less evaluative than the A2 

comment section. It is also worth mentioning that 32.27% of the evaluative items in this text (B1 comment 

section) feature on a screenshot shared multiple times throughout the text; therefore, much of the B1 

comment section comprises repeated evaluative items.  

Of the total evaluative words in this text, 34.55% belong to evaluative items found along the GOOD-BAD 

parameter, 25.83% belong to evaluative items found along the IMPORTANCE parameter, 27.19% belong 

to evaluative items found along the CERTAINTY parameter and 12.43% belong to evaluative items found 

along the EXPECTEDNESS parameter. As mentioned in section 5.2, evaluative items are not limited to 

words in these texts, therefore it is worth exploring these items as instances. The evaluative items in this 

text (B1 comment section) are parallel to all four evaluative parameters.  

The distribution of these items across the four parameters is presented below in Figure 5.8. 
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Figure 5.8: Evaluative parameter distribution across the text, per total evaluative instances in text: B1’s 

comment section 

While the GOOD-BAD parameter is the most applied in this text at 33.97%, the parameter is used 10.76% 

less often in this text (B1 comment section) than in the A1 comment section and 10.72% A2 comment 

section. Conversely, the CERTAINTY parameter is used 6.87% more often in this text than in the A1 

comment section and 11.19% more often than in the A2 comment section. The CERTAINTY parameter is, 

therefore, the second most applied evaluative parameter in this text at 31.94%. The third most applied 

evaluative parameter in the B1 comment section is the IMPORTANCE parameter at 19.53%. This 

parameter is used 8.39% more often in this text than in the A1 comment section, but only 1.03% more often 

than in the A2 comment section. EXPECTEDNESS is used least often in this text, at 14.56%, a phenomenon 

also observed in the A data sets. This distribution pattern was likely influenced by sharing the screenshot 

mentioned. The screenshot specifically discusses elements of truthfulness, conforming to the CERTAINTY 

parameter, which could explain the dramatic increase in using the CERTAINTY parameter in this text. 

While the parameter distribution across the texts solidly summarises how evaluative language is employed, 

a word frequency list summarises the patterns of evaluative items in the text. 

This text’s (B1 comment section) frequency list features several function words, such as ‘will’, ‘if’, and 

‘just’. However, it also features critical content words, such as ‘White, ‘Black’, and ‘White supremacy’. 

The frequency list for the A2 comment section emerges below in Table 5.7. 

Table 5.7: Most frequent evaluative words/phrases found across the text: B1’s comment section 

N Evaluative item (s) Parameter Freq. 

1 WHITE I 30 

2 BLACK I 25 
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N Evaluative item (s) Parameter Freq. 

3 ARE C 21 

4 WILL C 19 

5 FAKE C 9 

6 IF E 8 

7 JUST E 8 

8 MUST C 7 

9 NOW E 7 

10 SHOULD C 7 

11 ALWAYS C 6 

12 CAN C 6 

13 DON'T C 6 

14 EVEN I 6 

15 IS C 6 

16 AFRICAN I 5 

17 CAN'T C 5 

18 KILLED GB 5 

19 NOT C 5 

20 SO E 5 

21 UNFORTUNATELY GB 5 

22 WHITE SUPREMACISTS GB 5 

23 ALL C 4 

24 ALMOST C 4 

25 BELIEVE  C 4 

The evaluative items demonstrated in the frequency list helped identify two major themes and three 

subthemes across the texts. A selection of content words and larger evaluative items are explored regarding 

these themes in the following section. 

5.5.4 B1 comment section: Qualitative representations 

Evaluative language clusters around two major themes across the texts, indicating ethnicity and role players; 

the three subthemes, include hate, fear, and a call to defend the ‘greater good’. These themes are discussed 

below while elucidating evaluative items. 
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i. Theme 1: Ethnicity 

Racism and representations of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’. 

Of the total evaluative instances found in this text (B1 comment section), 11.96% of the instances address 

ethnicity. Of the total ethnicity instances, 46.23% address whiteness, 40.57% address blackness, and 

13.20% address racial issues.  

In this text (B1 comments), the term ‘racist’ is used both as a noun and an adjective. The term ‘racist’ as a 

noun presents a heavier semantic load than using the term as an adjective; however, both instances conform 

to the GOOD-BAD parameter, as these items offer a moral judgement, specifically about a particular 

ethnicity. In this text, the term ‘racist’ describes prejudice against Black groups and individuals only. The 

noun “racism” is also used in this text. The term is a noun, but as it labels a behaviour rather than an identity, 

it is less incriminating than ‘racist’. 

An example of how the term “racism” is used in this text is presented below: 

(142) “Revenge sometimes is always the best medicine, otherwise this Will never stop. 

White racism in White owned farms is rife, and people come to social media to 

defend that evil. Even this government has failed to contain this horrible treatment 

of workers etc”. 

In example (142), the stancetaker emphasises that the racism they refer to specifically applies to White 

farmers. The stancetaker repeats the term ‘White’ fist to describe “racism” and then to describe the owners 

of these farms. In both instances, the mention of ‘White’ conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter, as it 

provides the reader with crucial details about whom the stancetaker’s observations are focused on. 

“Racism” used in example (142) is observed as a justification for “revenge” towards these farmers. The 

noun racism conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter; however, the adjective “rife” used to emphasise that 

this racism is a common occurrence conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter. The stancetaker suggests 

that to stop the “horrible treatment of workers” on “White owned farms”, revenge should be taken on these 

“White farmers”. This statement has a threatening undertone and could be observed as calling for violence. 

While the term “racism” does not present as much of a semantic load as calling someone ‘racist’, as 

observed in example (142); however, it is still a provocative term, especially when emphasised with 

additional evaluative items, also observed in example (142). When “racism” is used, it describes a 

‘behaviour’ rather than an identity and, therefore, appears less permanent. To label a group or individual as 
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“racists” or “a racist” is to link this behaviour (‘racism’) to who they are as a person. The evaluated (the 

group or individual targeted with the label) is, therefore, observed as intrinsically ‘bad’. Examples of how 

the term ‘racist’ is used in this text are presented below: 

(143) Are you saying we must grab every land “OWNED” by a racist?.... lol I think I 

love this idea In fact - not only farms to be seized - all property belonging to racists. 

We've tolerated their behaviour long enough. It’s time to take back what’s ours. 

(144) “…you such an evil apartheid beneficiary. Addicted racist”. 

(145) “NOTICE HOW WHITE SUPREMACISTS TRY TO HIDE AMONG NON-

RACIST WHITES”. 

In example (143), revenge is referenced once again. Here, a stancetaker is responding to another user with 

a rhetorical question that insinuates that “every land “OWNED” by a racist” must be “grabbed”. This ties 

into land expropriation, discussed in Chapter 2. Placing the term “owned” in quotation marks indicates that 

the stancetaker is being sarcastic and that they do not believe these individuals (“racists”) own the land, to 

begin with. The evaluative item “owned”, therefore, conforms to the EXPECTEDNESS parameter. The 

stancetaker expands on justified “land grabs” by suggesting that “not just farms” but “all property belonging 

to racists” should be “seized” and that it is “time to take back what’s ours”. The phrase “take back what’s 

ours” conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter, implying that the land was taken away from this 

stancetaker. Provided the context of land expropriation, the reader can deduce that the stancetaker refers to 

land reallocated by the Native Land Act in 1913, a motion which land reform aims to rectify. The suggestion 

that land be “seized” is justified as these people are “racists” and, therefore, according to the stancetaker, 

deserving of this. 

In example (144), the stancetaker refers to someone not only as an “addicted racist” but also as an “evil 

apartheid beneficiary”. To suggest that someone is an “addicted racist” is to suggest that not only is this 

person prejudice, but they are also incapable of stopping this prejudice. That means this stancetaker 

observes whomever they are directing this stance towards as inherently ‘bad’, and this badness is 

emphasised by their inability to behave differently. “Addicted racist” has been tagged as a unit of evaluation 

as it describes the specific nature of the ‘racist’ whom this stancetaker addresses. “Addicted racist” 

conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter. The “addicted racist” is also described as an “apartheid 

beneficiary”, which emphasises their ‘badness’ as it insinuates that this individual is an “addicted racist” 

who benefitted from a separatist regime. To further indicate to the reader just how ‘bad’ this person is, the 
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stancetaker calls them “evil”; both “evil” and “apartheid beneficiary” conform to the GOOD-BAD 

parameter. 

In example (144), the term “non-racist” describes certain White people. The term “non-racist” conforms to 

the GOOD-BAD parameter and indicates these White people are ‘good’. The term is juxtaposed with the 

term “White supremacists”, considered the ‘bad’ group of White people. The attempt by these “White 

supremacists” to “hide” among “non-racist Whites” suggests that not all White people are racist, but White 

supremacists often disguise themselves as these White people. The verb “hide”, therefore, also conforms to 

the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

Alike the A data sets, the representations of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’ on these pages play a critical role 

in how farm violence is discussed. As observed above, ‘Whiteness’ is ‘good’ in this comment section (B1); 

however, it is more often observed as ‘bad’. As in the A data sets, while most of the stances represented in 

this comment section align with the page, some commenters challenge this observation. An excerpt from a 

comment thread that features two differing stances on ‘Whiteness’ is presented below: 

(146) “User K: [From Image]: I think it’s SUPER that White countries are all being 

turned into third-world melting pots! It will END RACISM. WHITE 

GENOCIDE? That’s just a White supremacist racist conspiracy theory that isn’t 

even happening! 

(147) User L: White people! You always seeking attentions. Yoo”. 

In example (147), the commenter shares an image, featuring a sarcastic remark; the second user addresses 

the image by remarking that “White people” are “always seeking attentions”. User K has shared an image 

and did not type their comment; therefore, this could be observed as an attributed stance; however, as there 

is no other text shared by this user, it can be assumed that their stance aligns with that expressed in this 

comment. The text begins by using the word “super” to describe how “White countries” are being turned 

into “third-world melting pots”. The adjective “super” conforms to the EXPECTEDNESS parameter, as it 

is sarcastic, the adjective ‘White’ conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter, as it is specifically “White 

countries” being turned into “third-world”, and “melting pots” both conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter, 

as these items indicate the country is ‘declining’ and follows a similar construction to the terms “shithole 

third-world country”, addressed in example (90) in the A2 comment section analysis. 
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User K then remarks that this (the turning of White countries into “third-world melting pots”) will “end 

racism”. While ending racism would be considered ‘good’ it is ‘bad’ as it is sarcastic; therefore, while it 

alludes to the GOOD-BAD parameter, it is tagged on the EXPECTEDNESS parameter. 

User K mentions “White genocide” and that it is “just a White supremacist conspiracy theory that isn’t even 

happening”. This statement is sarcastic and implies that the stancetaker believes there is a White genocide 

happening. While these evaluative items depict ‘Whiteness’ as ‘bad’, the sarcasm indicates that this 

stancetaker observes ‘Whiteness’ as ‘good’. 

User L responds by remarking that “White people” are always “seeking attentions”, positioning them as 

‘bad’ as “seeking attentions” would conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

Importantly, ‘Whiteness’ is mentioned multiple times throughout the text, but most of these occur because 

of a screenshot shared multiple times. The screenshot offers an interesting discussion about ‘the greater 

good’, discoursed in Section 5.4.4. iii. An example of a comment observing ‘Whiteness’ as ‘bad’ is 

indicated below: 

(148) “It is heartbreaking that some White supremacists and racists still do not value a 

life of a human being. But they don't regard Black people and POC of colour as 

fellow human beings, they see animals and subhumans. And when people retaliate, 

they play victims”. 

In example (148), the stancetaker refers to “White supremacists” specifically. This term conforms to the 

GOOD-BAD parameter. When used with the term “racists”, it emphasises the ‘badness’ of whomever they 

are referring to. As the reader has the context of the posts, it can be deduced that the farmers are being 

portrayed as White supremacists, as this example has been taken from an isolated comment. Implying that 

the farmers are “White supremacists” and “racists” is already a loaded accusation; however, this stancetaker 

further emphasises their distaste for these individuals by suggesting that they do not “value” the “life of a 

human being”; they do not regard “Black people and POC of colour [people of colour (POC)] as human 

beings” but as “animals and subhumans”. The verb “value” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter. The 

specific description that their racism extends to ‘Black’ people and “POC of colour” would conform to the 

IMPORTANCE parameter, as the ill-treatment of these groups specifically led to these labels. The 

stancetaker suggests that “when people retaliate, they play victims” this statement plays into a similar notion 

mentioned in example (148), where because these people are “White supremacists and racist”, they deserve 

to have either “land grabbed” or “retaliation”. The verb “retaliate” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter 
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and indicates a need to attack a similar attack. While this stancetaker does not explicitly mention farm 

violence directed at White farmers, provided the context of the comment, it can be deduced that this is what 

“retaliation” alludes to. As with most texts analysed, ‘Whiteness’ is contrasted with Blackness; this can be 

observed in the below example: 

(149) “Mandela people that he loved so much that he forgave without apologizing “we 

are animals” we are eliminated because we are cowards Black people suffer 

because hate themselves Black people hate EFF that is Black and love ANC that 

is White wuuu wiiii”. 

In example (149), White people are called “Mandela people”; the reader knows this label called White 

people. The context of the second part presents the reader with a contextual clue (“Black people hate EFF 

that is Black and love ANC that is White”) as Mandela was a part of the ANC and the first democratically 

elected president of South Africa. This comment is interesting, as it depicts ‘Whiteness’ as ‘bad’ but does 

not depict ‘Blackness’ as ‘good’ either. 

In this comment, White people are ‘bad’ for doing something ‘bad’ that Mandela “forgave without 

apologising” in South African history. The reader knows this ‘bad thing’ that Mandela forgave was the 

apartheid regime. “Mandela” is, therefore, an evaluative item and, while a proper noun, is being used to 

describe White people and, therefore, conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter. 

In this comment section (B1 comment section), Black people are not depicted as ‘bad’ in that they are 

violent and dangerous, as in the A2 findings, for instance, but as ‘bad’ for “hating themselves”, especially 

for “hating the EFF that is Black”. The verb “hate” is heavily provocative and conforms to the GOOD-

BAD parameter and insinuates that Black people strongly dislike themselves. “Black” is an adjective and, 

therefore, conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter. This comment arrives at one main point, subtly 

encoded in the context: if Black people want to stop “hating themselves”, they need to “love” the EFF, 

“which is Black”. ‘Blackness’ is, therefore, not observed as ‘good’ but not as ‘bad’; it is observed as 

something that needs to be ‘loved’ (but is not), and for it to be ‘loved’, it requires the EFF (Black). The EFF 

is, therefore, observed as the ‘good’ entity in this comment. 

Example (150) is a complex illustration of how evaluation can express an issue but imply something else. 

Most references to ‘Blackness’ in this text are, however, less complex. Although the notion that the ANC 

does not care for the Black population is a notion that emerges again. This notion can be observed in the 

below example: 
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(150) “They say we are free but Black people are still treated like this under ANC, in an 

African country. It’s exhausting and sad”. 

In example (150), the stancetaker suggests that Black people are “still treated like this under ANC” and 

remarks it is “exhausting and sad”. This comment refers directly to the killing of the Coka brothers and 

indicates that the stancetaker does not feel that Black people are free in South Africa. This, once again, 

subtly mentions South Africa’s racial past and ‘Black’ is used to describe the people still suffering because 

of this past. ‘Black’ is, therefore, used as an adjective and conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter. 

Examples (149) and (150) have one major theme in common; both examples portray the government as 

being uninterested in the struggles of its ‘Black’ population. ‘Black’ in this comment is, therefore, depicted 

as ‘good’. As evidenced by the above examples, specific role players are crucial in discussing farm violence. 

The specific role players mentioned in this text (including the EFF and ANC) are discussed below. 

ii. Theme 2: Role players 

Farmers, farm workers, political stances, political parties, and political figures. 

In this text (B1 comment section), farmers are mentioned thirteen times and evaluated thirteen times; farm 

workers are mentioned four times and evaluated four times; the EFF is mentioned twice and evaluated 

twice; the ANC is mentioned three times and three times; AfriForum is mentioned five times and evaluated 

five times; the ‘left-wing’ is mentioned twice and evaluated twice; the ‘right-wing’ is mentioned five times 

and evaluated five times.  

As mentioned throughout this study, the commenting feature allows multiple stancetakers to express their 

opinions on the page’s post. In this comment section, an interesting phenomenon occurs where two 

stancetakers reference the Senekal incident (the incident addressed by the A data sets). The reference to the 

Senekal incident is presented below: 

(151) What's your views on this murder??? He did not trespass or harass anyone! You're 

all quiet when a White man loses his life! May Jesus save us all... 

(152) [From an Image]: Didiza says murder of young farm manager was ‘senseless’. 

Brendin Horner’s body was found tied to a pole on Thursday…” 

In example (151), the stancetaker diverts attention from the Mkhondo incident, where two Black males 

were murdered, to address the Senekal incident, where a White male was murdered. The stancetaker accuses 

the page of being “all quiet when a White man loses his life” and shares a screenshot of a news update with 
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details of Horner’s death. The stancetaker also suggests that the page does not ‘care’ about White farmers 

and only concerns farm violence if it involves Black people. This echoes statements about ‘Blackness’ in 

this post (“Black life don’t matter”). White” conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter, as it describes the 

man’s (whom the reader knows is Brendin Horner) ethnicity. Horner’s ethnicity is an important detail about 

whom this stancetaker observes as deserving of attention, especially regarding farm violence. This infuses 

into White victimhood often associated with farm violence. This stancetaker observes ‘Whiteness’ as 

‘good’. 

While example (152), discussed below, occurs in a comment thread, it still directly refers to the mention of 

Horner in example (151). Both instances offer an interesting observation of two highly visible and polarised 

stances. Example (153) is presented below: 

(153) “Who kill Brendin Horner? Black people you want to say??? How pity, maybe you 

kill him because boer do that in the apartheid kill other boers and blame it to 

my kind!!!” 

In example (153), the stancetaker suggests that it was the “boer” who “killed [Brendin] Horner” and not the 

Black suspects. This accusation echoes a similar accusation about the killing of Chris Hani in the A2 

comment section, where a stancetaker suggests that it was “you evil people” (indicate Black people) who 

killed Chris Hani and blamed it on the White government. In example (153), the stance uses “boer” twice. 

While the term “boer” means “farmer”, as it is an Afrikaans word, it indicates a specific type of farmer (an 

Afrikaans farmer, therefore, a White farmer). While the term “boer” could be tagged as a single evaluative 

item, the full accusation (“boer do that in apartheid”) is strong and alludes to South African history; 

therefore, this term is tagged along the IMPORTANCE parameter, as it acts as ‘evidence’ for this 

stancetaker’s observation that “boer” killed Horner and blamed it on Black people. The Hanie and Horner 

blame-shifting intends to portray the other side as ‘bad’. The perception that ‘White’ farmers deserve farm 

violence occurs multiple times throughout this text. Some examples are presented below: 

(154) “Farmers neh then they wonder why the brutal killings on Farmers. they treat 

people with such evil and want them to accept and move on like they always say 

we must “GET OVER APARTHEID” well...and this will never make news and 

AfriForum lawyers will make sure not justice will be served”. 

(155) “The dog’s food is worth double what they pay their employees a month. It's not 

just in the farms even our mothers who work in their homes cleaning and taking 

care of their kids live are paid with leftovers that they don't even dare give their 
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dogs. Their dogs and cats have medical aid yet the people who take care of them 

can't even afford to go see a doctor”. 

(156) “Cos farmers are treating their workers like shit it's modern-day slavery. Thing 

is the workers are afraid to talk about how they are treated at the farms. 

Unemployment is high so they reckon better to keep quiet”. 

In examples (154) to (156), farmers are portrayed as ‘bad’. Their ‘badness’ is emphasised by “treating their 

workers like shit” and “modern-day [slaves]”, paying their employees less than what they spend on “dog 

food”, and the Mkhondo incident “never making the news”. 

In example (154), the stancetaker places “get over apartheid” in quotation marks, indicating attribution. 

The stancetaker suggests the lack of grounds for “getting over apartheid” as the ‘farmers’ still “treat people 

with such evil”. The t expression “get over apartheid” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, as it 

indicates a judgement; however, the judgement is not on the irrelevance of apartheid as it would suggest 

without the quotation marks, but the relevance of apartheid. This “evil”, according to the stancetaker, is 

the reason for the “brutal killings” on farms.  

The phrase “brutal killings” is tagged as one evaluative unit along the GOOD-BAD parameter as one focal 

point. The terms make sense as single evaluative items in this text; however, the study did not tag them as 

individual items as the terms, in this context, would lose the evaluative poignancy the stancetaker attempts 

to convey. In this comment, the stancetaker suggests that brutal farm killings happen because of the poor 

treatment of ‘Black’ people. This notion is deduced by the stancetaker stating, “we must get over apartheid”, 

as White people would not necessarily need to “get over apartheid” as they directly benefitted from it. The 

modal verb “must” in this statement conforms to the CERTAINTY parameter and indicates obligation. 

Implying that White people are telling Black people they must “get over apartheid” portrays White people 

as insensitive. This further emphasises the stancetaker’s observation of “brutal killings” resulting from their 

“evil”. 

While the examples following (155) justify farm violence, they indicate that how ‘White’ people (as 

deduced by the context of the comment section and the direct mention of the farm) treat their employees is 

unethical. Interestingly, even though the Mkhondo incident was a farm violence incident, these stancetakers 

appear not to be associating it us such. Though it is not mentioned, it is implied that farmer means White, 

and farm violence includes White people. This is interesting, as the stancetaker in example (154) suggests 

that this murder will not receive the same attention as those with White victims would (the mention of 

AfriForum indicates this, as AfriForum has been outspoken about killing White farmers). 
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As observed in the findings until this point, if farmers are ‘bad’, then the EFF is often positioned as the 

antithesis to this ‘bad’ and are, therefore, ‘good. 

Two examples of the EFF’s portrayal of being the ‘solution’ to the ‘badness’ of ‘Whiteness’, specifically 

White farmers, are presented below: 

(157) “…it’s really high time we vote for EFF”. 

(158) “We As Black people know exactly who to put in Power that will end this. It's 

pointless to debate here about this matter. Because it's only a Matter of time before 

another one decides to kill again. Let's put the red sea in power and you will see 

changes”. 

In example (157), the EFF is directly mentioned; however, in example (158), the party is called “the red 

sea”, which is a metaphor for the EFF’s famous red colour theme. The full statement, “put the red sea in 

power”, is, however, tagged as one evaluative item, as it indicates a call to action. It is tagged along the 

GOOD-BAD parameter. 

In example (157), the stancetaker remarks it is “really high time” that “[they] vote for EFF”. This is a short 

comment, but it still portrays a provocative stance. The adverb “really” conforms to the EXPECTEDNESS 

parameter, as it indicates obviousness to the stancetaker (the term “really” could, for instance, be substituted 

with ‘clearly’ which would indicate that they know that the EFF should be voted for”). The adverb “high 

time” also conforms to the EXPECTEDNESS parameter, as it indicates anticipation (‘it has been long 

enough; it is now time to do something’). While the EFF would not normally be tagged as evaluative, the 

party’s mention makes the word “vote” evaluative. The evaluative unit is, therefore, “vote for the EFF”. In 

this example, voting for the EFF is observed as an act of moral ‘goodness’ (deduced by exploring the two 

adverbs before the call to action) and, therefore, “vote for the EFF” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

While example (158) adopts a more implicit call to action, it implies the same point as example (157); 

however, the stancetaker, in example (158) further emphasises that “you will see changes” if the “red sea” 

(EFF) is put in power. 

If the EFF represents the antithesis to the ‘badness’ of ‘Whiteness’, then AfriForum emerges to represent 

the antithesis to the ‘goodness’ of ‘Blackness’ in this text. This notion is presented in the comment thread 

below: 
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(159) I'm still shocked that there's been no word from AfriForum, or anyone with a 'Stop 

farm murders' profile pic...Oh well, I guess farm murders is a White thing a Black 

person murdered on a farm by a farmer is “not” a farm murder.... A White 

farmer being murdered on his farm by a White person, is “not” a farm 

murder, but a White farmer being murdered by a Black person is a farm 

murder? No one is as confused as a White genocide believer”. 

(160) “...Do we now for AfriForum’s sake have to have subclasses of murders? Cause 

this for me is definitely a farm murder & I don’t get why they’re not making a fuss”. 

In example (159), the stancetaker suggests that AfriForum observes farm murders as a “White thing”, and 

their apparent inaction about the Mkhondo incident is, according to the stancetaker, “shocking”. White is 

an adjective to describe (“farm murders”), and, therefore, it conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter. 

The adjective “shocked” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, indicating disgust. The stancetaker 

further emphasises the racial nature of farm violence by remarking that “farm murders” are only classified 

as farm murders if the victim is White and the perpetrator is Black (“Black person murdered on a farm by 

a farmer is “not” a farm murder”; “White farmer being murdered on his farm by a White person, is “not” a 

farm murder”; “White farmer being murdered by a Black person is a farm murder”). The stancetaker 

remarks that “no one is as confused as a White genocide believer”, the term “as confused as” conforms to 

the EXPECTEDNESS parameter, as it indicates clarity to the stancetaker. The phrase “White genocide 

believer” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter. The stancetaker suggests that for this logic to make 

sense (that “farm murders” is a “White thing”), someone needs to be confused. This means this logic does 

not make sense to the stancetaker, and they disagree. The mention of the “White genocide believer” further 

cements the stancetaker’s level of disagreement. 

In example (160), the stancetaker also questions AfriForum’s apparent lack of attention towards the 

Mkhondo incident (“I don’t get why they’re not making a fuss”) and accuses the group of having 

“subclasses” of murder. The term ‘subclass’ conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, indicating the ranking 

of the Mkhondo as a less serious farm violence incident. While this example does not explicitly suggest 

that AfriForum as ‘racist’. This is implied through their inaction, as the reader knows this farm violence 

incident involved two Black victims. 

Similarly, in how “Blackness” and “Whiteness” and ‘the EFF’ and “AfriForum are contrasted in this text, 

the “left” is often contrasted with “the right”. In this text “, the left” and “the right” are mentioned in a 

comments thread, observed below. The terms “right-wing” and “left-wing” are mentioned a few times in 
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the text; however, most of the instances do not directly implicate any group or individual involved with 

farm violence except for AfriForum. Two noteworthy occurrences, therefore, are the labelling of AfriForum 

as a “right-wing” group and implying that the BLM movement categorises as “extreme-left”. What is worth 

noting about these terms is the polarising of BLM and AfriForum along the “extreme-left” and “far-right” 

lines, respectively. 

iii. Additional themes of interest 

Hate, fear, and the ‘greater good’. 

In the discussion of ‘Whiteness’ in Section 5.3.4. i, a screenshot indicates that it was a Black person who 

shot the Coka brothers, accounting for most of the mentions of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’ in the text, as 

the screen shot is shared four times. The screenshot alone (shared four times) also accounts for 32,72% of 

the total evaluative items in this text. When something is repeated, it is often conducted for emphasis. The 

emphasis in this text, however, is not on how the White farmers are innocent (the subject of the screenshot) 

but on how the story, which the stancetakers deem false, is being shared to fabricate a ‘lie’. The transcript 

of the screenshot is presented below: 

(161) “User x: Heartless monsters 

(162) User y: Yes this is in Mkhondo area, near Dirkiesdorp. From a reliable source 

who was there, the two people were shot by the farm owner. They are brothers one 

shot the other with a gun he forcefully took from the White man, he started shooting 

like a mad man then one White man shot him and unfortunately he died. Two 

White men are critically injured by Black people and the other might not survive, 

then the fight began. 4 White men currently arrested for what we don’t know. Coz 

it should be one. The Black people that almost killed the White men are still not 

arrested… I don’t want us to be biased, I’m Black and this is the truth and the only 

truth”. 

A response to the screenshot is presented below: 

(163) “I did wonder about the name but more importantly that a Black person would say 

I am a Black person”. 

(164) “Ooòoh that fool can't even spell “Name” sies... Caucasian Tendencies” 
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The above screenshot indicates that those who align with the stance that farm violence is racially motivated 

often fabricate the ‘evidence’ to prove this information. This entire screenshot is, therefore, an act of 

attribution. While the evaluative items in the screenshot are interesting, comprising a decent portion of the 

total evaluative items, more interesting is the intention behind sharing it. The reader now knows it 

displaying this ‘witness report’ is false; therefore, the most important statement in this screenshot is “I’m 

Black and this is the truth and the only truth” as it is a point cited in the rebuttal of the truthfulness of the 

screenshot. Another key takeaway from this screenshot is the spelling of User Y’s name. This name cannot 

be analysed as it might risk the anonymity of a user. Even if this user is an actual person, the study lacked 

adequate information to prove the legitimacy of the user in the screenshot and, therefore, withheld the 

identity. 

The self-identifying of the user’s ethnicity (“Black”), conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter, as it 

intends to present their perspective (that one of the Coka brothers shot the other and that the White farmers 

are innocent). It seems more provocative or ‘supported’ by them being ‘Black’ and still observes the farmers 

as innocent. This point is refuted in example (163), where the user questions the user’s need to identify 

themselves as “Black”. In example (163), the user also expresses they “wondered about the name”. This is 

one of the most common refutations of this screenshot as the user’s name is spelt phonetically rather than 

in the correct way. As it is an African name, this leads the users to believe that it is not an authentic account 

and, instead, it is fabricated to prove the innocence of the White farmers. In example (164), this point is 

raised again, and in response to this notion, the stancetaker states (“sies… Caucasian tendencies”). “Sies” 

is an exclamation of disgust in Afrikaans and, therefore, conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, 

suggesting disapproval. The term “Caucasian tendencies” also conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, 

suggesting that this (the fabrication of a name) is typical behaviour from “Caucasians” (White people). This 

entire interaction, therefore, observes ‘Whiteness’ as ‘bad’. 

Another theme emerging often in discourse about farm violence is Zimbabwe. Example (164), below, is a 

response to example (158); however, as it approaches the theme of Zimbabwe, it is addressed in this section 

as the mention of Zimbabwe is an important subtheme in discussions of farm violence. Zimbabwe is 

mentioned multiple times in the A2 comment section analysis. South Africa is often compared to the nation 

because of Zimbabwe’s Fast-Track Land Reform Programme (FTLRP) of the early 2000s—which led to 

widespread farm violence (Chapter 2), often cited as a sign of caution to South Africa. 

(165) “Lol the little you have will be gone. You might go to Zimbabwe as a refugee. 

You are proving that you cannot think to save your life”. 
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In this example (165), the phrase “go to Zimbabwe as a refugee” is ironic. The stance does not mean people 

will “go to Zimbabwe as a refugee” if the EFF is voted into power. They suggest that South Africa will 

become ‘like Zimbabwe’ and that South Africans must flee South Africa as several Zimbabweans fled and 

continue to flee the country because of political unrest. By reversing this notion (that South Africans must 

flee to Zimbabwe, specifically), the stancetaker alludes to the political unrest Zimbabwe experienced, where 

land played a crucial role. While the term is ironic, it is not sarcastic and, therefore, conforms to the GOOD-

BAD parameter, as it presents a moral judgement about 1) Zimbabwe and 2) what will happen to South 

Africa if the EFF is voted into power. The stancetaker, therefore, portrays the EFF as ‘bad’. 

In this comment section, ‘hate’ is directed towards farmers and ‘Whiteness’ for the treatment of Black 

employees and farm workers; ‘fear’ is conceptualised as the racism encountered by Black people while the 

‘greater good’ appears to make White people experience some ramifications for this behaviour. The EFF is 

observed as a group that will end this and ‘rescue’ the Black population. Opposing observations are 

presented in this comment section, with one commenter suggesting that putting the EFF in power will cause 

South Africans to enter Zimbabwe as a refugee. Another commenter directs attention away from the 

Mkhondo incident while focusing on the Senekal incident. This text also involves a screenshot being shared 

multiple times to emphasise how people fabricate information about farm violence. White people in this 

text are observed as ‘bad’, and Black people as ‘good’; racism refers mainly to White prejudice directed at 

Black people. The leading role players are the farmer, the farm worker, the EFF, and AfriForum, without 

mention of Julius Malema. 

5.6 Text B2 findings 

The B2 Post and B2 comment sections are extracted from a Facebook page that views farm violence as as 

evidence for white genocide. The page description is regarded as “media” with 56 000 likes and 59 000 

followers. This page’s “about” section lacks a description of what the page deals with; however, the name 

of the page and the posts most recently shared when this study commenced were implemented. This page 

adopted a stance similar to the A2 Facebook page. This page, therefore, observes farm violence as an 

indicator of White genocide. While the B1 post received less attention than the A1 post, the B2 post 

entertained the same level of attention as the A2 page did. 

This page shared a news report on the Mkhondo events, adopting a balanced observation of the incident by 

relaying the reported events from the prosecutor and the defence. This post approaches the Mkhondo 

protests, but the article mostly addresses the incident. As the name of this page is in Afrikaans, the study 

anticipated that while the post (B2) was in English, several comments would likely be in Afrikaans. 
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While a considerable amount of the comments are composed in Afrikaans, and while Afrikaans was the 

dominant language in the comment section, considerable comments are in English to explore. While the 

researcher’s first language is not Afrikaans, her Afrikaans-fluency was adequate to tag and translate 

comments for evaluation (for discussion only, as the researcher tagged the items observed in the text to 

ensure reliable results). The frequency list was affected slightly, but it still provided a thorough overview 

of the evaluative patterns within the text with significant insight into the common themes addressed. 

The same screenshot shared in the B1 comment section is also shared on this page (B2); however, in the 

comment section, it presents information. As this screenshot is discussed in the previous analysis (B1 

comment section), it not disclosed in this comment section; however, the intention of sharing it differs in 

this text. 

5.6.1 B2 post: Quantitative representations 

Post (B2), similar to the B1 post, is a news report and, therefore, it was anticipated to feature fewer instances 

of evaluation than the A1 and A2 posts. As with the B1 post, post (B2) still features instances of evaluation. 

Of the total words in this text (B2 post), 8.97% is evaluative. The evaluative items in this text (B1 post) are 

parallel to three of the evaluative parameters.  

Of the total evaluative words in this text, 64.29% belong to evaluative items found along the GOOD-BAD 

parameter, 28.57% belong to evaluative items found along the IMPORTANCE parameter, 7.14% belong 

to evaluative items found along the CERTAINTY parameter and 0% belong to evaluative items found along 

the EXPECTEDNESS parameter. As mentioned in section 5.2, evaluative items are not limited to words in 

these texts, therefore it is worth exploring these items as instances.  

The distribution of these items across the three parameters is presented below in Figure 5.9. 
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Figure 5.9: Evaluative parameter distribution across the text: B2 post 

The GOOD-BAD parameter is the most applied evaluative parameter in this text (B2 post), with 62.50% 

of the total evaluative items falling along the parameter, which is only 0.83% less than the A2 post; 

therefore, while this post is the least evaluative text, it uses the GOOD-BAD parameter the second most 

often when compared to other texts. The IMPORTANCE parameter is the second most applied parameter 

in the A2 post at 29.17%, and the CERTAINTY parameter is applied the least out of the three parameters 

addressed in this post at 8.33%. The EXPECTEDNESS parameter was not applied in this post. 

As this post is a news report, it was expected to feature low levels of evaluation. Most of the evaluative 

items in this text conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter, as the stancetaker (the reader knows this is the 

journalist) is sharing the direct report of what transpired during the Mkhondo incident. The prosecutor and 

the defence provide this direct report; therefore, the question of moral judgement plays a crucial role. 

While frequency lists help a reader develop a sound understanding of the language patterns present in a 

text, this post features little repetition and, therefore, a frequency list is unnecessary. While most of the 

evaluative items in this text are parallel to the GOOD-BAD parameter, the only repeated word, ‘White’, is 

parallel to the IMPORTANCE parameter. The adjective ‘White’ was repeated only twice but gave the study 

an indication of relevance. The B2 post was well-balanced between the two farm violence stances; however, 

in the last two paragraphs of the text, where the two mentions of “White occur”, the stancetaker suggests a 

leaning. This indicates how repetition can often be a useful indicator for identifying important themes in a 

text. 

While this post (B2) features fewer evaluative items than posts A1 and A2, evaluative items addressing the 

main themes of farm violence (ethnicity, role players and hate, fear, and the greater good) are still present 
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in the text. Unlike B1’s post, this text shares the prosecutor’s interpretation of events and the defence’s 

interpretation of the events. Post (B2) supplies two clear stances on the Mkhondo incident. This means that 

several of the evaluative items shared are attributed stances and do not necessarily reflect the stancetaker, 

or the journalist’s observations. The text also addresses the Mkhondo protest; through this address, the 

stancetaker adopts their own perspective. In the defence’s stance, it is suggested that the farmers were 

victims, and B2the death of the Coka brothers is framed as an act of self-defence. 

5.6.2 B2 post: Qualitative representations 

Evaluative language clusters around two major themes across the texts, indicating ethnicity and role players; 

the three subthemes, include hate, fear, and a call to defend the ‘greater good’. These themes are discussed 

below while elucidating evaluative items. 

i. Theme 1: Ethnicity 

Racism and representations of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’. 

Of the total evaluative instances found in this text (B2 post), 12.50% of the instances address ethnicity. 

Interestingly, this post (B2) does not mention blackness, racism, or racial issues directly. Every ethnicity 

instance in this text is used to address whiteness. 

The mention of ‘Whiteness’ is presented below: 

(166) “Outside the court, the town was locked down as the angry crowd pelted police 

with stones, bottles, and other objects. White journalists and photographers 

suffered abuse, with The Citizen photographer Jacques Nelles told never to come 

back because he is White”. 

(167) “It was a frightful experience to get out of town, with people hurling rocks and 

other objects at any White person. The bail hearing is expected to resume today”. 

In examples (166) and (167), the stancetaker refers to the Mkhondo protest and not the incident. In these 

examples, ‘White’ is an adjective to describe the ethnicity of the people mentioned and, therefore, conforms 

to the IMPORTANCE parameter. The stancetaker presents these White people as victims (“told never to 

come back”, “suffered abuse”, “people hurling rocks and other objects at any White person”, “a frightful 

experience”). 
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Example (166) remarks that a journalist was “told never to come back because he is White”. The adverb 

“never” expresses a strong degree of CERTAINTY and suggests that this journalist is not only unwelcome 

now, but always. The CERTAINTY of this statement, partnered with the notion that the journalist “suffered 

abuse” at this protest, indicates that the protesters were violent, especially because of their ethnicity; 

therefore, while racism is not specifically mentioned, it is implied. The verb “suffered” conforms to the 

GOOD-BAD parameter, suggesting an unpleasant experience. The noun “abuse” also conforms to the 

GOOD-BAD parameter, suggesting violent mistreatment. These unpleasant experiences are framed 

because of ethnicity and emphasise the stancetaker’s attempt at indicating racism. 

In example (166), while it is not explicitly remarked that the White people had a “frightful” experience 

leaving town, owing to the reasoning for this frightful experience (“with people hurling rocks and other 

objects at any White person”), it can be deduced White people experienced this “frightful” experience. The 

adjective “frightful” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, suggesting an unpleasant experience. In 

example (166), similar to example (167), the ethnicity of these people (“any White person”) is provided as 

the main reason for these unpleasant experiences, and therefore, racism is further implied. 

ii. Theme 2: Role players 

Farmers and farm workers. 

In this text (B2 post), farmers are mentioned five times, evaluated three times, and mentioned neutrally 

twice; farm workers are mentioned once and evaluated once. 

This post (B2) provides two attributed reports of the events that transpired on the night of the Mkhondo 

incident. Farmers are occasionally portrayed as ‘good’ in this text and occasionally as ‘bad’. Farm workers 

are only mentioned once and are portrayed as on the farmers’ side. The victims are not allocated to either 

group, which leaves their roles on the farm unknown. An instance where the farmers are portrayed as ‘good’ 

is presented below: 

(168) “Malan stated that around 11am, a message was sent on the farmers’ WhatsApp 

group, that a group of people was intimidating farm workers. He said when he 

arrived, the owner of the farm, Werner Potgieter, was severely injured and then 

Malan was hit on the head with a steel pipe”. 

As observed in example (168), this statement is attributed to the prosecutor and, therefore, does not appear 

to be the stancetaker’s observation. In example (168), the stancetaker, whom the reader knows is Malan - 
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one farmer charged with murder, claims to have visited the farm because of a WhatsApp29 group message, 

implying that he was called there to help. The adjective “intimidating” conforms to the GOOD-BAD 

parameter, suggesting that this group acted in a menacing way towards the farm workers. The suggestions 

that the farm owner was “severely injured”, and that Malan was “hit on the head with a steep pipe” indicate 

that this group were violent. The term “injured” is not evaluative in this context as it describes the state of 

someone; however, the adverb “severely” is evaluative, emphasising the farm owner’s injuries; this 

evaluative item would, therefore, conform to the IMPORTANCE parameter. The verb “hit” is evaluative 

as it indicates a deliberate, violent action; “hit” would, therefore, conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

Example (168) demonstrates that the scene was violent before Malan arrived, implying his presence is a 

result of defence, therefore, further implying he, and as a result, the other farmers, are ‘good’. An instance 

where the farmers are portrayed as ‘bad’ is presented below: 

(169) “The farmers were armed, wore bulletproof vests and were out to kill on the day 

two Mkhondo farm dwellers were gunned down and three other people were 

injured, according to prosecutor Robert Molokoane yesterday”. 

In example (169), the stance is attributed to the prosecutor, Robert Molokoane. The stancetaker’s suggestion 

that the farmers were “out to kill” indicates they had an agenda. “Out to kill”, therefore, conforms to the 

GOOD-BAD parameter, implying the farmers were violent and calculated. In this example, the group 

referred to in example (168) is called “farm dwellers”. This description suggests that the victims (“farm 

dwellers”) belonged on the farm and were not intruders. If these victims belonged and were gunned down 

because the farmers were “out to kill”, the farmers are, therefore, framed as ‘bad’. 

iii. Additional themes of interest 

Hate, fear, and the ‘greater good’. 

This text (B2 post) presents a somewhat balanced observation of the incident by providing two direct 

accounts of the events; therefore, there does not appear to be ‘hate’, ‘fear’ or a ‘greater good’ expressed by 

the stancetaker about the event; however, in the stance presented by the prosecutor, the farmers are 

presented as calculated (“out to kill”), violent (“gunned down”) and it is suggested that they “acted on a 

 

29 WhatsApp is a a free cross-platform messaging service. It lets users of iPhone and Android smartphones and Mac 

and Windows PC call and exchange text, photo, audio, and video messages with others across the globe for free, 

regardless of the recipient's device. NICK BARNEY. 2023. Definition: WhatsApp [Online]. TechTarget Available: 

https://www.techtarget.com/searchmobilecomputing/definition/WhatsApp [Accessed]. 
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common purpose”. This stance portrays the farmers as ‘bad’ and justifies the charges laid against them; 

however, in the stance presented by the defence’s advocate, the “group of people” (which implies the 

victims) are portrayed as “intimidating”, violent (“hit on the head with a steel pipe”), and as having been 

violent first (“owner of the farm…severely injured”). 

In the final paragraph, when discussing the protest, the stancetaker only portrays the protesters as being 

violent towards White people. In this post, both sides are observed as violent. 

The B2 post is the least evaluative body of text across explored in this study; however, it is also the body 

of text that uses the GOOD-BAD parameter the second most, at 62.50% within this evaluation. This post 

is well-balanced between stances, but this balance is created by sharing two opposing stances. The 

stancetaker in the B2 post only adopts a definitive stance on the Mkhondo protest but remains neutral in 

discussing the incident. The few evaluative instances in this text still address the major themes established 

across the texts in this study. The post designates the comment section, discussed in the following section. 

5.6.3 B2 comment section: Quantitative representations 

Of the total words in this text (B2 comment section), 46.07% were evaluative. The B2 comment section is, 

therefore, more evaluative than the A1 and B1 comment sections, but was 5.49% less evaluative than the 

A2 comment section.  

Of the total evaluative words in this text, 38.31% belong to evaluative items found along the GOOD-BAD 

parameter, 24.61% belong to evaluative items found along the IMPORTANCE parameter, 19.35% belong 

to evaluative items found along the CERTAINTY parameter and 17.73% belong to evaluative items found 

along the EXPECTEDNESS parameter. As mentioned in section 5.2, evaluative items are not limited to 

words in these texts, therefore it is worth exploring these items as instances. The evaluative items in this 

text (B2 comment section) are parallel to all four evaluative parameters.  

The distribution of these items across the four parameters is presented below in Figure 5.10. 
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Figure 5.10: Evaluative parameter distribution across the text, per total evaluative instances in text: B2’s 

comment section 

As anticipated in this text, the GOOD-BAD parameter is applied most in the text at 39.67%. In this text 

(B2 Comments), the GOOD-BAD parameter was used more 5.7% more than in the B1 comment section, 

but 5.06% less in the A1 comment section and 5.02% less in the A2 comment section. The CERTAINTY 

parameter is used the second most often in this text at 22.07%, followed by the IMPORTANCE parameter 

at 21.52% and then the EXPECTEDNESS parameter at 16.74%. This text (B2 Comments) uses the 

IMPORTANCE parameter more often than the others. 

While the parameter distribution across the texts solidly summarises how evaluative language is employed, 

a word frequency list summarises the patterns of evaluative items in the text. The frequency list for the B2 

comment section is presented below in Table 5.8. 

Table 5.8: Most frequent evaluative words/phrases found across the text: B2’s comment section 

N Word Parameter Freq. 

1 WHITE I 20 

2 BLACK I 17 

3 ARE C 14 

4 IF E 11 

5 WILL C 10 

6 SHOULD C 8 

7 JUST E 7 

8 SO E 7 

9 BROTHER GB 6 
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N Word Parameter Freq. 

10 DON'T C 5 

11 KILLED GB 5 

12 MOET C 5 

13 MAAR E 4 

14 ONLY E 4 

15 SAL C 4 

16 WAR GB 4 

17 ALL I 3 

18 ALMOST E 3 

19 ATTACKERS GB 3 

20 BARBARE GB 3 

21 CAN C 3 

22 CAN'T C 3 

23 CRIMINALS GB 3 

24 EVERY I 3 

25 HAVE TO C 3 

The evaluative items demonstrated in the frequency list helped identify two major themes and three 

subthemes across the texts. As much of this text (B2 comment section) was in Afrikaans, sometimes, some 

of the same concepts were not grouped. This was not too much of a concern, and the frequency list still 

proved to be a useful indicator of the themes. A selection of content words and larger evaluative items are 

explored regarding these themes in the following section. 

5.6.4 B2 comment section: Qualitative representations 

Evaluative language clusters around two major themes across the texts, indicating ethnicity and role players; 

the three subthemes, include hate, fear, and a call to defend the ‘greater good’. These themes are discussed 

below while elucidating evaluative items. 

i. Theme 1: Ethnicity 

Racism and representations of ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’. 

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



181 

 

Of the total evaluative instances found in this text (B2 comment section), 6.96% of the instances address 

ethnicity. Of the total ethnicity instances, 51.56% address whiteness, 39.06% address blackness, and 9.38% 

address racial issues.  

Racism was explicitly mentioned throughout this comment section in English and Afrikaans. Racism, in 

this comment section, largely referred to prejudice against White people by Black people. An example of 

how racism is expressed in this text is presented below: 

(170) “You always prepare for the unexpected, and the attackers got what they deserved, 

its cleat that this racist prosecutor is looking for brownie points!!” 

In example (170), the stancetaker uses the term ‘racist’ (expressed as racist) as an adjective to describe the 

prosecutor. This term conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, suggesting that the prosecutor is prejudiced 

(racist) towards White people. The notion is deduced by referring to the post, where the prosecutor implies 

that the Mkhondo incident was a racially motivated attack (“the farmers were out to kill”). This stancetaker 

also labels the Coka brothers as “farm attackers” and suggests they “got what they deserved”. This echoes 

the notion, addressed in the A1 comment section, that White people deserve to be treated violently for how 

they treat their workers. The phrase “got what they deserved” is tagged as a unit of evaluation as it implies 

something about anticipation that the Coka brothers (“farm attackers”) did something (attacked the farm) 

that warranted their killings. While this could conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter, owing to the 

implication that the Coka brothers deserved to die, it has been tagged along the EXPECTEDNESS 

parameter. The stancetaker implies that the prosecutor had an ulterior motive for their ruling by suggesting 

that he was “looking for brownie points”, a phrase used to “earn approval” for something, which is not a 

‘bad’ action; however, in this comment, it is negative, as the stancetaker implies that this prosecutor is racist 

and, therefore, prejudiced. To gain approval for being prejudiced would be considered ‘bad’. 

As expected, the law topic is a common occurrence in this comment section. This is unsurprising, as the 

post explicitly mentions legal role players (the prosecutor and the defence) in this incident. The following 

example (171) also explores a ‘racist’ legal entity. The comment is translated into English. 

(171) “User N: Jy kan die beste advokaat he maar dit gaan nie help met die fokken 

rasistiese regters nie”. 

Example translated from Afrikaans to English: 

“You can have the best advocates, but it won’t help against fucking racist judges”. 
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In example (171), the stancetaker suggests that it does not matter whether you are well represented in court, 

the “fucking racist judges” will still find you guilty. The vulgar adjective “fucking” or “fokken” conforms 

to the EXPECTEDNESS parameter, as it indicates that the stancetaker not only finds the judges ‘racist’ or 

“rasistiese” (which questions their morality and conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter) but anticipates 

that because of this racism, “you” will not be tried fairly, even if you have the best support (“best 

advocates”). 

A third instance of how the term ‘racist’ describes legal entities is presented below. It is also an Afrikaans 

comment translated for discussion: 

(172) “Die hof en prokereur is rasisties en hulle gan sukkel om hulle vry te kry. Wa is al 

die boere wat so groot was op Senekal dag?” 

Example translated from Afrikaans to English: 

“The court and attorneys are racist, and they will struggle to get out. Where are all the 

farmers who were so big at Senekal day?” 

In example (172), the court and the attorneys are described as ‘racist’ or “rasisties” and it is suggested that 

the farmers will “struggle” to escape the legal ramifications of their actions. The verb “struggle” or “sukkel” 

conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter and indicates that it will be difficult for the farmers to evade this 

situation. This results from the court and attorneys being racist and not because of the farmer implicated in 

the killing of the Coka brothers. Interestingly, this stancetaker references the Senekal incident and 

rhetorically asks where those protesters are, implying that they should help these farmers find a way out of 

their legal troubles. 

This rhetorical question and the emphasis (“so”) on their metaphorical “bigness” at those protests are 

intended to undermine the protesters by suggesting that they are hypocritical for showing support for that 

incident but for this one. The evaluative item “so groot was” or “were so big”, therefore, conforms to the 

IMPORTANCE parameter, as it uses the farmers’ behaviour during a previous as ‘evidence’ for why they 

should support this incident. Their lack of presence or involvement in this incident is, therefore, observing 

these farmers (from the Senekal protests) as ‘bad’. The text alludes to two types of farmers, ‘good’ farmers 

(those giving this incident attention) and ‘bad’ farmers (those who provided Senekal attention but not 

Mkhondo). In the B1 comments, the notion that Mkhondo needs more attention is also raised; however, in 

the B1 text, this attention is being called for because of the loss of Black lives. In this text (B2), Mkhondo 
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deserves more attention so the farmers who have been ‘wrongly convicted’ can be assisted to evade their 

legal ramifications. 

Most of the texts analysed in this study developed polarisation between ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’. Either 

‘Whiteness’ is observed as ‘good’, or ‘Blackness’ is observed as ‘good’, but neither ethnicity is displayed 

as ‘good’ simultaneously. There is, therefore, always a ‘bad’ ethnicity polarised against a ‘good’ ethnicity. 

Examples of instances where ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’ are mentioned in the B2 comment section are 

presented below: 

(173) “…if our White volk numbers has been reduced from 7 million to 4 million? 3 

million has gone missing since 1994, actually more than that because according to 

statistics, a volk will double in favourable circumstances every 10 years, so we 

should have been at least 18 million by now. so, either we are being murdered or 

emigrate: hows that for victims? so just why have the Black volk multiplied from 

15m to 54m?” 

In example (173), White people are being portrayed as “victims” because of the decrease in their population 

(“numbers”). The terms “White volk” and “Black volk” both conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter, as 

these terms “volk” means “nation” in Afrikaans. To address South African ethnic groups as separate nations 

is to suggest that these two groups do not belong together subtly. The large discrepancy between the growth 

of the two groups indicates that White people are suffering as in “favourable” conditions, they would have 

“doubled”. By contrasting the apparent growth of the Black population against a decline of the White 

population, the stancetaker suggests that this decline is the Black population’s fault. ‘Whiteness’ is, 

therefore, observed as ‘good’ and ‘Blackness’ as ‘bad’. A similar contrast can be observed in the two 

examples below: 

(174) “It's about time we start protecting ourselves nobody will, because we are White 

and they will accuse us from anything, making it a MOER of a story if White kills 

Black, but everything 100% if Black kills White WE are getting fed up cause 

nothing's been done about FARM MURDERS, about time we Farmers ACT”. 

(175) “So if Blacks kill hundreds of Whites nothing but when White people try to protect 

themselves and kill 2 Black criminals the whole town is up in arms, if those farmers 

were not armed they would be dead this is a case of self-defence, but unfortunately 

we share this country with illiterate idiots, fucked up society we live in where the 

minority gets killed every day but nothing happens but just 1 Black criminal gets 

killed in self-defence then its murder and racism and the whole world bow down 
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coz Black lives matter, what about White lives? They murder our woman and rape 

our daughters; I've never once heard of a White person breaking into a Black’s 

house and murder and rape the victims... #cANCermustfall #effsemoer”. 

Examples (174) and (175) indicate that when Black people kill White people, “nothing” is done, but when 

White people kill Black people, it’s a “moer of a story”. A similar comparison is in the B1 comment section, 

example (159), where whose death counts as a stancetaker elucidates farm murder, and it is suggested that 

according to groups, such as AfriForum, the only farm murder that counts as such is when a ‘White’ person 

is murdered. In this text, B2 comment section, White people are portrayed as “protecting themselves” when 

the Black Coka brothers were killed. The public outcry is, therefore, rejected, and the focal point shifted 

from killing two men to the need to protect yourself as a White South African. The terms ‘White’ and 

‘Black’ are used both along the GOOD-BAD parameter (‘Blacks’ ‘Whites’) and the IMPORTANCE 

parameter (“a White person” or “Black criminal”) in examples (174) and (175). In this example (175), 

Black people are portrayed as murderers (“murder our women”) and rapists (“rape our daughters”). 

In this same example (174) the following hashtags are also used: #cANCermustfall #effsemoer; both 

hashtags conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter as they portray these political parties negatively. The 

choice to mention these political parties, in a section centred on portraying ‘Blackness’, these hashtags aim 

to tie these two groups to the “racism” that these stancetakers believe White people encounter. Similar to 

how the EFF represents the antithesis to the ‘badness’ of ‘Whiteness’ in the B1 comment section, in this 

text, the EFF represents the antithesis of the ‘goodness’ of ‘Whiteness’. ‘Whiteness’, in this text, is, 

therefore, ‘good’, and ‘Blackness’ is ‘bad’. 

The statement that nothing is being done about “farm murders” is interesting, as the Mkhondo incident was 

contemplating a farm murder in the B1 comment section. Where stancetakers calls for more to be done 

about the violence directed at Black people, this page calls for something to be done about the violence 

directed at White people. These instances led the research to adopt the “farm violence” term, as both 

incidents are parallel to this category without the specifics of ethnicity prohibiting it. The final example 

explored under the theme of ethnicity in this text (B2 comment section) is in Afrikaans but has been 

translated: 

(176) “…Wit mense kan ook soos barbare optree wanneer ons moet, maar ons te goed 

vir julle bliksems vir nou”. 

Example translated from Afrikaans to English: 
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“White people can also perform like barbarians when we must, but we’re too good 

for you bliksems for now”. 

In example (176), it is suggested that “White people can also perform like barbarians” as mentioned in the 

study, the act of describing Black people as “savages” or “barbarians” has its roots in colonialism and 

apartheid. The term “barbarian” or “barbare”, therefore, conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter; while 

‘Blackness’ is not mentioned, owing to the historical context of a term, such as “barbarian”, the reader can 

deduce this is who the stancetaker references. The term barbarian and the ‘badness’ of the Black people, in 

this user’s opinion, is further emphasised by the statement “we’re too good for you bliksems for now”, as 

the term “bliksems” has become integrated into South African English it was left untouched; the term is the 

equivalent of calling someone a “bastard”. The term, therefore, conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter. 

The suggestion that White people or “wit mense” (an instance of IMPORTANCE in this example) are better 

than the implied Black people because of the “barbaric” behaviour is, therefore, to frame ‘Whiteness’ as 

‘good’ and ‘Blackness’ as ‘bad’. 

‘Whiteness’ in this text (B2 comments) is, therefore, largely represented as ‘good’ and ‘Blackness’ as ‘bad’. 

Similarly, notions of racism in this text usually imply an act of prejudice directed at White people by Black 

people. 

ii. Theme 2: Role players 

Farmers, farm workers, political stances, political parties, and political figures. 

In this text (B2 comment section), farmers are mentioned forty-two times, evaluated forty times, and 

mentioned neutrally twice; farm workers are mentioned six times and evaluated six times; the EFF is 

mentioned three times and evaluated three times; Julius Malema is mentioned once and evaluated once; the 

ANC is mentioned eight times and evaluated eight times.  

As approached in the previous section and the discussion of the EFF as the antithesis to the ‘goodness’ of 

‘Whiteness’ in example (175), the way key role players are represented in farm discourse is a key focal 

point of this study. Like ‘Whiteness’, farmers are generally observed as ‘good’ and under ‘threat’ 

throughout this B2 comment section. Some examples approaching the notion that farmers are under threat 

are presented below: 

(177) “[From Image] OFFICIALLY THE DEADLIEST JOB ON EARTH BEING A 

WHITE FARMER IN SOUTH AFRICA “. 
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(178) Farm workers started the war, by killing our farmers”. 

(179) “When they sing “kill the Boer, kill the farmer” we take it seriously”. 

(180) “…Sounds like a farm attack to me that ended in the farmer and farm worker’s 

favour! Security use bullet proof vests for safety...why shouldn't farmers... Given 

the history of farm attacks? The farmers weren't expecting to have tea and scones 

with the attackers!” 

In examples (177) to (180), farming is portrayed as “the deadliest job in the world” if you’re a “White 

farmer in South Africa” it is suggested that farm workers started the ‘war’ and, therefore, deserved 

retaliation, and a reference to the struggle song, Dbul’ ibunu is made. The terms “deadliest job in the world” 

and ‘war’ conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter; however, the reference to the song Dbul’ ibunu (“kill 

the boer, kill the farmer”) conforms to the IMPORTANCE parameter, as it is a reference to a controversial 

song and acts as ‘evidence’ for why farmer may retaliate. Similar to the B1 comment section, in this B2 

comment section, there is a call for violence to be directed at the ‘bad’ group. In the B1 comment section, 

the ‘bad’ group is the “evil” farmers; in this comment section (B2 comment section), the ‘bad’ group is the 

farm workers. In both instances, calls exist for extreme violence inflicted on the other side for their 

‘badness’. 

This notion can also be noted in example (180), where the Mkhondo incident is framed as a “farm attack”; 

owing to the “history of farm attacks”, the farmers are justified in their handling of the situation. 

Previously in this analysis, while most of the stances expressed align with the page’s stance, some 

comments challenge this stance. An excerpt of a thread where a user challenges another user’s observation 

is presented below: 

(181) “User P: But the one brother shot the other brother.. Why is this not mentioned”? 

(182) User Q: User P those are lies by boers trying implicate the dead those were 

unarmed, why did one brother would’ve shot his brother for these fagots are lying 

trying to avoid prison they thought they are untouchable, the wheel has turned it 

not then it’s now, people from Mkhondo (pietretief) kak name says this was not the 

first incident where White boers killed Blacks in Mpumalanga farm they 

previously got away with it, but not this time, an example will be shown with these 

four”. 

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



187 

 

In example (181), the stancetaker suggests that the one brother shot the other (a notion presented to the 

reader in the screenshot discussed in the previous analysis of the B2 comment section); User Q disputes 

this notion. While User Q’s comment features several provocative evaluative terms, the key takeaway is 

how farmers are framed in this text and, therefore, the focus of this discussion. In User Q’s stance, the 

“boers” are trying to “implicate the dead” and “lying” to avoid jail time, and it is “not the first incident” 

where “White boers killed Blacks”. The term “boer” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter in this 

comment, as “boer” implicates a specific group of White farmers. In the second mention of “boer” the 

stancetaker emphasises the ethnicity of the boer as ‘White’ this instance of ‘White’ conforms to the 

IMPORTANCE parameter, as it raises questions of relevance, but more important, it conforms to the 

parameter, as it is making a crucial point about these “boers”. The repetition of the term ‘White’, therefore, 

emphasises the ‘badness’ of White Afrikaans (“boer”) farmers. 

The stancetaker also suggests that the one brother shooting the other brother are “lies” and the “boers” are 

“implicating the dead”. “implicating the dead” conforms to the GOOD-BAD parameter, as it is suggesting 

a moral judgement has been made about these farmers. The notion that “the wheel has turned” conforms to 

the EXPECTEDNESS parameter, as it indicates anticipation about what’s to come. User Q’s comment 

frames farmers as ‘bad’. The final example of how farmers are represented in this text can be observed 

below: 

(183) “When there is no more farmers left u better hope your government can feed u your 

greed and hate is your own demise”. 

In example (183), farmers are again displayed as ‘good’. It is owing to their contributions to feeding the 

country. This stancetaker believes that without farmers (implied here to mean White farmers), the country 

will struggle (“demise”). Farmers are, therefore, framed as an integral part of South Africa’s success. 

Political parties, figures and stances are key in farm violence discourse. As has been approached earlier in 

this section, the EFF is often portrayed as either the hero in the plight against farm violence or as the 

instigator. In this text, they are framed as the latter (#EFFsemoer). As the EFF is discussed in example 

(174), it is not discussed further here. Julius Malema, leader of the EFF, is specifically mentioned, observed 

below: 

(184) “…whose property were the protestors? Being a farmer lately you always have to 

wear bullet proof vests if you don't want to get murdered. Why don't they arrest 

Malema when calling his “fighters” to these protests? Hypocrites!” 
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Example (184), the stancetaker directly refers to Malema’s tweet from the A2 post. This occurrence 

demonstrates how South African farm violence discourse, particularly on Facebook, often overlaps 

concerning terms of what incidents have recently occurred. Provided the small divergence between the 

Senekal and the Mkhondo incidents, it is unsurprising that it is mentioned in this text (A2 Comments). The 

stancetaker calls the police “hypocrites” for note arresting Malema for calling his “fighters” to the protests, 

as opposed to the farmers involved in the death of two Black men. The term “hypocrites” conforms to the 

GOOD-BAD parameter and questions the police’s arrest of the farmers involved in the Mkhondo incident. 

Malema, similar to the EFF, is presented at the anthesis to the ‘good’ farmers. 

The ANC also plays a critical role in the framing of the discourse on farm violence. Often, the ANC is 

observed as ‘bad’ either for “supporting” farm violence or for not doing enough to support the Black 

communities involved in farm violence. There have been few positive mentions of the ANC in these texts. 

This is continued through this text. An example of the mention of the ANC is presented below: 

(185) “a guerilla war against the White people it was the tactics of the ANC and 

communists then, and it still is”. 

In example (185), the terms “guerilla war” and “communists” conform to the GOOD-BAD parameter and 

have strong connotations to the apartheid era. The noun “tactics” conforms to the CERTAINTY parameter, 

as it indicates something about the truth value of the ANC. The term “tactics” suggests that the ANC has 

adopted a secret strategy to eliminate South Africans and is, therefore, not being truthful about its plans for 

South Africa. This comment positions the ANC as having a calculated plan to wage war against White 

people. This notion, and this comment, exploit the “swartgevaar” narrative while implying that the ANC is 

not only ‘bad’ but dangerous. 

In this text (comment section B2), the key role players in South African farm violence discourse are farmers, 

farm workers, the EFF, Julius Malema, and the ANC. Farmers are mainly portrayed as ‘good’, and farm 

workers, the EFF, Julius Malema and the ANC, as ‘bad’. The justification of violence towards ‘the other 

side’ is a consistent theme in the discussion of role players—in this and the previous texts (B1 comment 

section). Most comments on this post align with the page’s stance (that farm violence indicates a White 

genocide); however, a comment by User Q emphasises a strong dislike for farmers and suggests that “the 

wheel is turning”, implying that farmers will be met with the same treatment they treat farm workers. While 

not all the questioning stances are discussed, the stance observes farmers as ‘bad’. 
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iii. Additional themes of interest 

Hate, fear, and the ‘greater good’. 

The discourse of farm violence on Facebook in this and the previous texts analysed cluster around three 

major subthemes: hatred for someone or something, fear of someone or something, and a call to defend 

such a type of ‘greater good’. These subthemes are addressed in the below comment, in Afrikaans, but have 

been translated for discussion: 

(186) “Dis hier. By wyse van spreuke nie meer jare of maande nie. Dis dae. Wees 

voorbereid om julself en jul gesinne binne in jul gemeenskappe te verdedig. Dit is 

wat die ANC al vir jare beplan het. Dis reeds hulle wat hierdie gedrag van hul 

“our people” goedkeur om hul politieke agendas (waaronder die dood van elke 

witte in SA) te bereik”. 

Example translated from Afrikaans to English: 

“It’s here. In manner of speaking, it’s no longer years or months. It’s days. Be prepared 

to defend yourself and your families in your communities. This is what the ANC have 

been planning for years. They already endorse these “our people” attitudes to push 

their political agendas (which includes the killing of all the Whites in SA) 

In example (186), the stancetaker warns White South Africans that the time is near, and they must be 

prepared to “defend” themselves and their families and communities. The stancetaker suggests that the 

ANC have been planning “this” (while ambiguous, the reader can deduce that “this” is the killing of all 

Whites) for years, pushing their political agendas and using “our people” attitudes, which include the killing 

of all the Whites in SA. 

In example (186), hate is directed towards the ANC for their planning, pushing of political agendas, and 

“our people” attitudes. Fear is centred around the “killing of all Whites in SA”. Because of this hate and 

fear, White South Africans must convene to defend a ‘common good’ (themselves, their families, and their 

communities). 

While this example (186) approaches the subthemes, these are often dispersed throughout the text to create 

a bigger picture. In this text (B2 Comments), hate is directed towards Black people, farm, workers, the EFF, 

the ANC, and the judicial system. Fear is usually centred around being killed, in particular on a farm, and 

the eradication of ‘Whiteness’. The ‘greater good’ that must be defended is, therefore, the identity of being 
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a White farmer in South Africa. Evaluative language, across all four of the parameters, is employed 

throughout the text (B2 comment section) to convey these subthemes. 

The findings of the B2 comment section indicate that the Mkhondo incident is largely observed as a “farm 

attack that went wrong”. The Coka brothers are called “farm attackers” and “farm workers”. ‘Whiteness’ 

portrayed as ‘good’, and ‘Blackness’ is portrayed as ‘bad’. 

5.7 Chapter conclusion 

This chapter directs and analyses the key findings of this study. It was established that the A2 and B2 

comment sections contained the highest levels of evaluation. This meant that the pages observing farm 

violence as evidence of a White genocide featured more evaluative language in the comment sections than 

the page regarding farm violence as a sign of the larger crime problems in the country. The GOOD-BAD 

is the most applied evaluative parameter across the texts. 

Most evaluative items in these texts cluster around the two major themes—ethnicity and role players and 

three subthemes of ‘hate’, ‘fear’ and the ‘greater good’. In the A1 and B1 comment sections, ‘Whiteness’ 

is framed as ‘bad’ and ‘Blackness’ as ‘good’. In the same texts, the EFF is delineated as ‘good’, and groups, 

such as AfriForum, are presented as ‘bad’. In the A2 and B2 posts' comment sections, the opposite is true; 

‘Whiteness’ is framed as ‘good’ and ‘Blackness’ as ‘bad’. In the same comment sections, the EFF is 

observed as ‘bad’. AfriForum’s minor mentions indicate it as ‘good’. Another major notion from these 

comment sections is that the EFF and ANC support or sponsor farm violence. In the A1 and B1 comment 

sections, this notion is condemned, and in the A2 and B2 comment sections, this is supported.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

6.1 Chapter introduction 

This chapter discusses the conclusions of the research. The conclusions are drawn directly from the 

questions that inspired the research. Little research exists on the language of farm violence from a 

specifically linguistic angle. South African farm violence, and the discourse surrounding it on Facebook, 

have been addressed by Barraclough (2021) and Sheik (2022) in media and cultural studies. These studies 

approached the language used in farm violence discourse; however, the focus of the research in both 

instances was on the main tropes and themes associated with this discourse rather than the specific 

emotional words or phrases used to describe it. These studies also employed CDA to elucidate POS. The 

current research adopted a SFL approach, observing language as meaning-making  (Matthiessen & 

Halliday, 2009). This study explored meaning-making through language choice to convey stance, whereas 

Barraclough (2021) and Sheik (2022) investigated power dynamics in farm violence discourse. This 

research, therefore, adopted a more macro-linguistic approach focused on a semantic language level by 

specifically addressing evaluative language employed in the chosen Facebook posts and comment sections. 

Barraclough (2021) and Sheik’s (2022) offer valuable insight into the topic, providing the current research 

with a sound origin when commencing the analysis, especially regarding the major themes worth 

addressing. Because of Barraclough's (2021) and Sheik’s (2022) findings concerning major discursive 

themes, this research uncovered similar findings on a thematic level. Themes, such as racial polarisation, 

role players (such as the EFF, farmers, farm workers, and the ANC), violence and fear, occurred in the 

discourse. 

This study elaborates on two instances of farm violence, indicating the Senekal and the Mkhondo incident. 

The Senekal incident involved a White victim, whereas the Mkhondo incident involved a Black victim. The 

A data sets (A1 post, A1 comment section, A2 post, and A2 comment section) addressed the Senekal 

incident. The B data sets (B1 post, B1 comment section, B2 Post and B2 comment section) addressed the 

Mkhondo incident. 

The study focused on two major themes, indicating ethnicity and role players. Within these themes, the 

focus was on subthemes of racism, representations of ‘Whiteness’, ‘Blackness’, the key groups, and 

individuals mentioned in the text. The study also focused on additional subthemes, clustering around hate, 

fear, and a call to defend ‘a greater good’. Similar to Barraclough (2021), this study established that 
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Zimbabwe was used as evidence for what could happen to South Africa should farm violence continue; its 

mention was, therefore, often used to instil fear. 

Once the study finalised the discursive themes of farm violence in the various texts (four Facebook pages 

and their corresponding comment sections), various examples are presented of how evaluative language 

was employed to address the themes. This entailed the themes indicating the origin of the discussion; 

however, the study’s main concern was how evaluative language was used to convey the stance of the page 

and the commenters when addressing these themes. The themes, therefore, were complimentary to the 

instances of evaluative language but did not present the focus of the study. 

The study adopted a combined evaluative approach to identify, classify, and discuss the instances of 

evaluation in the texts. This approach combined Hunston and Thompson’s (2003) evaluative and 

Bednarek’s (2006) new evaluative frameworks. Evaluative language use is discussed specifically regarding 

the main research questions addressed in these sections. 

6.2 Chapter 1—summary 

Chapter 1 of this study introduces the research topic. The term farm violence is explained, and some general 

background and context to the study are provided. The research questions and objectives are explained, and 

the farm violence incidents (Senekal and Mkhondo) are introduced. 

6.3 Chapter 2—summary 

Chapter 2 addresses South African history. It elucidates land and identity and demonstrates how South 

Africa’s tumultuous racial past continues to play a role in postapartheid South Africa. The official figures 

of farm violence in South Africa are explored. The preference for the term ‘farm violence’ is explained, 

and the incidents (Senekal and Mkhondo) explored in the study are elucidated. 

6.4 Chapter 3—summary 

Chapter 3 addresses the literature on farm violence in South Africa. Barraclough (2021) and Sheik (2022) 

conducted two dissertation-level studies on farm violence on Facebook in media studies. These studies, 

however, focused on how information on the topic was shared and received. Sheik (2022) adopted a similar 

approach to this study; however, it focused on encoding and decoding rather than evaluating language. This 

chapter also addresses the finer nuances of the online space, such as algorithms, echo chambers, filter 

bubbles, and problematic language. It also directs the types of information established online and how this 
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is shared. Phenomena such as these affected this study. This was confirmed in the analysis of the findings 

where problematic language was evident, stances were mainly aligned with the page where they occurred, 

and false and misleading information was shared. 

6.5 Chapter 4—summary 

Chapter 4 of this study addresses the various methods used in this study and the specific methodology 

process adopted. The study was in the larger field of SFL, and it was explained that evaluation is in the 

field of and expands on the SFL field. The study addressed the evaluation parameters and indicated 

employing a combined approach to identify these parameters, drawing from Hunston and Thompson’s 

(2003) and Bednarek’s (2006) framework. The processes for data collection and analysis are elucidated, 

and the limitations are addressed. 

6.6 Chapter 5—summary and conclusion to the study 

Chapter 5 addresses the study findings. In this chapter, evaluative instances are identified while analysing 

evaluative instances on the chosen Facebook page’s posts and the corresponding comment sections. The 

conclusions are, therefore, discussed with the research questions observed below. 

6.6.1 Research Question 1: How is the evaluative language employed in posts by the Facebook 

page admin and in the comment sections? 

The first research question aimed to uncover general findings and patterns of evaluative language across 

the admin’s posts and the corresponding comment sections. 

The study established that the GOOD-BAD parameter is the most applied evaluative parameter across all 

texts. This was anticipated as the GOOD-BAD parameter is the core parameter of evaluation; however, 

according to Hunston and Thompson (2003), the GOOD-BAD parameter also indicates a judgement of 

moral value, which was to be expected as this study focused on an issue that typically raises morality 

questions. While this parameter is often used, the framing of who was considered ‘good’ and who was 

considered ‘bad’ understandably differed according to the pages, regardless of the incidents. The A1 and 

B1 data sets, taken from a page perceiving ‘White genocide’ as a myth, largely framed ‘Whiteness’ and 

farmers as ‘bad’. The A2 and B2 data sets, taken from two pages perceiving ‘White genocide’ as a legitimate 

issue, framed ‘Blackness’ as ‘bad’ but did not implicate farm workers as ‘bad’. Instead, the ‘bad’ entity was 

associated with an external ‘other’, implying that this other was Black. 
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The remainder of the evaluative parameters adopted a supplementary role, emphasising the ‘good’ and 

‘bad’ entities or stances being portrayed. This meant that evaluative instances along the CERTAINTY 

parameter, for instance, were largely employed by stancetakers to indicate a commitment to their stance 

either through (un)necessity, (e.g., had to); (im)possibility (e.g., “could not”) or reliability (e.g., “fake” or 

“unlikely”). The CERTAINTY parameter often indicates how true the stancetaker established a stance 

about a ‘good’ or ‘bad’ entity or stance. 

Evaluative items established along the IMPORTANCE parameter were largely employed to provide 

evidence for a stancetaker’s observation or to indicate an important aspect of the stancetaker’s observation 

(e.g., providing someone’s ethnicity to emphasise that it is people belonging to that ethnicity being labelled 

with this observation). 

Evaluative items established along the EXPECTEDNESS parameter were largely employed to indicate 

either how obvious something was to the stancetaker (e.g., “obviously”) or what the stancetaker was 

anticipating because of their stance (e.g., “if”). Several instances of EXPECTEDNESS indicate sarcasm 

(e.g., “Oh I Forgot”), emphasising that the stancetaker established their observation so obviously that they 

could use irony to mock the alternative observation. 

As the posts are shorter than the comment sections, less room exists for the stancetaker to emphasise their 

stance; therefore, the GOOD-BAD parameter is used more frequently in these posts than in the comment 

section. 

The comment section engages three levels of discussion, indicating the stancetaker’s observations on the 

page’s post, the stancetaker’s observations on farm violence, and the stancetaker’s observations regarding 

other stancetakers. Conversely, only one level of discussion is engaged in the posts, indicating the 

stancetaker’s observation on the incident being addressed. The comment section, therefore, allows for 

observations to be challenged while behaving as a spoken discourse would to an extent. The post behaves 

in a more traditional written discourse to position the reader in a passive role where they cannot engage 

with the stance. 

These discussion layers also affected evaluation. In the comment section, evaluation was often used to 

‘attack’ another stancetaker and, depending on how heated the discussion was, could feature several 

provocative evaluative items. The post, while attempting to obtain a strong point across, is not arguing with 

another stancetaker and, therefore, does not need to attack someone. 
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The page’s post sets the tone for the comment section, and it addresses a sensitive issue, but once the tone 

has been set, the commenters may change the direction of the stance. Owing to social media phenomena, 

such as algorithms, echo chambers, and filter bubbles, the dominant stance in the comment section usually 

aligns with the page’s stance. Similarly, when commenters disagree with the page’s stance, they are 

‘attacked’ by other commenters who defend the page’s stance. The was observed throughout the data sets, 

where most of the comments aligned with the stance of the page; other users often targeted the few that did 

not agree. 

This led to the second research question, which aimed to uncover how evaluative language varies across 

the pages and depending on the farm violence incident being addressed. This research question is discussed 

in the subsequent section. 

6.6.2 Research Question 2: How does evaluative language vary across the Facebook pages, 

based on the farm violence incident? 

The second research question aimed to uncover how evaluative language differed depending on the 

Facebook page (a page that observed farm violence as a part of the general crime problem in South Africa 

versus a page that observed farm violence as evidence of White genocide) and the incident (Senekal versus 

Mkhondo or White victim versus Black victim). The study, therefore, compared the findings across the 

pages and then across the incidents. 

The A posts (A1 post and A2 post) featured considerably higher levels of evaluation than the B posts (B1 

post and B2 post). This is owing to the nature of the posts. In the A1 post, the page’s admin authored the 

post, and in the A2 post, the page’s admin shared Willem Petzer’s response to a Julius Malema tweet. These 

posts also focused on the Senekal protests rather than the Senekal incident. It was, therefore, anticipated 

that these two posts would feature elevated levels of evaluation. The A2 post features the highest levels of 

evaluation out of the posts, with 40.07% of the words in the text belonging to evaluative items. 

The B posts (B1 post and B2 post) are news reports about the Mkhondo incident. The pages’ admins, 

therefore, did not author the posts. These posts (B1 post and B2 post) are news reports on the incident; 

therefore, it was anticipated that they would feature less evaluative language as news reports are intended 

to be unbiased; however, albeit at a lower level, both reports (B1 post and B2 post) feature evaluation. 

Several of these evaluative instances were attributed to another stancetaker and, therefore, did not 

necessarily indicate the stancetaker’s instances of evaluation. The stancetaker’s choice of which attributed 

evaluative items to include, could subtly suggest something about their leaning. The B2 post, for instance, 

 
 
 

 

©©  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  PPrreettoorriiaa  

 



196 

 

features higher levels of evaluation than the B1 post; however, upon closer examination of the B2 post, the 

study established that the stancetaker supplied a quote from the prosecutor involved in Mkhondo and a 

quote by the defence. Most of the evaluative instances, therefore, were attributed, and as the stancetaker 

provided two stances, it was more balanced than the B1 post, which only included attributed stances from 

the victim’s niece. The B1 post does not mention that any White farmers were injured in the incident, 

whereas the B2 post mentions that a farm owner was “severely injured”. The final two paragraphs of the 

B2 post, initially more balanced, clarify that the stancetaker observed the Mkhondo protests as wrong and 

indicated that White people were victims. This notion is, however, not implied about the incident. 

Of the comment sections, Post A1 (addressing the Senekal incident and protests specifically) received the 

most attention. The A2 comment section features the highest levels of evaluation, with 51.56% of the total 

words in the text being evaluative. 

The A1 comment section features the most interaction among differing stances, although the most popular 

stance was still that of the page. In addressing the Senekal protests, the A1 comment section largely 

observed the protesters as ‘bad’ and suggested that the protest was uncalled for. ‘Whiteness’ is largely 

associated with White domination in the A1 comments, and the EFF is observed as the anthesis to this 

domination. Racism is also mentioned multiple times in the A1 comment section, with several evaluative 

items clustering around this theme. Usually, where an individual questions the stance of the page or the 

stance of an individual agreeing with the page, the individual is shut down and labelled as ‘racist’; however, 

the A1 comment section reflects that farm violence is not an issue that deserves individual attention; 

evidence, such as the evaluative phrase “50+ people die in SA every single day” is used to lessen the severity 

of the Senekal incident. 

The A2 comment section features more explicit evaluation instances, whereas the A1 comment section 

employs various implicit evaluations. The A2 comment section repeatedly remarks that the EFF supports 

farm murders and insinuates that farm attacks are “state-sponsored”. This comment section features some 

interaction between differing stances, but these interactions are more hostile than in the A1 comment 

section—with one user accusing another user of being a “really bad messed up Black racist” and then stating 

that it is “inherently and disappointingly” in his “blood” to “offer nothing better”. While an interaction in 

the A1 comment section observes a user calling another user a “terrorist sympathiser” in retaliation to being 

called a “White supremacist”, there is no similar instance where a user lists reasons White people are 

“inherently and disappointingly” only capable of “racism, hatred, and violence”. 
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The A2 comment section ties ‘Blackness’ to danger throughout the text, employing terms, including 

“shithole third-world country” to describe South Africa and mentions terms, such as “Cultural Marxism” 

and “woke”. Whereas the A1 comment section ties ‘Whiteness’ to violence throughout, mentions the “far-

right” multiple times and employs terms, such as “White arrogance” and “White supremacy” when 

discussing ‘Whiteness’. The A1 comment section observes racism as prejudice against people of colour, 

specifically Black people. The A2 comment section observes racism as prejudice against White people. 

The evaluative language in the A1 comment section is less semantically provoked in most instances and, 

therefore, more challenging for the untrained eye to pick up. The A1 commenters use language widely 

accepted online, and therefore, their stances are less biased. Conversely, the A2 commenters use language 

heavily semantically loaded and adopt several apartheid-era ideals, especially that Black people are 

unintelligent, dangerous, and unethical. The emphasis on the violence of Black South Africans is often used 

as a reason for farmers to “fight back” in this text. 

The B comment sections feature fewer comments than the A comment sections. These comments are also 

briefer. The B1 comments are evenly split between comment threads and isolated comments; however, the 

B2 comment section holds more isolated comments than comment threads. The B2 comment section is, 

therefore, the least interactive comment section. 

The B1 comment section observes the Mkhondo incident as a tragedy calculated by the White farmers. 

Commenters use threatening language and suggest that tragedies, such as “these are a call for revenge”. 

The EFF is presented as the entity to end tragedies (“it’s really high time we vote for the EFF”), and land 

should be grabbed from “racist White farmers”. Farm workers are likened to “slaves”, and “AfriForum” is 

called out for not reacting to the death of two Black males on a farm. The B1 comment section uses 

evaluative language to indicate that White farmers treat their staff badly and that instances of farm violence 

involving Black people are ignored. 

The B1 comment section also features a screenshot of a supposed “witness” from the event. The screenshot 

is shared multiple times throughout the comment section but is an example of why the other side is wrong. 

The screenshot portrays a supposedly Black female confessing to White males being injured during the 

farm violence incident; however, the commenters dismiss this screenshot for various reasons; the first being 

the Black person identifying themselves as a Black person, the spelling of the name (which has been left 

out of this study to ensure anonymity) and the second being the emphasis of this person present at the 

incident (“from a reliable source who was there”). 
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The Senekal incident is cited twice in the B1 comment section (the Mkhondo incident). The first mention 

is by a commenter attempting to dismiss the page’s focus on the killing of the Coka brothers by asking why 

they did not address Brendin Horner’s murder. Various commenters immediately dismiss this comment. 

The second instance is when another commenter suggests that maybe “boere” killed Horner and blamed it 

on Black people as they did in “apartheid”. Both instances detract from the respective farm violence 

incidents and inflate the other. 

The B2 comment section observes the Mkhondo incident as a “farm attack that ended in the farmer and 

farm workers favour”. In the comment section, evaluative language is used to justify why the brothers were 

not supposed to be on the farm. This is especially interesting as the page’s post does not favour a specific 

stance regarding the farm violence incident. Most of the commenters on this page, therefore, adopted the 

defence’s stance. 

The B2 comment section does not include several opposing stances to the defence’s stance; however, one 

instance of an opposing stance is expressed similarly to the comment in the B1 comment section where 

“boers” unfairly blame the death on Black people. The same screenshot from the B1 comment section is 

shared in this comment section (B2); however, it is provided as “evidence” for the farmers’ innocence. The 

B2 comment section also features Afrikaans comments—to be expected as it is a page with an Afrikaans 

name. The B2 comment section mainly uses evaluative language to indicate the farmers’ innocence or 

justify the farmers’ use of violence and to implicate ‘Blackness’ as ‘bad’. 

6.6.3 Research Question 3: What does evaluative language on the selected pages and their 

corresponding comment sections suggest about the public discourse of South African 

farm violence on Facebook? 

Across the texts, ‘Whiteness’ is polarised with ‘Blackness’, racism is addressed, and role players are 

implicated. In the A1 and B1 data sets (the same page), farmers are implicated as ‘bad’, and the EFF is 

observed as ‘good’. In the A2 and B2 data sets (two pages with the same stance), the farmers are observed 

as ‘good’, and the EFF and the government are perceived as ‘bad’. Interestingly, throughout the texts, farm 

workers are never implicated as ‘bad’. In the A1 and B1 data sets, farm workers are portrayed as victims 

treated badly by White farmers. In the A2 and B2 data sets, farm workers are grouped with the farmers in 

portraying violence on farms. ‘Whiteness’ is largely observed as ‘bad’ in the A1 and B1 data sets and as 

‘good’ in the A2 and B2 data sets. Conversely, ‘Blackness’ is largely observed as ‘good’ in the A1 and B1 

data sets and as ‘bad’ in the A2 and B2 data sets. 
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The EFF is observed as the solution to ending racism on farms in the A1 and B1 data sets and as the cause 

of farm violence in the A2 and B2 data sets. Throughout the data sets, a need exists to polarise one group 

with another—whether ‘Whiteness’ and ‘Blackness’, farmers, and the EFF, or “the right” and “the left”; 

therefore, several commenters fail to notice that they argue the same points from various angles. There 

appears to be little understanding of the other side in the texts. Farm violence is observed as evidence of 

genocide or something not worth addressing. Neither stance leave much room for discussion, as evidenced 

by stancetakers attacking one another when an alternative stance is offered. The public discourse on farm 

violence largely serves as a means for South Africans to address racial frustrations; therefore, discussions 

often veer off track and implicate one side as being ‘bad’, deserving of some punishment. 

The song “Dbul ‘ibunu” is referred to in each comment section except for B1 at least once. In most of its 

mentions, the song is portrayed negatively. The song is also mentioned in the A1 post, where it is described 

as a struggle song, and it is suggested that it is not evidence of a call to kill White farmers. As evidenced 

by its constant mention, this song plays a core role in farm violence discussions. 

Public discourse on South African farm violence, especially on the A2 and B2 pages, also observes 

Zimbabwe as a cautionary tale for what could happen to South Africa. This is intended to instil fear and 

justify ‘fighting back’ in an analogous way; White racism on farms is intended to justify “revenge” towards 

White farmers. The A1 and B1 data sets imply that farm violence results directly from White racism. The 

A2 and B2 data sets imply that farm violence is a targeted attempt to destroy White South Africans and, 

therefore, White farmers may retaliate. 

Public discourse about farm violence in South Africa on Facebook is emotional, racial, and a call for 

violence from both sides. One side is appealing for better treatment of farm workers, and the other is calling 

for the so-called ‘calculated’ killings of farmers. Both sides are calling for an end to farm violence; however, 

their focus on racialised issues prevents them from considering that they are arguing for the same thing—a 

safer environment on farms. This discourse demonstrates a need for better discourse groups around this 

sensitive topic. 

6.7 Recommendations 

For future research, it is recommended to expand the study to include more Facebook pages. This would 

help develop a better overview of how evaluative language is used to discuss farm violence on the platform. 

It could also be worthwhile to extend the study to include various social media platforms, such as Instagram, 

TikTok, YouTube, and LinkedIn, as these platforms attract diverse audiences. Although, some finer 
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nuances would need to be ironed out for TikTok and YouTube as these are largely video-sharing platforms. 

It could also be worthwhile to investigate the comments on an official news outlet’s page on these platforms, 

as Sheik (2022) has conducted. This could provide an interesting point of comparison as the intention 

behind the posts is slightly different for news outlets as opposed to a public Facebook page aimed at raising 

awareness about a specific issue. A future study could also add a layer of analysis of evaluative language 

by employing the appraisal framework. 

6.8 Contributions 

This study explores South African farm violence from a linguistic angle. While South African farm violence 

has been addressed in various other fields, it was not addressed in linguistics specifically from an evaluative 

and, therefore, this study provides a valuable origin for further researcher into language about farm violence 

on social media. 

6.9 Chapter conclusion 

The evaluative language was a valuable linguistic tool for analysing the farm violence public discourse on 

Facebook as it measures stance. Through evaluative language, Facebook users indicate their stance on farm 

violence. The Facebook page, observing farm violence as a general indicator of South Africa’s crime 

problems, featured comments that appeared, on the surface to be more trustworthy; however, upon closer 

examination, it was established that several of these comments featured elevated levels of implicit 

evaluation. While less obvious than the explicitly evaluative items established on the page observing farm 

violence as an indicator of White genocide; these implicitly evaluative items were still worth exploring. 

Facebook users often dramatise the ‘badness’ of a different side to emphasise their side’s ‘goodness’. The 

four evaluative parameters: GOOD-BAD, CERTAINTY, IMPORTANCE, and EXPECTEDNESS, work 

in tandem to convey the Facebook user’s stance. This demonstrates how evaluation should be observed as 

a singular concept  (Hunston & Thompson, 2003) rather than four concepts. 

Farm violence in South Africa is discussed in extremes on these pages, with a stancetaker either seeing 

something as ‘good’ or ‘bad’, ‘black’ or ‘White’ or ‘left’ or ‘right’. As evidenced by the hostile comments 

towards individuals with differing stances, the discourse about South African farm violence on Facebook 

is emotional, racial, and polarised and calls for violence towards the other side. 
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