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Discourse	
  analysis	
  

Discourse	
  
§  	
  is	
  language	
  use	
  as	
  social	
  prac$ce	
  
§  	
  is	
  based	
  on	
  and	
  creates	
  knowledge	
  
§  represents	
  aspects	
  of	
  the	
  word;	
  constructs	
  iden$$es	
  and	
  

rela$ons;	
  consists	
  of	
  meaningful,	
  cohesive	
  texts	
  
§  e.g.	
  accoun$ng	
  discourse	
  

social	
  field	
  



Discourse	
  analysis	
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Macro-level 
social context (situational, institutional, societal) 

Meso-level 
discourse practice context (production, 
distribution, reception, adaptation) 

 
Micro-level 
text 

Context analysis – discourse practice and social: Why are these 
actors etc. represented, and why in this way? 

Text analysis - 
semiotic: How are 
actors etc. 
represented? 

Text analysis - 
content: What 
actors, entities and 
events are 
represented? 



§  format/macro-­‐genre	
  combining	
  various	
  genres:	
  highlights,	
  
chairman’s	
  statement,	
  CEO	
  review,	
  financial	
  review	
  etc.	
  

§  liPle	
  regula$on	
  in	
  UK	
  compared	
  to	
  US	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
§  target	
  readers:	
  analysts	
  and	
  investors	
  	
  	
  
§  informa$ve	
  and	
  persuasive	
  purposes	
  

Annual	
  reports	
  	
  

Example	
  image	
  

familiar:	
  
chairman’s	
  

statement,	
  CEO	
  
review	
  

formal	
  business	
  
wri$ng:	
  business	
  

review,	
  
corporate	
  
governance	
  
reports	
  

formal	
  
accoun$ng	
  
language:	
  

financial	
  and	
  
opera$ng	
  
reviews	
  

Munro	
  2014	
  



Sen$ment	
  analysis	
  to	
  predict	
  future	
  financial	
  performance:	
  e.g.	
  Hájek	
  
and	
  Olej	
  2013	
  
Diachronic	
  change	
  in	
  UK	
  annual	
  reports,	
  1965-­‐2004	
  (Bea_e	
  et	
  al.	
  
2008):	
  	
  

increase	
  in	
  page	
  length,	
  voluntary	
  and	
  narra$ve	
  informa$on	
  
ubiquitous	
  impression	
  management	
  through	
  selec$vity,	
  graphical	
  
measurement	
  distor$on	
  and	
  manipula$on	
  of	
  the	
  length	
  of	
  $me	
  series	
  

	
  
Interdiscursivity	
  in	
  annual	
  reports	
  (Bha$a	
  2010):	
  	
  

accoun$ng,	
  economics,	
  public	
  rela$ons	
  and	
  legal	
  discourse	
  in	
  different	
  
sec$ons	
  
different	
  func$ons	
  
strategic	
  posi$on	
  lends	
  credibility	
  to	
  public	
  rela$ons	
  discourse	
  in	
  
chairman’s	
  statement	
  

	
  
	
  

Discourse	
  analysis	
  and	
  annual	
  
reports:	
  Previous	
  work	
  	
  



Narra$ve	
  structure	
  in	
  annual	
  reports	
  including	
  ambiguous	
  results	
  
(Jameson	
  2000):	
  aim	
  to	
  make	
  readers	
  co-­‐construct	
  investment	
  story	
  
through	
  	
  

–  nonlinear	
  structure	
  
–  drama$za$on	
  through	
  contras$ng	
  narrators	
  
–  variety	
  of	
  subgenres	
  
–  combina$on	
  of	
  verbal	
  and	
  visual	
  discourse	
  

Readers’	
  response	
  may	
  depend	
  on	
  intellectual	
  understanding	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  
emo$onal	
  interac$on	
  with	
  the	
  narrator	
  persona.	
  	
  

Rhetorical	
  organisa$on	
  of	
  chairman’s	
  statements	
  in	
  three	
  moves	
  
(Skulstad	
  1996):	
  

1.  establishing	
  rela$onships	
  between	
  the	
  chairman,	
  the	
  company	
  and	
  the	
  
readers	
  

2. maintaining	
  confidence	
  
3.  reinforcing	
  rela$onships	
  already	
  established	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Discourse	
  analysis	
  and	
  annual	
  
reports:	
  Previous	
  work	
  	
  



Word	
  frequencies	
  in	
  opera$ng	
  and	
  financial	
  reports	
  (Rutherford	
  2005):	
  
required	
  neutrality	
  disregarded	
  in	
  favour	
  of	
  evalua$ve	
  (posi$ve)	
  lexis	
  
(‘assets’,	
  ‘profit’,	
  ‘up’),	
  especially	
  for	
  poorly	
  performing	
  companies:	
  posi$ve	
  
bias	
  as	
  default	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Collocates	
  and	
  seman$c	
  preference	
  in	
  discussion	
  of	
  the	
  financial	
  crisis	
  
in	
  CSR	
  reports	
  (Lischinsky	
  2011):	
  

abstract	
  actors	
  (‘demand’,	
  ‘markets’),	
  nega$ve	
  impact	
  (‘affect’,	
  ‘hit’)	
  and	
  
intensifiers	
  (‘severely’,	
  ‘sustained’)	
  background	
  social	
  actors	
  and	
  
consequences	
  	
  	
  
	
  

Strategies	
  of	
  impression	
  management	
  and	
  obfusca$on	
  in	
  chairmen’s	
  
statements	
  (Merkl-­‐Davies	
  and	
  Koller	
  2012):	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

Discourse	
  analysis	
  and	
  annual	
  
reports:	
  Previous	
  work	
  	
  



STRATEGY passivisa3on referen3al	
  
vagueness 

gramma3cal	
  
metaphor 

conceptual	
  metaphor	
  
and	
  metonymy 

linguis3c	
  
features 

passive	
  voice	
  (and	
  
social	
  actor	
  
dele$on) 

plural	
  
pronoun	
  
usage 

nominalisa$on;	
  
replacing	
  social	
  
with	
  gramma$cal	
  
actors	
  (and	
  
intransi$ve	
  or	
  
erga$ve	
  verbs) 

(a) 	
  Metaphor	
  
(personifica$on)	
  
(b) 	
  Metonymy:	
  
Specified	
  replaced	
  by	
  
collec$ve	
  social	
  actors 

effect Social	
  actors	
  and	
  
their	
  
responsibili$es	
  are	
  
backgrounded. 

A	
  collec$ve	
  
social	
  actor	
  is	
  
incompletely	
  
defined.	
   

Processes	
  are	
  
presented	
  as	
  facts.	
   

(a)	
  Social	
  actors	
  and	
  
their	
  responsibili$es	
  
are	
  backgrounded.	
  
(b)	
  Specific	
  social	
  
actors	
  and	
  their	
  
responsibili$es	
  are	
  
backgrounded. 

example ”The	
  job	
  cuts	
  were	
  
jus$fied	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  
structural	
  
reorganisa$on.”	
   

“Our	
  people	
  
are	
  part	
  of	
  our	
  
success.” 

“Increasing	
  demand	
  
for	
  oil	
  explains	
  price	
  
rises	
  in	
  consumer	
  
goods.”	
  
“The	
  move	
  took	
  
three	
  hours.” 

(a) 	
  Trends	
  show	
  that...	
  
(b) 	
  Management	
  
predicts	
  that...	
  
Headquarters	
  
yesterday	
  announced	
  
that... 



As	
  factors	
  in	
  investor	
  behaviour	
  
ra$onal	
  investor	
  >	
  homo	
  economicus	
  	
  
Behavioural	
  finance:	
  
§  asserts	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  liPle	
  empirical	
  evidence	
  for	
  ra$onal	
  economics	
  and	
  

efficient	
  financial	
  markets	
  
§  links	
  behavioural	
  characteris$cs	
  of	
  top	
  execu$ves	
  (e.g.	
  confidence	
  level)	
  

and	
  their	
  decision-­‐making	
  
§  explains	
  financial	
  phenomena	
  based	
  on	
  non-­‐ra$onal	
  behaviour	
  amongst	
  

investors	
  	
  
–  investor	
  mood:	
  influenced	
  by	
  unrelated	
  events	
  (weather,	
  sports	
  

events)	
  
–  trading	
  ac$vity	
  and	
  poroolio	
  choice:	
  disposi$on	
  effect,	
  familiarity	
  

hypothesis	
  (individual	
  investors),	
  word-­‐of-­‐mouth	
  effect	
  	
  
–  asset	
  pricing:	
  e.g.	
  op$mism,	
  overconfidence	
  >	
  self-­‐aPribu$on	
  bias;	
  

overreac$on	
  to	
  signal	
  strength	
  	
  	
  

Emo$on	
  and	
  ra$onality	
  

Subrahmanyam	
  2007	
  



In	
  annual	
  reports	
  

Emo$on	
  and	
  ra$onality	
  

Corporate	
  discourse	
  as	
  increasingly	
  drawing	
  on	
  emo$on	
  (Koller	
  2011):	
  
§  reflexivity	
  as	
  management	
  tool	
  
§  companies	
  as	
  ins$tu$ons	
  that	
  provide	
  meaning	
  
§  emo$onal	
  investment	
  in,	
  and	
  iden$fica$on	
  with,	
  organisa$on	
  making	
  

employees	
  controllable	
  −	
  and	
  vulnerable	
  
	
  
Annual	
  reports	
  combining	
  ra$onal	
  (‘logos’),	
  credibility	
  (‘ethos’),	
  affec$ve	
  
(‘pathos’)	
  appeals	
  	
  
	
  

Hyland	
  1998	
  

explicit	
  argument	
  
structure	
  (‘in	
  

conclusion’,	
  ‘on	
  the	
  
other	
  hand’)	
  

aligning	
  company	
  and	
  
reader	
  through	
  evalua$on	
  

(‘hopefully’),	
  direct	
  
address,	
  an$cipated	
  
ques$ons,	
  hedging	
  	
  	
  

credible	
  persona	
  
through	
  emphasis	
  	
  	
  

(‘definitely’),	
  
hedging	
  (‘it	
  is	
  
possible’),	
  first	
  
person	
  singular	
  



In closing, let me say a few words on the deeper meaning of this model of 
continuous transformation to higher value, at this particular moment in history. 
As I have noted, an innovation model does not present an easy path, especially in 
an industry as fast-changing as ours. But once you are clear on your choice, it 
shapes everything you do […] And for IBM, it means something more. […]  
The era opening before us offers a historic opportunity for both businesses and 
societies to pursue this higher purpose. A vast new natural resource is being 
unleashed—promising to do for our century what steam, electricity and fossil fuels 
did for the Industrial Age. The economic and societal potential of this new gusher 
of data is incalculable. It is the opportunity of our lifetime—and IBMers are 
determined to seize it. 
It is in this spirit that I express my deep pride in the worldwide IBM team for 
bringing us to where we are, and my gratitude to you, our shareholders, for your 
unwavering support. I hope you share our excitement about your company’s 
performance and the way in which IBMers are building a smarter planet and a 
brighter future. 

 
from annual letter to investors, signed by CEO, 2012 

http://www.ibm.com/annualreport/2012/letter-from-the-chairman.html 



Data:	
  the	
  annual	
  reports	
  corpus	
  

Example	
  image	
  

Business	
  reviews	
   418,294	
  

CEO	
  reviews	
   834,533	
  

Chairman’s	
  statements	
   865,020	
  

Corporate	
  governance	
  reports	
   1,751,293	
  

Directors’	
  remunera$on	
  reports	
  	
   2,112,429	
  

Financial	
  reviews	
   1,586,154	
  

Highlights	
   113,635	
  

Opera$ng	
  reviews	
   652,597	
  

TOTAL	
  (words)	
   8,333,955	
  

§  annual	
  reports	
  for	
  2012	
  
§  ca.	
  450	
  companies	
  listed	
  on	
  London	
  Stock	
  Exchange,	
  various	
  

industries	
  
§  number	
  and	
  type	
  of	
  companies	
  differ	
  across	
  sec$ons	
  



‘Broadsweep’	
  searches:	
  	
  
–  Each	
  word/lexical	
  unit	
  is	
  associated	
  with	
  a	
  series	
  of	
  USAS	
  tags,	
  based	
  

on	
  an	
  underlying	
  manually	
  assembled	
  lexicon	
  of	
  ca.	
  56,000	
  words	
  
and	
  ca.	
  19,000	
  mul$-­‐word	
  units.	
  	
  

–  The	
  default	
  search	
  for	
  a	
  USAS	
  tag	
  returns	
  the	
  words/lexical	
  units	
  
where	
  that	
  tag	
  is	
  listed	
  first,	
  based	
  on	
  likely	
  first	
  rank	
  	
  (92%	
  accuracy)	
  

–  A	
  broadsweep	
  search	
  for	
  a	
  USAS	
  tag	
  returns	
  all	
  the	
  words/lexical	
  
units	
  that	
  are	
  associated	
  with	
  that	
  tag,	
  regardless	
  of	
  where	
  it	
  occurs	
  
in	
  the	
  sequence.	
  

Methods:	
  Wmatrix	
  

Lexical	
  analysis:	
   frequency	
  of	
  words,	
  keyness,	
  
concordances,	
  colloca$ons	
  

Part-­‐of-­‐speech	
  analysis	
  (CLAWS	
  7):	
   frequency	
  of	
  PoS	
  (and	
  words),	
  keyness	
  
Seman$c	
  analysis	
  (USAS):	
   frequency	
  of	
  seman$c	
  tags	
  (and	
  words),	
  

keyness,	
  word	
  lists	
  and	
  concordances,	
  
word-­‐seman$c	
  tag	
  colloca$ons	
  	
  	
  



Wmatrix:	
  list	
  and	
  broad-­‐list	
  



Using	
  Wmatrix	
  (USAS):	
  default	
  
searches	
  

word	
  list	
  X5.2	
  (interested,	
  excited,	
  energe$c),	
  whole	
  corpus	
  



Using	
  Wmatrix	
  (USAS):	
  
‘broadsweep’	
  searches	
  

+	
  Trying	
  hard	
  	
  
E3-­‐	
  Violent/angry	
  
O2	
  Objects	
  generally	
  	
  	
  



Extrac$ng	
  seman$c	
  domain	
  data:	
  
concordancing	
  USAS	
  tags	
  	
  
	
  



Focus	
  on	
  emo$on	
  and	
  ra$onality	
  
tags	
  	
  
	
  



Focus	
  on	
  emo$on	
  and	
  ra$onality	
  
tags	
  	
  
	
  



Results:	
  whole	
  corpus	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  

294	
  seman$c	
  tags	
  with	
  rela$ve	
  frequency	
  ≥	
  0.01	
  
15	
  seman$c	
  tags	
  with	
  rela$ve	
  frequency	
  ≥	
  1	
  

Seman3c	
  tag	
   Rela3ve	
  
frequency	
  

Numbers	
   4.0	
  
In	
  power	
   3.26	
  
Pronouns	
   3.2	
  
Money	
  and	
  pay	
   2.01	
  
Time:	
  period	
   1.94	
  
Business:	
  generally	
   1.78	
  
General	
  ac$ons,	
  
making	
  

1.56	
  

Seman3c	
  tag	
   Rela3ve	
  
frequency	
  

Exis$ng	
   1.45	
  
Wanted	
  (X7+)	
   1.33	
  
Belonging	
  to	
  a	
  group	
   1.30	
  
Quan$$es	
   1.22	
  
Loca$on	
  and	
  direc$on	
   1.15	
  
Ge_ng	
  and	
  possession	
   1.13	
  
Money:	
  generally	
   1.05	
  
Speech	
  acts	
   1.01	
  



Results:	
  whole	
  corpus	
  vs.	
  CEO	
  
reviews	
  

Significantly	
  overused	
  (key)	
  seman$c	
  domains	
  in	
  whole	
  corpus	
  vs.	
  
CEO	
  reviews:	
  	
  
Top	
  10:	
  In	
  power,	
  Money	
  and	
  pay,	
  Numbers,	
  Par$cipa$ng,	
  
Speech	
  acts	
  (e.g.	
  report*,	
  accoun$ng),	
  Personal	
  names,	
  Money	
  
generally,	
  Nega$ve,	
  Danger	
  (e.g.	
  risk*,	
  exposure*),	
  Suitable	
  
Emo3on:	
  Worry	
  
Ra3onality:	
  Wanted;	
  Conceptual	
  object;	
  Inves$gate,	
  test,	
  
examine,	
  search;	
  Thought,	
  belief;	
  Interested,	
  excited,	
  energe$c;	
  
Knowledgeable	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



Results:	
  whole	
  corpus	
  vs.	
  CEO	
  
reviews	
  

Significantly	
  underused	
  seman$c	
  domains	
  in	
  whole	
  corpus	
  vs.	
  
CEO	
  reviews,	
  i.e.	
  overused	
  in	
  CEO	
  reviews:	
  	
  
Top	
  10:	
  Pronouns;	
  Business:	
  selling;	
  Size:	
  big;	
  Time:	
  new	
  and	
  
young;	
  Degree:	
  boosters	
  (e.g.	
  extremely,	
  very);	
  Objects	
  generally	
  
(e.g.	
  product*);	
  Time:	
  beginning;	
  Geographical	
  names;	
  Vehicles	
  
and	
  transport	
  on	
  land	
  (e.g.	
  plaoorm*,	
  driv*,	
  cycle);	
  Tough,	
  strong	
  
Emo3on:	
  Happy;	
  Confident;	
  Content;	
  Like;	
  Sad;	
  Violent,	
  angry	
  
Ra3onality:	
  APen$ve;	
  Sensory:	
  sight;	
  Expected;	
  Success;	
  
Knowledge;	
  Means,	
  method;	
  Trying	
  hard;	
  Understanding	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  



Results:	
  CEO	
  reviews	
  

310	
  seman$c	
  tags	
  with	
  rela$ve	
  frequency	
  ≥	
  0.01	
  
Industry-­‐specific	
  tags	
  (e.g.	
  telecoms,	
  gas)	
  
	
  
	
  
General	
  seman3c	
  domain	
   Rela3ve	
  

frequency	
  
Highest	
  
rank	
  

Percentage	
  
of	
  tags	
  
realised	
  

Numbers	
  and	
  measurement	
   10.05	
   4	
   100%	
  
Money	
  and	
  commerce	
  in	
  industry	
   6.55	
   6	
   85%	
  
Time	
   5.25	
   8	
   100%	
  
Psychological	
  ac$ons,	
  states	
  and	
  
processes	
  

4.34	
   17	
   43%	
  

Emo$on	
   0.31	
   134	
   50%	
  



Results:	
  CEO	
  reviews	
  

Tag	
   Rela$ve	
  
frequency	
  

Frequent	
  words	
  	
  

Wanted	
   1.01	
   aim*,	
  goal*,	
  target*,	
  strateg*,	
  programme,	
  
design*,	
  objec$ve*,	
  planning	
  

Inves$gate,	
  examine,	
  
test,	
  search	
  

0.43	
   research,	
  review,	
  study,	
  prove*,	
  analysis,	
  
survey*,	
  test,	
  monitor	
  

Mental	
  object:	
  
Means,	
  method	
  

0.31	
   approach*,	
  channel*,	
  framework*,	
  
model*,	
  method*,	
  process*,	
  scheme*,	
  
solu$on*,	
  structure*,	
  system*,	
  tool*,	
  way*	
  

Knowledgeable	
   0.28	
   inform*,	
  experience*,	
  exper$se,	
  know*,	
  
recogni*,	
  iden$f*	
  

Able,	
  intelligent	
   0.25	
   (cap)abilit*,	
  experience*,	
  exper$se,	
  skill*,	
  
strong/strength*,	
  talent*,	
  professional	
  

Seman$c	
  domain	
  ‘Psychological	
  ac$ons,	
  states	
  and	
  processes’	
  	
  



Results:	
  CEO	
  reviews	
  

Tag	
   Rela$ve	
  
frequency	
  

Frequent	
  words	
  	
  

APen$ve	
  	
   0.24	
   focus*,	
  applica$on*,	
  concentrat*,	
  
highlight*	
  

Thought,	
  belief	
   0.22	
   advance*,	
  assum*,	
  belief/believ*,	
  
consider,	
  face*/facing,	
  outlook	
  	
  

Understanding	
   0.10	
   saw/see*,	
  recogni*,	
  understand*,	
  realis*,	
  
understanding,	
  insight*	
  

Mental	
  object:	
  
Conceptual	
  object	
  

0.10	
   concept*,	
  criteria,	
  ideas,	
  ideal*,	
  propos*,	
  
view,	
  vision	
  

Knowledge	
   0.07	
   source*,	
  evidence,	
  fact	
  

Seman$c	
  domain	
  ‘Psychological	
  ac$ons,	
  states	
  and	
  processes’	
  	
  



Results:	
  CEO	
  reviews	
  

Tag	
   Rela$ve	
  
frequency	
  

Frequent	
  words	
  	
  

Content	
   0.08	
   pleas*,	
  content,	
  sa$sf*,	
  grateful,	
  
happy,	
  fulfil*,	
  rewarding	
  

Like	
   0.06	
   pleas*,	
  like,	
  approv*,	
  popular,	
  enjoy*	
  
Confident	
   0.04	
   confiden*,	
  secur*,	
  trust*	
  
Happy	
   0.02	
   delighted,	
  hope,	
  enjoy,	
  happy,	
  bright,	
  

hopeful	
  
Violent,	
  angry	
   0.02	
   force*,	
  hit*,	
  aggressive*,	
  threat*	
  
Worry	
   0.02	
   concern*,	
  under	
  pressure	
  
Sad	
   0.01	
   suffer*,	
  regret*,	
  depressed	
  [markets]	
  
Discontent	
   0.01	
   disappoint*	
  
Emo$onal	
  ac$ons,	
  states	
  
and	
  processes	
  

0.01	
   	
  to/at	
  the	
  heart	
  of,	
  sense,	
  sen$ment	
  

Seman$c	
  domain	
  ‘Emo$on’	
  



Results:	
  CEO	
  reviews	
  

Overlap	
  between	
  emo$on	
  (E)	
  and	
  ra$onality	
  	
  (X),	
  cf.	
  overlap	
  
between	
  ethos	
  and	
  pathos	
  (Hyland	
  1998)	
  

X5.2+	
  (interested,	
  
excited,	
  
energe$c):	
  
exci$ng/excited,	
  
driv*,	
  ac$ve,	
  
interest	
  [fin.],	
  
dedicat*	
  

E1	
  (emo$onal	
  
ac$ons,	
  states	
  and	
  

processes):	
  	
  
approach*,	
  

creat*,	
  sense,	
  
sen$ment	
  

to/at	
  
the	
  
heart	
  
of	
  	
  



Results:	
  CEO	
  reviews	
  

X2.6+	
  (expected):	
  
expect*,	
  prospect,	
  
an$cipate,	
  
forecast*,	
  
project*,	
  predict*	
  	
  

E4.1+	
  (happy):	
  
delighted,	
  enjoy,	
  

happy,	
  bright	
  
hope*	
  



Results:	
  CEO	
  reviews	
  

X3.4	
  (sensory:	
  
sight):	
  focus*,	
  
look*	
  at/for/to,	
  
looking	
  ahead,	
  
reflect*,	
  saw/
see*,	
  vision	
  

E2+	
  (like):	
  	
  pleas*,	
  
like,	
  approv*,	
  

popular,	
  enjoy*	
  

look*	
  
forward	
  



A	
  closer	
  look	
  



A	
  closer	
  look	
  

Personalisa$on:	
  
–  direct	
  gaze,	
  eye	
  level,	
  medium	
  close	
  
shot	
  	
  	
  

–  pull	
  quote	
  
–  first	
  person	
  singular	
  	
  
–  emo$on	
  lexis	
  	
  

Depersonalisa$on:	
  
–  decontextualised	
  image	
  
–  mostly	
  first	
  person	
  plural	
  	
  
–  formulaic	
  use	
  of	
  emo$on	
  lexis	
  

Kress	
  and	
  van	
  Leeuwen	
  2006	
  



A	
  closer	
  look	
  

I	
  am//we	
  are//the	
  Board	
  was/has	
  been	
  pleased/delighted/confident/
sa$sfied	
  that/with…	
  	
  
	
  
Customers	
  who	
  may	
  have	
  suffered	
  detriment	
  
Customers	
  …	
  are	
  at	
  the	
  heart	
  of	
  everything	
  we	
  do.	
  
	
  
Affinity	
  partner(ship)/agreement/contract/rela$onship	
  
Customer	
  sa$sfac$on	
  	
  
	
  



A	
  closer	
  look	
  

The	
  business	
  model:	
  	
  
–  centres	
  on	
  ‘Happy	
  customers	
  
that	
  stay	
  with	
  us	
  year	
  on	
  year’	
  

–  priori$ses	
  ‘Products	
  people	
  
want’	
  [X7+]	
  

–  realises	
  mission	
  ‘to	
  provide	
  an	
  
affinity	
  branded	
  membership	
  
service	
  which	
  frees	
  our	
  
customers	
  from	
  the	
  worry	
  and	
  
inconvenience	
  of	
  home	
  
emergencies	
  and	
  repairs’	
  

Is	
  the	
  company	
  ‘outsourcing’	
  emo$ons	
  to	
  its	
  customers?	
  



A	
  closer	
  look	
  

Customer	
  tes$monials	
  	
  
	
  

‘I	
  was	
  very	
  happy	
  with	
  
the	
  service’	
  

	
  ‘I	
  was	
  very	
  happy’	
  
‘I’m	
  very	
  sa$sfied’	
  

‘I	
  also	
  felt	
  very	
  well	
  taken	
  care	
  of	
  
by	
  customer	
  service’	
  

‘what	
  a	
  relief	
  to	
  be	
  taken	
  care	
  of’	
  

‘Engineers	
  were	
  very	
  friendly/kind’,	
  ‘I	
  have	
  
been	
  impressed	
  with	
  the	
  kindness	
  of	
  every	
  
person’,	
  ‘They	
  were	
  kind’,	
  ‘The	
  person	
  that	
  
came	
  to	
  repair	
  [the	
  plug]	
  was	
  excep$onally	
  

kind’,	
  ‘The	
  engineer	
  was	
  a	
  nice	
  man’	
  



A	
  closer	
  look	
  

Kind(ness):	
  S1.2/S8+	
  
Friendly:	
  S1.2.1+,	
  S7.3-­‐	
  
Nice:	
  O4.2+,	
  	
  S1.2.1+	
  
Care:	
  S8+	
  
	
  
CommiPed:	
  S6+	
  
Partner:	
  S3.1/S2mf	
  S3.2/S2mf,	
  S4mf	
  	
  	
  
Rela$onship:	
  S3.1,	
  S3.2,	
  A2.2	
  S4	
  	
  
	
  
An	
  extended	
  concept	
  of	
  emo$on	
  would	
  include	
  rela$onships	
  –	
  
and	
  necessitate	
  further	
  analysis.	
  	
  	
  



Conclusions	
  and	
  implica$ons	
  

Further	
  research:	
  industry	
  comparison;	
  more	
  sec$ons,	
  images	
  (not	
  just	
  
content)	
  
–  CEO	
  reviews	
  contain	
  more	
  emo$on	
  lexis	
  than	
  annual	
  reports	
  as	
  a	
  

whole.	
  	
  	
  
–  Emo$on	
  is	
  profiled	
  against	
  the	
  background	
  of	
  ra$onality.	
  
–  Emo$on	
  and	
  ra$onality	
  partly	
  overlap.	
  	
  
–  Emo$on	
  lexis	
  is	
  used	
  in	
  formulaic	
  and	
  technical	
  ways.	
  	
  	
  
–  Rela$onship	
  company-­‐investors	
  backgrounded.	
  	
  
	
  
Can	
  annual	
  reports	
  be	
  improved	
  by	
  being	
  more	
  genuinely	
  emo$onal?	
  	
  
Would	
  this	
  be	
  desirable?	
  Or	
  should	
  they	
  be	
  purely	
  metric?	
  	
  
	
  



Quarterly	
  earnings	
  (2Q12)	
  Chinabank,	
  	
  hPp://www.chinabank.ph/pdf/SOC.pdf	
  



Thank	
  you	
  –	
  comments,	
  ques$ons,	
  
sugges$ons?	
  	
  
	
  
v.koller@lancaster.ac.uk,	
  @VeronikaKoller	
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