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1. Introduction
1.1. Digitalisation everywhere

growing digitalisation in linguistics, digital humanities, etc.

new affordances/opportunities in technological development

new practices

not enough empirical research in developing practices  genre conventions

new degree programmes; e.g. 

M.A. Modena 
Languages for communication in international enterprises and organizations -
lingue per la comunicazione nell'impresa e nelle organizzazioni internazionali 

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook



Reviews
Pavia

4/12/19 3 / 39

1.2. Genre development: expansion of meaning

“review” = Word-Of-Mouth: “Do you know a good restaurant around here?” 

new digital “affordances”  “electronic Word-Of-Mouth” 

the grand name “review” sounds more objective, better than “critique” or “appraisal”

because digital is not face-to-face, features of orality are “maintained”, rather included to 
simulate “proximity”, “adressivity”, in the end “credibility”/”trust”

on a platform where “fake” reviews,  manipulation, “undercover advertising” are normal!

from private to public discourse!

still personal, but “person” may be a “persona”, even an agent, a bot!

“narratives” add to credibility??

what are oral features?

short forms: I’ve, would’ve
personal pronoun address: you
colloquialism: o.k.

but oral features are not explicit - a risk in non-face-to-face communication! 

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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1.3. Genre development: standardizing practices

“community-specific practices” are developing into conventions
 to make choices easier for readers/customers

 “guidelines” 

and

 “evaluation of review”: “Did you find this useful?”

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook

BUT standardisation makes (semi?-)automatic analysing possible - and bot-use!

examples from the market leader: Amazon
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2. Concepts
2.1. Reviews

2.1.1. Reviews: popular definitions
A review is an evaluation of a publication, service, or company such as a movie (a movie review), video 

game (video game review), musical composition (music review of a composition or recording), book (book 

review); a piece of hardware like a car, home appliance, or computer; or an event or performance, such as a 

live music concert, play, musical theater show, dance show, or art exhibition. In addition to a critical 

evaluation, the review's author may assign the work a rating to indicate its relative merit. More loosely, an 

author may review current events, trends, or items in the news. A compilation of reviews may itself be called a 

review. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Review (01/12/19)

Scholarly peer review (also known as refereeing) is the process of subjecting an author's scholarly work, 

research, or ideas to the scrutiny of others who are experts in the same field, before a paper describing this 

work is published in a journal, conference proceedings or as a book. The peer review helps the publisher (that 

is, the editor-in-chief, the editorial board or the program committee) decide whether the work should be 

accepted, considered acceptable with revisions, or rejected. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scholarly_peer_review (01/12/19)

A user review is a review conducted by a computer user and published to a review site following product 

testing or the evaluation of a service. User reviews are commonly provided by consumers who volunteer to 

write the review, rather than professionals who are paid to evaluate the product or service. User reviews 

might be compared to professional nonprofit reviews from a consumer organization, or to promotional reviews 

from an advertiser or company marketing a product. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User_review (01/12/19)
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scholarly_method
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Idea
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Expert
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Academic_journal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Proceedings
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Editor-in-chief
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Editorial_board
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scholarly_peer_review
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User_(computing)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Review_site
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Product_testing
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consumers
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consumer_organization
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/User_review


Reviews
Pavia

4/12/19 9 / 39

2.1.2. Reviews: Academic definitions

“In this paper, the term ‘OCR’ [=online customer review] is used to refer to any positive, 
neutral, or negative online review about a product or service created and published on a 
CRW by a potential, former, or actual customer.” (Filieri 2015: 1262)

“Online customer reviews can be defined as peer-generated product evaluations posted 

on company or third party websites.” (Mudambi and Schuff 2010, p. 186) 

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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2.2. Professional Discourse

‘professional discourse’ better than ‘business discourse’, 
since it covers economic, academic, legal, medical, and other domains

“characterized by the involvement of a “lay” person, whereas “business discourse is 
dominated by talk and writing between individuals whose main work activities and 
interests are in the domain of business and who come together for the purpose of doing 
business” (Bargiela-Chiappini & Nickerson, 1999a, p. 2).”

“the tension between what counts as public/private and personal/professional” (Darics 2015: 5)
“highly contested and multidimensional nature of the term “discourse,” whether we 
interpret it as discourse referring to language in use, or Discourse viewed as a social 
practice, focusing on the interplay between language, society, and thought (on the 
d/Discourse distinction see, for example, Gee, 2013).” (Darics 2015: 5)

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook

‘professional’ vs. ‘personal’:
Peer2Peer = Professional2Professional and Customer2Customer 
hierarchical: Novice2Editor etc. 
Customer2Company and (professional) Company2Customer
involves more politeness and Digital Emotional Literacy
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The English semantic field for "face" words meaning "prestige; honor" is smaller than the 
corresponding Chinese field. English face meaning "prestige; honor, respect, dignity, 
status, reputation,[11] social acceptance, or good name. The lose verb in lose face means 
"fail to maintain", while the save in save face means "avoid loss/damage". The country 

begins to feel that Government consented to arrangements by which China has lost face; the officials 
have long been conscious that they are becoming ridiculous in the eyes of the people, seeing that 
where a foreigner is concerned they can neither enforce a Chinese right, nor redress a Chinese 
grievance, even on Chinese soil. (1901:225)

Penelope Brown and Stephen C. Levinson (1987) expanded Goffman's theory of face in their 
politeness theory, which differentiated between positive and negative face.[31]

Positive face is "the positive consistent self-image or 'personality' (crucially including the desire that 
this self-image be appreciated and approved of) claimed by interactants"[citation needed]

Negative face is "the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights to non-distraction—i.e., to 
freedom of action and freedom from imposition"[citation needed]

In human interactions, people are often forced to threaten either an addressee's positive and/or 
negative face, and so there are various politeness strategies to mitigate those face-threatening 
acts.[citation needed] 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Face_(sociological_concept) (1/12/19)

2.3. Face

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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2.3.1. Politeness theory and ‘face’

Politeness theory is rooted in the theories of Goffman (1967), and identifies five 
strategies that participants in interaction may use to protect and maintain one another’s 
“face”. Acts which threaten face, such as performing a request, are called ‘face-
threatening-acts’ (FTA). Speakers

may perform the FTA directly, without redressive action (Strategy 1 – going baldly on 
record, e.g. “Reformulate the letter”); they may perform the FTA with compensation, by 
using either positive (Strategy 2, e.g. “You are doing excellent work, but would you 
please reformulate the letter”) or negative (Strategy 3, e.g. “I know you are busy, but 
could you pls reformulate the letter”) politeness strategies. The speakers may choose to 
perform the FTA indirectly (Strategy 4 – off record, e.g. “The letter needs some 
justifications”), or simply avoid doing the FTA (Strategy 5) (Brown & Levinson 1987: 69).

(Skovhold 2015: 108)

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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2.3.2. Politeness theory and ‘face’: decision tree + exampless

Leader´s decision tree Politeness (Goffman 1967, 
Brown & Levinson 1987)

(Skovholt 2019: 108)
+ -

FTA
FTA

examples
1 = Reformulate the letter 
2 = You are doing excellent work, but … please 
3 = I know you are busy, but … please 
4 = The letter needs some justification 
5 = -

„indirect“

„boldly on“
„redressive action“

mitigation

„direct“ -

positive negative

1

2 3

4

5

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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2.4. Emotional Intelligence (=Literacy) and empathy

Emotional intelligence (EI), emotional leadership (EL), emotional 
quotient (EQ) and emotional intelligence quotient (EIQ), is the 
capability of individuals to recognize their own emotions and those of others, 
discern between different feelings and label them appropriately, use 
emotional information to guide thinking and behavior, and manage and/or 
adjust emotions to adapt to environments or achieve one's goal(s).

Goleman's model outlines five main EI constructs (for more details see "What Makes A 
Leader" by Daniel Goleman, best of Harvard Business Review 1998):

 Self-awareness – the ability to know one's emotions, strengths, weaknesses, drives, values and goals 

and recognize their impact on others while using gut feelings to guide decisions.

 Self-regulation – involves controlling or redirecting one's disruptive emotions and impulses and adapting 

to changing circumstances.

 Social skill – managing relationships to get along with others

 Empathy – considering other people's feelings especially when making decisions

 Motivation – being aware of what motivates them..

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emotional_intelligence (01/12/19)

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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2.5. Genres in Academic Writing
2.5.1. Types of discourses

research "output"
 research article
 book reviews
 project proposals
 conference presentations

science "journalism"
 popular science articles
 popular blogs (David Crystal)
 popular science films (Horizon)
 popular science books
 science slam

teacher "talk”/e-learning
 ppt presentations

 lectures
 student presentations

 textbooks
 Wikis/Moodle/Google+
 www pages (HTML, php)

student "literacy"
 fieldwork notes 
 essays (argumentative!)
 MA/BA thesis (persuasive!)
 seminar presentations

"Novice Academic English"

discipline-specific
culture-specific

author-specific
culture-specific

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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2.5.2. Central-Peripheral Model of Genres in Academic Writing

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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2.5.3. Research Circle + quality control for 
dissemination in Academic Writing

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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3. Academic Reviews

3.1. Double Blind Peer Reviews

fashioned in social science journals since the 1950s
also for conference abstracts
the identity of the authors is concealed from the reviewers, and vice versa, 
to avoid bias 
but despite any editorial effort to ensure anonymity, the process often fails to do so, since 
certain approaches, methods, writing styles, notations, etc., point to a certain group of 
people in a research stream, and even to a particular person.

BUT
most double-blind peer reviews are anonymous and unpublished

 case study: “open”

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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Processes: Double blind peer review

submission system

publisher

easyabstract

e d i t o r

“verdict”

accept as is
revise minor corrections
rewrite major corrections

reject

a u t h o r (self-)citations
r e v i e w e r 1

r e v i e w e r 2
journal advisors

conf. academic committee

double blind
peer review

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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The OPR Corpus

12Concession in Open Peer Review Methodology02.05.2019
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Program/Area Chair Decision

15Concession in Open Peer Review Methodology02.05.2019
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Review and Author’s Response

16Concession in Open Peer Review Methodology02.05.2019

Ivanova, Marina.
Concession in Single- and Double-Blind Open Peer Review: 
A Corpus-Based Analysis. MA Thesis Chemnitz 2019
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Author’s Response

17Concession in Open Peer Review Methodology02.05.2019

Ivanova, Marina.
Concession in Single- and Double-Blind Open Peer Review: 
A Corpus-Based Analysis. MA Thesis Chemnitz 2019
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Categories of enhancement and principal 
markers (Halliday & Matthiessen 2014: 478, also see 
Quirk et al. 1985)

18

(i
v
) 

ca
u
sa

l-
co

n
d
it
io

n
a
l

Category Meaning Paratactic Hypotactic

finite non-finite:
conjunctio
n

non-finite:
preposition

condition:

concessive

if P then 

contrary to 

expectation Q

[concession ^ 

consequence]

but; (and) 

yet, still; but 

+ 

nevertheless

even if, 

even 

though, 

although, 

while

even if, even 

though, 

although, 

while

despite, in spite 

of, without

[consequence

^ concession]

(though)

02.05.2019 Concession in Open Peer Review R&D: RQ1 (Forms and functions)
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Concessive clauses 
(based on Halliday & Matthiessen 2014)
(also see König 1988, 2000 and König & Siemund 2000)

19

Concessive
circumstantials

Paratactic Hypotactic

Finite Non-finite:
conjunctions

Non-finite:
prepositions

In spite of these 
limitations, the 
experiments 
provide 
appropriate 
comparisons to 
prior work, and 
form a reasonable 
initial evaluation. 
(ICLR17_R1_R126)

This paper could 
be interesting, 
but substantial 
editing is needed 
before it is 
sufficient for 
publication. 
(ICLR18_R2_R289)

Although I 
share 
enthusiasm for 
your results, 
please recognize 
that stating that 
your results are 
'conclusive' is 
premature and 
not appropriate. 
(ICLR19_R1_O73)

A high-level 
downside of this 
paper is that, 
while studying a 
relevant 
application of 
deep learning, it 
presents no 
technical 
contributions or 
novel insights (…)

(ICLR17_PC_R379)

In spite of the 
paper being an 
outstanding work, I 
have two criticisms 
about the 
accessibility and 
impact of the 
paper on the 
broader ICLR 
audience. 
(ICLR19_R2_O1020) 

Presentation is in 
general good 
although at 
parts readability is 
hindered. 
(ICLR17_R1_R357)

02.05.2019 Concession in Open Peer Review R&D: RQ1 (Forms and functions)
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Concessive clauses, praise and criticism 
(‘praise-criticism’ based on Hyland 2004, also see Diani 2017; 
‘paratactic-hypotactic’ see Halliday and Matthiessen 2014: 452)

20

Paratactic Hypotactic

“Presentation is in general good although
at parts readability is hindered.” 
(ICLR17_R1_R357)

• Praise + concession
• Equal status, logically symmetrical

“Although the experimental results are not quite 
persuasive, the method is nice and promising.” 
(ICLR18_R3_R118)

• Concession + praise
• Unequal status, logically non-symmetrical

Emphasis on praise

“It is not clear why the Bi-Ans-Ptr in Table 2 
is not used for the ensemble although it 
achieves the best performance.” 
(ICLR17_R3_P174)

• Criticism + concession 
• Equal status, logically symmetrical 

“Although I get the high-level goal of the paper, I 
find Sec. 3.1, which describes the technical 
approach, nearly incomprehensible. (ICLR18_R2_R748)

• Concession + criticism
• Unequal status, logically non-symmetrical

Emphasis on criticism

02.05.2019 Concession in Open Peer Review R&D: RQ1 (Forms and functions)
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(‘praise-criticism’ based on Hyland 2004; 
praise-criticism-suggestion see Diani 2017; good news-bad 
news see Johnson 1992)

21Concession in Open Peer Review R&D: RQ1 (Forms and functions)02.05.2019

• Criticism mitigation  “I very much like the idea of the paper, 

but I am simply not convinced by its claims.” (ICLR17_R3_R279)

• Criticism reinforcement  “The paper has a laundry list of 

related results (page 2) but no clear message.” (ICLR17_R2_R363)

• Praise mitigation  “Even though no conclusive section is 

provided, the paper is not missing any information.” 
(ICLRC_R3_O785)

• Praise reinforcement  “I found the paper very well written 

despite its level of mathematical depth (the authors provide 
many helpful pictures) and strongly recommend accepting this 
paper.” (ICLRC_R1_O76)
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Concessive clauses in the OPR corpus (per 100 000 words)

22Concession in Open Peer Review R&D: RQ2 (Frequency distribution)

Concessive

circumstantials
Paratactic

despite in spite of but yet still though
even 

though
although

Single-blind 11.30 1.41 230.28 5.65 0 9.89 8.48 11.30

Double-blind 4.73 0 117.47 10.25 0 11.04 7.10 7.88

02.05.2019

Table 1 Normalized distribution of concessive clauses in single- and double-blind review 
(per 100 000 words) 

• Concessive circumstantials: “Despite claims to the contrary, the experiments are far from 
extensive; (…).” (ICLR18_R3_Wd265)

• Paratactic: 
• “The paper is relatively clear, though there are many grammatical mistakes.” 

(ICLR18_R1_Wd265)
• “As such the impact of the contributions appears rather limited even though the 

experimental results show a better stability of the method compared to competitors.” 
(ICLR18_R2_R487)

• “The paper is very well written and provides most necessary details, although some more 
details on the training (…) would be helpful for reproducing the results.” (ICLR17_R3_P97) 

Ivanova, Marina.
Concession in Single- and Double-Blind Open Peer Review: 
A Corpus-Based Analysis. MA Thesis Chemnitz 2019
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Concessive clauses in the OPR corpus (per 100 000 words)

23Concession in Open Peer Review R&D: RQ2 (Frequency distribution)

Hypotactic: Finite Hypotactic: Non-Finite

although
even 

though
while although

even 

though
while despite in spite of

Single-blind 26.84 4.24 67.81 0 0 0 0 0

Double-blind 27.59 10.25 41.78 0 0 0 3.15 0.79

02.05.2019

Table 1 (Cont.) Normalized distribution of concessive clauses in single- and double-blind review 
(per 100 000 words) 

• Hypotactic (F): “Although this paper contains several strong points, the weaknesses of this 
paper are also very obvious.” (ICLR18_R1_IW439)

• Hypotactic (N-F) 

• Conjunction: “Such activities, although challenging the perceived ideals of female 
behaviour, did not challenge the patriarchal constructs that placed the authority of men 
above themselves.” (BAWE 0144a)

• “In any case managers, even though holding more power than the applicant, need to 
recognise that the recruitment and selection process should lead to a mutual agreement” 
(BAWE 3020a)

• Preposition: “Despite being often done in VAE papers, it feels strange to me to introduce 
the inference model (4.1) before the generative model (4.2), as (…)” (ICLR19_R1_R239)

Ivanova, Marina.
Concession in Single- and Double-Blind Open Peer Review: 
A Corpus-Based Analysis. MA Thesis Chemnitz 2019
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What do you see?
What would you have expected?
RQ1?
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Ivanova, Marina.
Concession in Single- and Double-Blind Open Peer Review: 
A Corpus-Based Analysis. MA Thesis Chemnitz 2019

What do you see?
What would you 
have expected?
RQ2?
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4. Consumer/User Reviews

4.1. Digital/on-line reviews

Since “standards” in community-specific discourse are developing, 
many case studies are necessary!

AGAIN a Model case study!

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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Vásquez, Camilla (2015)
“Don’t Even Get Me Started…”:
Interactive Metadiscourse in Online Consumer Reviews

p. 20: 
“intertextual references to popular culture sources and humor can serve as discursive 
strategies for establishing a bond between review writers and their readers” (Vásquez, 
2014a).

“how “story prefaces” and other devices used in conversational narratives were 
sometimes transferred to this digital genre, and exploited by online reviewers to engage 
readers of review texts” (Vásquez, 2012).

“different types of interactive strategies that writers exploit to include readers as active

participants in their discourse.”

“insights into the types of linguistic resources that go into creating an engaging online 
text.”

p. 22:

“a “public” rather than “private” mode of computer-mediated discourse

(Androutsopoulos, 2013).”

“addressivity refers to the way that “the speaker talks with an expectation of a response, 
agreement, sympathy, objection […] and so forth” (Bakhtin 1986: 69).

Summary Table 1:2 p. 35

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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Vásquez, Camilla (2015)
“Don’t Even Get Me Started…”:
Interactive Metadiscourse in Online Consumer Reviews

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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Skovholt, Karianne (2015)
“Doing Leadership in a Virtual Team: Analyzing Addressing
Devices, Requests, and Emoticons in a Leader’s E-mail Messages

p. 103: 
“Leadership is seen as a process, or an activity.”

thus analyses “Agenda-leader’s day-to-day email interaction with her group members, in 
addition to some of her external partners.” 

p. 104: 
“a tendency toward minimizing power differences in the interactions between individuals 
of different status, between leaders and their subordinates..”

“positive politeness strategies in order to mitigate the repressive content of an utterance.”

p. 106: 
“Bell and Kozlowski (2002) identify two major functions of leadership:

team development (the development and shaping of team processes) and 
performance management (the monitoring and management of ongoing team 
performance and progress toward task accomplishment).”

“When teams cross institutional and cultural boundaries, often having different values 
and different sets of work procedures, it is more difficult for the leader to create 
coherence, or link employees together “so that they are ‘insiders’ in the team.”

Summary Tables 5:1 (p. 116) and 5:2 (p. 117)

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook
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new technical opportunities  explore new practices with old tools?

(functional) linguistic concepts like
politeness, concessives, mitigation …
correlate with non-linguistic concepts like
face, interaction, leadership …

but 

we need many more small case studies of current practices to confirm 
ad-hoc hypotheses of current conventions

5. Outlook 

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook



Reviews
Pavia

4/12/19 39 / 39

References

Belcher, D. D. (2007). Seeking acceptance in an English-only research world. Journal of Second Language Writing, 16(1), 1-22.

Brown, P. & Levinson, S. C. (1987). Politeness: Some universals in language usage. In A. Jarowski & N. Coupland (eds). The Discourse 
Reader. 2nd ed. London and New York: Routledge.

Darics, E. (2015). Introduction: Business communication in the digital age—Fresh perspectives. In Digital business discourse (pp. 1-16). 
Palgrave Macmillan: London. 

Diani, G. (2017). Criticism and politeness strategies in academic review discourse: A contrastive (English-Italian) corpus-based analysis. 
KALBOTYRA 70, 60-78. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15388/Klbt.2017.11188.

Filieri, R. (2015). What makes online reviews helpful? A diagnosticity-adoption framework to explain informational and normative
influences in e-WOM. Journal of Business Research, 68(6), 1261-1270.

Halliday, M. A. K., Matthiessen, C. M. I. M. (2014) Halliday’s Introduction to Functional Grammar. (4th ed.), London and New York: 
Routledge.

Hyland, K. (2004). Disciplinary discourses: Social interactions in academic writing. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

Johnson, D. M. (1992). Compliments and politeness in peer-review texts. Applied Linguistics, 13(1), 51–71.

König, E. (1988). Concessive connectives and concessive sentences: cross-linguistic regularities and pragmatic principles. In Hawkins, J. 
Explaining language universals. Oxford: Blackwell, 145-166.

König, E. (2006). Concessive clauses. In Brown, K. Encyclopedia of Language & Linguistics. Amsterdam: Elsevier, 820-824.

König, E. & Siemund, P. (2000) Causal and concessive clauses: Formal and semantic relations. In Couper-Kuhlen, E., Kortmann, B. Cause 
– Condition – Concession - Contrast, Berlin: de Gruyter, 341-360. 

Mudambi, S. M. & Schuff, D. (2010). What Makes a Helpful Online Review? A Study of Customer Reviews on Amazon.com. MIS Quarterly 
34(1), pp. 185-200.

Paltridge, B. (2017). The discourse of peer review: reviewing submissions to academic journals. London: Palgrave Macmillan. Retrieved 
from https://ebookcentral.proquest.com

Quirk, R., Greenbaum, S., Leech, G., Svartvik, J. (1985). A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language. London: Pearson Longman.

Tian, Y. (2013). Engagement in online hotel reviews: A comparative study. Discourse, Context & Media, 2 (3), 184–191.

Skalicky, S. (2013). Was this analysis helpful? A genre analysis of the Amazon.com discourse community and its “most helpful” product 
reviews. Discourse, Context & Media, 2 (2), 84–93.

Vásquez, Camilla (2015) “Don’t Even Get Me Started…”: Interactive Metadiscourse in Online Consumer Reviews. Bou-Franch, Patricia, Pilar 
Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2019, eds.). Analyzing Digital Discourse: New Insights and Future Directions. London: Palgrave, 19-39.

Introduction Concepts Academic R. Consumer R. Exercise Outlook

https://doi.org/10.15388/Klbt.2017.11188

