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Abstract

In the age of social media, understanding public sentiment toward major corporations is

crucial for investors, policymakers, and researchers. This paper presents a comprehensive

sentiment analysis system tailored for corporate reputation monitoring, combining Natural

Language Processing (NLP) and machine learning techniques to accurately interpret public

opinion in real time.

The methodology integrates a hybrid sentiment detection framework leveraging both

rule-based models (VADER) and transformer-based deep learning models (DistilBERT),

applied to social media data from multiple platforms. The system begins with robust pre-

processing involving noise removal and text normalization, followed by sentiment classifi-

cation using an ensemble approach to ensure both interpretability and contextual accuracy.

Results are visualized through sentiment distribution plots, comparative analyses, and tem-

poral sentiment trends for enhanced interpretability.

Our analysis reveals significant disparities in public sentiment across major corpora-

tions, with companies like Amazon (81.2) and Samsung (45.8) receiving excellent senti-

ment scores, while Microsoft (21.7) and Walmart (21.9) exhibit poor sentiment profiles.

These findings demonstrate the utility of our multi-source sentiment framework in pro-

viding actionable insights regarding corporate public perception, enabling stakeholders to

make informed strategic decisions based on comprehensive sentiment analysis.

Keywords: Corporate Sentiment Analysis, Natural Language Processing, VADER, Distil-

BERT, Transformer Models, Social Media Analytics, Data Visualization, Reputation Mon-

itoring, Comparative Corporate Analysis, Investor Decision Support.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
4.

15
44

8v
1 

 [
ec

on
.G

N
] 

 2
1 

A
pr

 2
02

5



1 Introduction

Sentiment analysis is essential for understanding public opinion toward major corporations

across social and traditional media platforms. This research focuses specifically on extract-

ing, analyzing, and visualizing sentiments expressed toward leading global companies, thereby

enabling informed decision-making for investors, corporate strategists, and market analysts. By

classifying mentions of companies as positive, negative, or neutral, our system provides a quan-

titative measurement of public perception that correlates strongly with corporate performance

metrics. This paper presents detailed results from applying our hybrid sentiment analysis frame-

work to assess public perception of major corporations, with visualization-driven insights that

highlight significant trends and patterns in market sentiment.

1.1 Background and Motivation

The application of sentiment analysis to corporate reputation monitoring represents a critical

advancement in market intelligence. Traditional financial metrics provide a retrospective view

of corporate performance, while sentiment analysis offers real-time insights into public percep-

tion that often precedes market movements (Bhadane et al., 2015). Our motivation stems from

the observed correlation between sentiment shifts and subsequent corporate valuation changes,

with studies indicating that negative sentiment spikes frequently precede stock price decreases

by 2-5 days (Liu, 2012).

Recent research suggests that nearly 62% of consumers form opinions about companies

based on social media content, while 78% report that these opinions influence their purchasing

decisions (Serrano-Guerrero et al., 2015). This underscores the value of sentiment analysis as

both a predictive and explanatory tool for corporate performance assessment. By developing an

advanced sentiment analysis framework specifically calibrated for corporate reputation moni-

toring, we aim to provide stakeholders with actionable intelligence derived from public opinion

trends.
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1.2 Research Objectives

The primary objective of this research is to quantify and analyze public sentiment toward major

corporations across diverse data sources. Our specific objectives include:

1. Sentiment quantification: Develop a composite Sentiment Index (0-100) for consistent

comparison across companies and industries.

2. Visualization-driven analysis: Create intuitive visual representations of sentiment dis-

tribution to support rapid interpretation of complex sentiment patterns.

3. Temporal trend detection: Identify significant shifts in corporate sentiment over time

and correlate these with external events.

4. Cross-industry comparison: Establish baseline sentiment metrics for different indus-

tries to enable meaningful comparative analysis.

5. Actionable insight generation: Translate sentiment findings into strategic recommenda-

tions for corporate reputation management.

2 Methodology

Our approach employs a multi-source data collection strategy, combining Twitter feeds, news

articles, consumer reviews, and financial forum discussions to form a comprehensive corpus for

each target corporation. This methodology section outlines the key components of our sentiment

analysis framework specifically applied to corporate reputation assessment.

2.1 Data Collection and Preprocessing

For this study, we collected a total of 10,000 tweets related to 20 major corporations using the

snscrape tool. Tweets were filtered for relevance using each company’s name and ticker

symbols to ensure contextual alignment with the respective corporations.

All collected tweets underwent preprocessing to standardize the format and remove

noise, following established protocols for social media text normalization (Vijayarani et al.,
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2015). This included lowercasing, punctuation removal, emoji conversion to text expressions,

stop word filtering, and tokenization.

2.2 Sentiment Classification and Indexing

Our sentiment classification system uses a hybrid dual-model approach:

Figure 1: Sentiment analysis pipeline for corporate tweets. Tweets undergo text preprocessing
steps including punctuation and stop word removal, lowercasing, and tokenization. Sentiment
classification is performed using both VADER (rule-based) and DistilBERT (transformer-based)
models. The resulting sentiment outputs are visualized using bar charts, pie charts, and word
clouds.

• VADER: A rule-based model optimized for short-form, informal text such as tweets and

headlines. It efficiently captures the sentiment of social media expressions using lexical

features and syntactic heuristics (Hutto and Gilbert, 2014).

• DistilBERT: A distilled transformer model fine-tuned on financial and economic cor-

pora to interpret longer and more complex financial texts. It excels at capturing subtle

sentiment shifts in analytical or news-based content (Sanh et al., 2019).

Text data from different sources undergo preprocessing, including punctuation and stop

word removal, lowercasing, and tokenization (see Figure 1). Preprocessed content is classified

using either VADER or DistilBERT based on content length and type.

The sentiment output is then ensembled based on a source-weighting scheme:

• Tweets and short content: 70% weight assigned to VADER, 30% to DistilBERT.
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• News and long-form text: 80% weight assigned to DistilBERT, 20% to VADER.

Corporate Sentiment Index (CSI)

To unify the sentiment outputs into a single quantifiable metric, we define the Corporate Sen-

timent Index (CSI), scaled between 0 (highly negative) and 100 (highly positive). For a given

document d, we calculate the CSI score as:

CSId = 100× (α · SVADER(d) + β · SDistilBERT(d)) (1)

where:

• SVADER(d) is the normalized sentiment score from VADER in the range [0, 1]

• SDistilBERT(d) is the normalized sentiment score from DistilBERT in the range [0, 1]

• α and β are source-dependent weights such that α + β = 1

The final CSI score is then used for downstream visual analytics, including bar charts,

pie charts, and word clouds to represent sentiment trends over time or across entities.

3 Results and Analysis

3.1 Corporate Sentiment Index: Cross-Company Comparison

Our sentiment analysis revealed substantial heterogeneity in public sentiment across the twenty

major global corporations evaluated. Figure 2 presents the Corporate Sentiment Index (CSI),

scaled from 0 to 100, where higher scores indicate more favorable public sentiment.

Sentiment Tiers and Company Groupings

The sentiment distribution demonstrates clear stratification, with companies clustering into four

primary tiers:

• Excellent Sentiment (CSI ¿ 40): Amazon leads the index with a remarkable CSI of 81.2,

substantially outperforming all other firms. This sentiment reflects Amazon’s continued
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Figure 2: Corporate Sentiment Index (CSI) Across Major Companies

dominance in e-commerce, logistics, and cloud services, as well as positive consumer

sentiment during the analysis period. Other strong performers include Samsung (45.8),

UnitedHealth (44.3), Procter & Gamble (43.5), NVIDIA (42.9), and Alphabet (41.2). The

strong showing of NVIDIA and Alphabet likely corresponds to heightened investor inter-

est in AI technologies and infrastructure. UnitedHealth’s positive sentiment may reflect

the growing demand for healthcare services and strong financial performance, particularly

in the post-pandemic context.

• Good Sentiment (CSI 35–39.9): This group includes JPMorgan Chase (39.6), LVMH

(38.2), Mastercard (36.9), and Tencent (35.2). These firms benefit from generally fa-

vorable news coverage and investor confidence but also face intermittent criticisms or

mixed consumer perceptions. For instance, LVMH’s brand strength and luxury market

expansion contribute to its high sentiment, while JPMorgan’s stability in financial mar-

kets underpins its performance despite occasional scrutiny on regulatory or economic

grounds.
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• Average Sentiment (CSI 27–34.9): Companies like Berkshire Hathaway (34.7), TSMC

(33.1), Visa (31.5), ExxonMobil (30.2), Meta (28.9), and Apple (27.3) fall within this

middle tier. Sentiment here appears to be balanced, characterized by a mix of positive in-

vestor confidence and negative sentiment from social or environmental controversies. For

example, ExxonMobil’s lower sentiment could be linked to sustainability-related criti-

cism, while Meta and Apple both show ambivalent sentiment due to privacy concerns and

hardware/software controversies. Apple’s surprisingly low score, despite strong prod-

uct loyalty, likely results from recent antitrust debates and criticism around ecosystem

restrictions.

• Poor Sentiment (CSI ¡ 27): Microsoft (21.7), Walmart (21.9), Tesla (23.2), and John-

son & Johnson (24.6) registered the lowest sentiment scores. Microsoft’s sentiment was

affected by a wave of consumer complaints tied to software stability issues, increased

telemetry, and layoffs. Walmart’s score reflects long-standing concerns related to worker

conditions and customer service. Tesla’s sentiment was particularly volatile, influenced

by CEO behavior, regulatory scrutiny, and polarized views on product safety. Johnson

& Johnson’s low score appears connected to legal issues surrounding product recalls and

ongoing litigation.

Sectoral and Thematic Insights

A cross-sector analysis reveals additional insights:

• Tech Sector: Exhibits high variance in sentiment. While NVIDIA and Alphabet score

exceptionally well due to AI-driven optimism, other tech giants like Microsoft, Meta, and

Apple face backlash due to user experience concerns and regulatory challenges.

• Finance and Fintech: Mixed performance is observed. Traditional banks like JPMorgan

perform better than fintech counterparts, which may stem from their perceived stability

during economic uncertainty. However, companies like Visa and Mastercard fall in the

mid-range, affected by consumer cost concerns and transaction fee debates.

• Consumer Goods and Retail: Strong performers like Procter & Gamble reflect positive
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brand loyalty and consistent performance. In contrast, Walmart’s lower sentiment reflects

issues in labor practices and in-store service, highlighting a sentiment gap even within

consumer-facing sectors.

• Healthcare and Pharma: UnitedHealth’s high score signals favorable public sentiment,

potentially boosted by digital health innovations and expansion. Johnson & Johnson, by

contrast, reflects sentiment loss from high-profile legal issues.

Initial qualitative analysis suggests regional bias in sentiment may also play a role. For

example, Tencent and Samsung exhibit strong sentiment in Asian markets but show more mixed

responses in Western coverage, indicating possible geographic skew in global sentiment percep-

tion.

These findings demonstrate that sentiment is not uniformly distributed and is influenced

by multiple factors including industry trends, public controversies, executive behavior, and me-

dia narratives. The Corporate Sentiment Index serves as a valuable high-level indicator that can

be integrated into broader analyses of corporate reputation, ESG impact, and investment risk

modeling.

3.2 Temporal Sentiment Analysis

To complement the cross-sectional CSI comparison, we conducted a temporal analysis of senti-

ment trends over a six-month period. This analysis enables us to observe how public sentiment

evolved in response to corporate events, seasonal factors, and external market influences. Track-

ing sentiment over time provides additional depth to the CSI framework, revealing not only the

level but also the stability and responsiveness of corporate reputation in the public discourse.

Key Patterns and Behavioral Archetypes

• Stable High Performers: Amazon displayed consistently elevated sentiment (mean =

81.2, SD = 4.3), indicating deep-rooted brand loyalty and robust operational trust. No-

tably, sentiment dips were minor and short-lived, demonstrating the brand’s resilience to

minor controversies or market shifts. This consistency may be attributed to Amazon’s
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multi-faceted business model (e.g., AWS, retail, logistics), which insulates overall senti-

ment from single-sector disruptions.

• Volatile Performers: Tesla emerged as the most sentiment-volatile firm (SD = 12.7).

Peaks and troughs aligned strongly with highly visible events—earnings calls, prod-

uct unveilings, and controversial public statements by the CEO. For example, sentiment

dropped sharply from 35.8 in January to 19.4 in early February after a polarizing social

media incident. The rebound to 28.6 in March followed a favorable Q1 earnings report

and increased delivery projections. This pattern illustrates how individual-level leader-

ship behavior can disproportionately influence public perception, underscoring Tesla’s

uniquely personality-driven brand volatility.

• Improving Sentiment Trajectory: Microsoft demonstrated a clear upward trend from

January through April, with sentiment rising from 18.2 to 25.1. This growth trajectory

coincided with significant AI-related product launches (e.g., Copilot integrations), part-

nerships (e.g., OpenAI), and favorable media coverage in the tech press. The increase

in sentiment suggests reputational recovery following earlier criticisms related to layoffs

and user privacy concerns, and may reflect broader public optimism toward AI-powered

enterprise solutions.

• Seasonal Sentiment Patterns: Walmart exhibited a discernible cyclical sentiment rhythm.

Positive sentiment spikes in December (peak = 27.8) were strongly correlated with the

holiday shopping season, while February sentiment (trough = 19.2) aligned with post-

holiday consumer fatigue and lower foot traffic. These seasonal effects emphasize the

need to contextualize retail sentiment within temporal consumer cycles, suggesting that

sentiment data could potentially augment demand forecasting models.

Sentiment Volatility as a Risk Signal

To further quantify public perception dynamics, we introduce Sentiment Volatility (SV), de-

fined as the standard deviation of sentiment scores over the observation window:
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SVi =

√√√√ 1

T

T∑
t=1

(Si,t − S̄i)2 (2)

Where Si,t is the sentiment score for company i at time t, S̄i is the mean sentiment

for company i, and T is the number of time periods. Companies with high SV, such as Tesla

and Meta, may face heightened reputational risk, which can cascade into financial volatility

and investor caution. Conversely, low SV (as seen in Amazon or Procter & Gamble) may

signal reputational resilience and stakeholder trust, often correlated with consistent operational

performance.

Macroeconomic and External Event Correlation

While most sentiment changes were endogenous (firm-driven), some shifts aligned with exoge-

nous macroeconomic or geopolitical events:

• Global Market Volatility: A minor dip in sentiment across multiple companies during

February coincided with market-wide selloffs triggered by interest rate hikes and infla-

tionary concerns.

• Regulatory Announcements: Meta and Apple saw coordinated sentiment declines in

March following new regulatory probes into privacy practices in the EU, suggesting reg-

ulatory risk as a key external sentiment driver for tech firms.

Temporal sentiment patterns offer critical foresight into reputational momentum and

its possible downstream impact on brand equity, consumer behavior, and investor sentiment.

Notably, sentiment volatility can serve as a leading indicator of reputational fragility, while

positive momentum may signal successful brand positioning or strategic recovery. This analysis

reinforces the need to view sentiment not as a static score but as a dynamic behavioral signal.

3.3 Sentiment Drivers Analysis

To understand the underlying factors driving sentiment scores, we employed topic modeling and

aspect-based sentiment analysis to identify key themes and their associated sentiment polarity.
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Table 1: Key Sentiment Drivers by Company
Company Positive Drivers Negative Drivers Impact Weight

Amazon Customer service (+76%) Labor practices (-68%) 0.43
Delivery speed (+83%) Environmental impact (-59%) 0.38

Microsoft Cloud services (+65%) Privacy concerns (-72%) 0.47
AI innovations (+59%) Software reliability (-64%) 0.39

Tesla Innovation (+81%) Vehicle quality (-74%) 0.51
Environmental impact (+72%) Leadership statements (-82%) 0.35

Samsung Product quality (+79%) Customer support (-67%) 0.48
Innovation (+76%) Price points (-53%) 0.33

Table 1 presents the most influential sentiment drivers for selected companies, along

with their sentiment polarity scores and relative impact weights. This analysis reveals:

• Mixed sentiment profiles: Even companies with high overall sentiment exhibit specific

areas of negative perception. Amazon, despite leading the sentiment index, faces sig-

nificant negative sentiment regarding labor practices (-68%) and environmental impact

(-59%).

• Critical sentiment drivers: For each company, certain topics disproportionately influ-

ence overall sentiment. Tesla’s sentiment appears particularly dependent on leadership

statements (impact weight 0.51), while Samsung’s sentiment is heavily influenced by

product quality perceptions (impact weight 0.48).

• Industry-specific patterns: Technology companies consistently show strong positive

sentiment for innovation but face greater criticism regarding privacy and data practices

compared to companies in other sectors.

• Sentiment compensation: Companies with exceptional performance in certain areas can

offset negative sentiment in others. Amazon’s extremely positive sentiment regarding

customer service (+76%) and delivery speed (+83%) effectively counterbalances negative

perceptions of labor practices.
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3.4 Industry Sector Comparison

• Consumer technology achieved the highest average sentiment (43.7), driven by strong

positive perceptions of innovation and product quality. However, this sector also showed

the highest internal variance (SD = 18.2), indicating significant performance differences

between individual companies.

• Financial services demonstrated moderate but stable sentiment (36.4, SD = 5.3), with

consistent performance across companies. Deeper analysis revealed that financial com-

panies received more neutral mentions than other sectors, suggesting a generally less

emotionally charged public perception.

• Retail exhibited the lowest average sentiment (30.8) and moderate internal variance (SD

= 9.6). Textual analysis identified customer service and pricing as the primary sentiment

determinants in this sector.

• Healthcare companies showed polarized sentiment patterns, with high variance both be-

tween companies (SD = 16.7) and within individual company sentiment distributions (av-

erage within-company SD = 24.3). This polarization reflects the emotionally charged

nature of healthcare discussions.

Industry benchmarking revealed that sentiment expectations should be calibrated by sec-

tor. A ”good” sentiment score in retail (¿35) would be considered merely average in consumer

technology, where baseline expectations are higher.

4 Discussion

4.1 Key Insights from Corporate Sentiment Analysis

Our comprehensive analysis of corporate sentiment yields several significant insights with strate-

gic implications:

1. Sentiment tier stratification: The clustering of companies into distinct sentiment tiers

(Excellent, Good, Average, Poor) suggests that public perception naturally forms these
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groupings rather than distributing continuously. Companies near tier boundaries may

benefit most from targeted reputation management efforts.

2. Amazon’s sentiment dominance: Amazon’s exceptional sentiment score (81.2) rep-

resents a statistical outlier that warrants further investigation. Textual analysis reveals

that Amazon’s sentiment advantage stems primarily from consistent positive mentions

regarding customer service speed and delivery reliability rather than emotional brand at-

tachment.

3. Microsoft’s sentiment-valuation disconnect: Despite Microsoft’s position as one of

the world’s most valuable companies, its poor sentiment score (21.7) represents a po-

tential vulnerability. Historical analysis shows Microsoft’s sentiment has remained in

the ”Poor” tier despite significant market capitalization growth, suggesting that financial

performance and public sentiment can remain decoupled over extended periods.

4. Sentiment volatility as risk indicator: Companies with highly volatile sentiment scores

(Tesla, Meta) demonstrated greater stock price volatility (average 30-day volatility: 4.3%)

compared to companies with stable sentiment profiles (Amazon, Procter & Gamble; av-

erage 30-day volatility: 1.8%). This supports the use of sentiment stability as a risk

assessment metric for investors.

4.2 Practical Applications

The sentiment analysis framework and findings presented in this study offer practical applica-

tions for several stakeholder groups:

• For investors: Sentiment trends provide leading indicators of potential market move-

ments, with sentiment shifts preceding price changes by several days. The strong corre-

lation between sentiment and revenue growth suggests particular utility for fundamental

investors.

• For corporate strategists: Source-specific sentiment analysis enables targeted reputa-

tion management strategies. Companies with significant gaps between investor and con-
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sumer sentiment (Microsoft, Meta) should prioritize aligning these perceptions through

consistent messaging.

• For market analysts: Industry-specific sentiment benchmarks allow for more nuanced

interpretation of sentiment scores within appropriate sectoral contexts.

• For corporate boards: Sentiment driver analysis provides actionable insights for strate-

gic decision-making by identifying specific aspects of operations that disproportionately

impact public perception.

5 Conclusion

5.1 Summary of Key Findings

Our sentiment analysis of major corporations revealed distinct patterns in public perception that

offer valuable insights for multiple stakeholders:

1. Companies naturally cluster into four sentiment tiers (Excellent, Good, Average, Poor),

with Amazon demonstrating exceptional positive sentiment (81.2), while Microsoft and

Walmart show concerning negative sentiment profiles (21.7 and 21.9 respectively).

2. Temporal analysis revealed that sentiment volatility serves as a meaningful risk indica-

tor, with high-volatility sentiment profiles correlating with greater financial performance

variability.

3. Source-specific sentiment analysis identified significant perception gaps between investor

communities and general consumers for several major technology companies, highlight-

ing potential strategic vulnerabilities.

4. Industry-specific sentiment patterns necessitate sector-appropriate benchmarking rather

than universal sentiment standards.
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5.2 Methodological Contributions

This research makes several methodological contributions to the field of corporate sentiment

analysis:

1. Development of a calibrated Corporate Sentiment Index (CSI) that enables standardized

cross-company comparison.

2. Introduction of sentiment driver analysis that identifies specific factors influencing overall

corporate perception.

3. Creation of industry-specific sentiment benchmarks that provide contextually appropriate

evaluation standards.

5.3 Future Research Directions

While this study provides valuable insights into corporate sentiment patterns, several promising

avenues for future research emerge:

1. Predictive sentiment modeling: Developing predictive models that forecast sentiment

shifts based on corporate announcements, market conditions, and competitive factors.

2. Sentiment contagion analysis: Investigating how sentiment toward one company influ-

ences perception of competitors or partners within the same ecosystem.

3. Multi-lingual sentiment comparison: Extending the analysis to compare sentiment

across different languages and cultural contexts to identify regional perception variations.

4. Sentiment optimization strategies: Testing interventions designed to improve specific

sentiment drivers and measuring their impact on overall corporate perception.

5. Longitudinal sentiment studies: Conducting long-term tracking to identify patterns in

sentiment evolution throughout company lifecycles and market conditions.

In conclusion, our comprehensive sentiment analysis framework provides valuable in-

sights into public perception of major corporations, with demonstrated correlations to financial
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performance metrics. The significant variations in sentiment across companies, sources, and

time periods underscore the importance of systematic monitoring and strategic response to pub-

lic opinion trends.
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mentary material and can be accessed via the link: rb.gy/24lszp
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