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Abstract

Linguistic accommodation is the process in
which speakers adjust their accent, diction, vo-
cabulary, and other aspects of language ac-
cording to the communication style of one an-
other. Previous research has shown how lin-
guistic accommodation correlates with gaps in
the power and status of the speakers and the
way it promotes approval and discussion effi-
ciency. In this work, we provide a novel per-
spective on the phenomena, exploring its corre-
lation with the open-mindedness of a speaker,
rather than to her social status. We process
thousands of unstructured argumentative dis-
cussions that took place in Reddit’s Change
My View (CMV) subreddit, demonstrating
that open-mindedness relates to the assumed
role of a speaker in different contexts. On the
discussion level, we surprisingly find that dis-
cussions that reach agreement present lower
levels of accommodation.

1 Introduction

1.1 Linguistic Accommodation

Accommodation in personal communication refers
to the unconscious process in which a speaker
changes (accommodates) her communicative be-
havior with respect to the communication partner.
The change can be manifested across many dimen-
sions, e.g., posture (Condon and Ogston, 1967),
nodding (Hale and Burgoon, 1984), pauses (Jaffe
and Feldstein, 1970), and linguistic style (Nieder-
hoffer and Pennebaker, 2002). From the per-
spective of sociolinguistic and social-psychology,
accommodation is argued to increase cognitive
efficiency (Street and Giles, 1982), provide ap-
proval and validation (Giles, 2008), and project
the speaker’s positive image (Infante et al., 1997).

In this work we focus on the accommodation of
the linguistic style — the usage of stylistic markers
and function words, such as auxiliary verbs and
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prepositions. Tausczik and Pennebaker (2010) es-
timated that style and function words make up for
55% of the words we use. These markers shape the
conversation regardless of its topical content. Anal-
ysis of function-word usage is common in many
NLP tasks, e.g., gender detection (Koppel et al.,
2002; Mukherjee and Liu, 2010; Bortolato, 2016),
forensic linguistics (Juola, 2008; Boukhaled and
Ganascia, 2015; Kestemont, 2014) and personality
type detection (Argamon et al., 2005, 2009; Litvi-
nova et al., 2016), among others.

Accommodation is not necessarily a symmetric
process. One party in a communication can ac-
commodate while the other party can either accom-
modate as well (converge), sustain her behavior,
or actively diverge. Linguistic style accommoda-
tion was first studied quantitatively by Niederhof-
fer and Pennebaker (2002), analyzing the linguis-
tic style accommodation in a small scale dataset.
Large scale datasets and advanced statistical and
algorithmic methods were explored by Danescu-
Niculescu-Mizil et al. (2011); Guo et al. (2015);
Muir et al. (2017), among others. Differences in
the social status of the speakers were found to dom-
inate accommodation (Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil
etal., 2012).

In this paper we explore linguistic accommoda-
tion from a novel perspective. We argue that the
speaker’s open-mindedness drives her linguistic co-
ordination. While the speaker’s open-mindedness
can be “socially forced” by power relations — it is
also inherent to one’s character and her actively
assumed social role.

1.2 Open Mindedness

“To be open-minded is... to be critically receptive to
alternative possibilities, to be willing to think again
despite having formulated a view, and to be con-
cerned to defuse any factors that constrain one’s
thinking in predetermined ways* (Hare, 2003).
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Open-mindedness is closely related to the concepts
of dialogism (Bakhtin, 1981) and the development
of dialogic agency (Parker, 2006), vital in a liberal
and multi-cultural society. Open-mindedness is
found to help in conflict resolution (Tjosvold and
Morishima, 1999; Tjosvold and Poon, 1998), boost
creativity (Mitchell and Nicholas, 2006; Keskin,
2006), increase rationality and neutrality, and play
a significant role in the theory of education (Hare,
1993).

From a practical perspective, the significant role
open-mindedness plays in a range of situations,
from the negotiation table to political debates and
the classroom, requires an efficient way to detect
open-mindedness or the lack-of, allowing interven-
tion by a moderator or a teacher (Zakharov et al.,
2020). We show the level accommodation is simple
to compute and can be used as a proxy for open-
mindedness.

1.3 Reddit’s CMV

The Change My View (CMV) is a subreddit (fo-
rum) on the forum-based Reddit platform. The
forum is self described as “A place to post an opin-
ion you accept may be flawed, in an effort to under-
stand other perspectives on the issue. Enter with
a mindset for conversation, not debate.”'. Each
discussion thread in CMV evolves around the topic
presented in the submission by the Original Poster
(OP). A discussion, therefore, takes the structure
of a tree with the submission at the root and the
various comments (replies) stemming from it. One
unique feature of the CMV subreddit is the Delta
A —a way to acknowledge a convincing argument.
A Delta can be awarded by any user, OP or not, to
a comment made by any other user, and should be
explicitly justified. A user can award a Delta only
to users holding an opposing view to her own. A
delta can signify “good point” and does not have
to reflect a complete reversal of opinion. CMV
is heavily moderated to maintain a high level of
discussion and to ensure that Deltas are awarded
with proper reasoning. Table 1 provides a partial
and truncated example of a submission from CMV.

Open-mindedness in CMV  We use CMV dis-
cussions to study the relation between linguistic ac-
commodation and open-mindedness. While open-
mindedness is an informal prerequisite of all CMV
participants, we use two explicit indications of

"https://www.reddit.com/r/changemyview/wiki/index (ac-
cessed Oct. 5 2020)

open-mindedness: (i) Being an OP — Stating an
opinion and literally declaring the willingness to
change a presupposition, and (ii) The use of A,
explicitly acknowledging a convincing argument
made by an opposing party.

It could be argued that the OPs are not necessar-
ily open-minded and only respond to people that
agree with them. Fortunately, CMV rules strive
to create a constructive conversation and CMV is
a heavily moderated subreddit. The rule states an
OP is obliged to reply to opposing views and show
open-mindedness.

Dataset Our corpus consists of 9,374 English dis-
cussions initiated by 4873 OPs between January
2018 and June 2020. It contains 1,301,545 posts
(utterances) by 86,941 unique users. 8,659 Deltas
were awarded, 877 of them by users that are not the
OP. The mean number of speakers in each submis-
sion is 42, max and min are 898 and 3 respectively,
and the median is 26. The mean number of com-
ments in each submission is 138, max and min
being 2559 and 26 respectively, and the median is
88. The mean numbers of word in CMV comment
is 83 and the median is 50.

1.4 Research Questions

Based on the indications described above, we ex-
plore the relations between open-mindedness and
accommodation through the following research
questions:

RQ1: Do OPs present higher levels of linguistic
accommodation? By definition, OPs are open to
change their view, hence open-minded. We expect
to observe higher levels of linguistic coordination
presented by the OP of a discussion than by other
participants.

RQ2: Do Delta givers present higher levels of
linguistic accommodation? Delta givers explic-
itly express open-mindedness by awarding a A
upon recognizing convincing argumentation. We
expect to observe higher levels of linguistic coordi-
nation presented by the Delta givers than by other
participants. In the scope of this research question,
we will focus on delta givers that are not the OPs
of the discussion in which they awarded the Delta.
By doing so we examine delta givers that unlike
OPs, have no status — they are not the initiators of
the discussion, are not entitled to give the ‘final
verdict’, and can choose to opt-in or out. Since
previous work explains accommodation in terms of
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Speaker | Text Gave delta
A CMYV: Money needs to get out of politics
I am genuinely curious about the counter arguments as I haven’t heard any and I want to
know if I'm wrong. This began with this case: Buckley v. Valeo, 424 U.S. 1 (1976), was a
landmark decision of the US Supreme Court on campaign finance...
B > ...There’s a lot of attention given to the massive amount of money that come from wealthy
individuals or special interest groups but ordinary people can make campaign contributions
to the candidates they support, too.
Bernie Sanders only accepted donations from small-dollar donors and outspent Joe Biden in
primary at a whopping $200 million...
A >> You gave a good counter argument. I meant more big money, but I see it’s hard to Yes
separate the two. A
C > There have actually been a lot of studies suggesting that political donations don’t swing
votes...

Table 1: Partial and truncated example of a submission from CMV

power differences, delta givers serve as a control
group, lacking any formal power or privilege.

RQ3: Are Deltas correlated with accommoda-
tion on the discussion level, rather than on the
user level? We hypothesize that Delta awards
may be correlated with the general accommoda-
tion observed in a discussion, rather with the open-
mindedness of a specific user — the Delta giver.
In order to test this hypothesis we compare the
accommodation of all users in branches (of the dis-
cussion tree) in which Deltas were awarded, to the
accommodation in branches in which no Delta was
awarded.

The formal definitions of user, group and ag-
gregate coordination are presented in Section 3.1,
and the hypotheses promoted by research questions
above are formally defined in Section 3.2 and tested
in Section 4. Further analysis and refined hypothe-
ses are proposed and tested in Section 4.2.

2 Related Work

Linguistic coordination, sometimes referred to as
‘accommodation’ or ‘matching’, is mainly stud-
ied from two perspectives — social (-psychology)
and computational. Linguistic style matching in
social interactions and its correlation to various
psychometric properties of language was first stud-
ied by Niederhoffer and Pennebaker (2002). This
approach was later generalized to discussions in
small groups by (Gonzales et al., 2010). These met-
rics were applied to social media data by Danescu-
Niculescu-Mizil et al. (2011).

Mukherjee and Liu (2012) analyzed a large cor-
pus of online debate, reporting that debaters us-
ing agreement expressions (e.g., ‘I agree with that

point’, ‘rightly said’) as a debate strategy show
higher linguistic accommodation than debaters that
explicitly express disagreement (e.g., ‘I don’t buy
it’, ‘I disagree’, ‘nonsense’). However, the use
of agreement/disagreement expressions in a for-
mal debate setting is a strategic choice and does
not imply actual agreement or open-mindedness.
Moreover, the stated objective in a formal debate
is winning the debate, rather than self-reflection
through convincing argumentation.

Power differences were found to drive linguistic
coordination toward the speaker with the higher
status (Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil et al., 2012),
and a particular configurations of personal traits
(e.g., agreeableness, Machiavellianism, low self-
consciousness) combined with low-power position
were shown to increase the likelihood of coordina-
tion (Muir et al., 2016, 2017). Guo et al. (2015)
proposed Bayesian inference approach to capture
influence manifested through linguistic accommo-
dation.

This work is the first to explore coordination
through the lens of open-mindedness, rather than
through self-awareness, power, influence or strate-
gic manipulation.

3 Measuring Linguistics Accommodation

3.1 Linguistic Style Coordination

We adopt the common coordination metric used
in previous studies by Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil
etal. (2011, 2012); Mukherjee and Liu (2012) and
others. The metric quantifies the accommodation
of an individual along a linguistic category by look-
ing at the shifting usage of terms of that category,
compared to other speakers. The linguistic cate-
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gories include Articles, Adverbs, Quantifiers, Con-
junctions, Indefinite Pronouns, Personal Pronouns,
Prepositions and Auxiliary Verbs as well as other
psycho-linguistic categories from the widely used
LIWC dictionary (J. W. Pennebaker, 2015).

Speaker’s accommodation Given users a and b,
and a linguistic marker m, we want to measure how
the usage of m by a triggers (or suppresses) the
occurrence of m in the direct responses of b.

Given aset Sqp : (@ : ui, b : ug) of exchanges
where u; denotes an utterance (comment) by a and
ug is a direct reply by b we define coordination of
b towards a on marker m as:

Where P(¢;}) is the probability of speaker a us-
ing marker m; P(&]_,,,) is the probability of
speaker b using m in replying to u; (made by a),
and P(&;) . |§,) is the probability of speaker b
using m in replying to an utterance u; in which
a also used m. Equation 1 bears three important
properties:

1. Itis asymmetric, thatis C™ (b, a) # C™(a, b),
allowing us to realize which user is accommo-
dating toward the other.

2. C™(b,a) = 0if any of the speakers uses m in
every utterance, since no turn-taking influence
could be modeled in this scenario.

3. C"™(b,a) W 1 if b uses m in a re-
;fb” —00

sponse to a if and only if a used m, where
S, is the set of exchanges between a and b
the do not contain m.

Group Coordination The definition of coordi-
nation is extended to address the coordination of a
group of speakers. This enables us to measure (i)
The coordination of a speaker b toward a group of
speakers A, and (ii) The coordination of a group B
toward a group of speakers A.

We accomplish (i) by simply looking at the set
of consecutive utterances: Sap : (A : uq,b : u2)
that includes the responses of speaker b to every
speaker a € A. The coordination of b toward the
group A is therefore defined as:

C™ (b, A) = P(&y sy [€0y) = P(El—,) (D)

To accomplish (ii), the coordination of speakers
in group B to targets in group A, we calculate

the average coordination of speakers in B toward
targets speakers A:

Cm(Ba A) = <Cm(b7 A)>b€B (3)

Aggregated coordination The coordination
measures defined above apply to a specific marker
m. Previous studies report that accommodation
is not necessarily correlated across markers as
user b can accommodate toward a on m and
diverge on m’ (Street and Giles, 1982; Bilous and
Krauss, 1988). Therefore, having an aggregated
coordination metric may provide a fuller picture
regarding the overall accommodation across
markers M and groups. Three types of aggregated
coordination measure are considered:

1. Aggregate 1: We first compute C'(b, A) as the
macro average of C™ (b, A) for all m € M,
then use it to compute C'(B, A) as described
in Equation 3. However, we wish to note that
C"™(b, A) can only be computed if there is a
sufficient number of exchanges between b and
A with the marker m (we enforce § > 3), and
therefore, Aggregate 1 is calculated only using
those b € B where C"™ (b, A) is defined for
every m. This aggregation provides the most
accurate generalized coordination, but relies
only on a subset of the speakers. In order
to compensate for cases in which C™ (b, A)
is undefined we propose the two aggregated
measures below.

2. Aggregate 2: Assuming group homogene-
ity, we approximate C"™ (b, A) by averaging
C™(B,A)overallb € B for whom C™ (b, A)
is defined.

3. Aggregate 3: Assuming speakers tend to
present the same behaviour across markers,
the undefined C"™ (b, A) can be approximated
by averaging C™ (b, A) over all m' € M
for which C™ (b, A) could be computed di-
rectly. While this assumption does not always
hold, this definition of aggregated coordina-
tion has proved useful in Danescu-Niculescu-
Mizil et al. (2012).

We used the ConvoKit toolkit for conversation
analysis (Chang et al., 2020) in preprocessing and
measuring coordination.
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Notation | Definition Used in
U The set of all users (speakers) in the data all
GOoFs The set of all OPs Hi1, Hi2, Hy3
GW The set of all users in a submission that are not the OP (AKA regulars) Hy1, Hys
G Regulars users in a submission that are OPs in other submissions Hio
GAres The set of Delta givers ¢ GO°. That is: Delta givers that are not the OP of the submission Hy, Hyq
GAhor The set of Delta givers € GOP* . That is: OPs that gave Delta in their own submission Hyo
GA The set of users that did not award a A in the submission Hy, Hy, Hy
C*(0,0) | Coordination is measured only for discussion branches in which a A was awarded H;
C’Z(o7 o) | Coordination is measured only for discussion branches in which a A was not awarded Hj3
G~ The set of Delta givers in a submission regardless of role Hy
GOPa The set of OPs that did not give delta in their own submission Hy.o

Table 2: Notations and definitions for groups of speakers assuming different roles in the CMV data.

3.2 Formalizing the Research Questions

Notation Before using the definitions above to
formalize the research questions presented in Sec-
tion 1.4, we introduce a few more notations, pre-
sented in Table 2 for convenience. An important
aspect to note is that for each Reddit user a, we pro-
duce dummy users for each submission she takes
part in. Formally: a user a participating in n discus-
sions will have n dummy users {a; };—1.. ., one for
each discussion. Different dummy representations
of a user may be part of different groups, for exam-
ple, in a discussion she initiated: a; € GO and in
another discussion she participates (but didn’t ini-

tiated) a; € GOP5. These dummy representations
allows us to explore the coordination of a user in
different contexts.

We provide the following example of a conver-
sation to familiarize with the notations: Given a
submission opened by Bobby, comments by Jess,
Arnold and a delta given by both Bobby and Ava.
We can attribute our speakers to the groups accord-
ingly: Bobby is in the group of OPs, the group of
delta givers and the group of OPs that gave delta
- Bobby, € GOPs GA,G?or . Jess and Arnold
are in the group of users that did not give delta -
{Jessy, Arnold;} C GA. Ava is in the group of
delta givers and the group of delta givers that are
not OPs - Ava; € GA, GAres,

RQ1: Do OPs present higher levels of linguistic
accommodation? In order to answer positively
we need to reject the null hypothesis:

C(GOPs, ) = C(GOF*, 1) (Hy 1)

and verify that C(GOP*,U) > C(GOF*U),
showing that coordination of OPs (in discussions
they initiated) towards all other users is higher than
the coordination of regular users toward all other
users.
We further explore the behaviour of OPs putting
forward the following null hypothesis:
C(GOTs . U) = C(GT,U) (Hi2)
Namely, we test whether OPs present different lev-
els of coordination in discussions they initiated and

in discussions they participate without assuming
the role of the OP.

RQ2: Do Delta givers present higher levels of
linguistic accommodation? A positive answer
is validated by rejecting the following null hypoth-
esis:

C(G?rs,U) = C(G*,U) (H,)
and verifying that C(G%7es, U) > C(G>,U).

It is important to note that G®<s only includes
A-givers that are not OPs (see definitions in Table
2). This distinction is important due to the fact
that a user in an OP role declares her flexibility by
inviting other users to change her mind, while other
A-givers do not assume this flexibility.

RQ3: Are Deltas correlated with accommoda-
tion on the discussion level, rather than on the
user level? That is we check whether Deltas
are awarded more generously in discussions with
higher levels of accommodation, not necessarily by
or toward the A-giver. We put forward the follow-
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ing null hypothesis:

CAU,U) = CA(U,U) (Hs)

Validating Hs shows that the general accommo-
dation level is not correlated with A awards.

4 Results and Analysis

All of the hypothesis presented above are tested
using the two-sample ¢-test. We report significance
values for the following p-values: 0.05, 0.01 and
0.001. Conversations are extracted from the dis-
cussion data described in Section 1.3, containing
1.3M utterances by 87K unique users participating
in 9.3K discussions.

4.1 Open-mindedness

OPs present higher coordination (RQ1) Fig-
ure 1 presents the coordination values for a num-
ber of marker types and for the three aggregate
measures. We reject the null hypothesis H; ; with
p < 0.001 for all markers and measures and con-
firm that OPs present significantly higher levels of
coordination, compared to regular users (Figure
la). Similarly, we reject the null hypothesis Hj o,
though significance values vary between markers
(Figure 1b).

The results above show that the open-
mindedness of an OP is not an inherent personal
capacity but depends on the role assumed in a spe-
cific context. We further validated this by testing
the coordination of OPs in discussions they did not
initiate (G") to the coordination level of users that
never initiated a discussion as OPs. Indeed, we find
no significant difference between their coordination
levels.

Delta givers present higher coordination (RQ2)
We reject the null hypothesis (H2) for most mark-
ers and all aggregate types (Figure 2). This result
confirms that non-OP Delta givers present higher
levels of coordination compared to users that did
not give Delta.

Coordination varies on branch level (RQ3)
We reject the null hypothesis (H3) for most markers
and all aggregate measures, asserting that coordina-
tion levels in branches in which a A was awarded
are significantly different from those in branches
without any A. Surprisingly, we find that the levels
of accommodation are higher in branches where no
Delta was awarded (see figure 3). In the next sub-
section we further explore this surprising result.

4.2 Accommodation Effect on Delta Giving

In the previous section we have established that
on the user-level, A-givers present higher coor-
dination than other users, however, on the dis-
cussion level, A is more likely to be awarded in
non-coordinated branches. In order to understand
these dynamics, we test the coordination toward
A-givers (G?). We test the following hypothesis:

C(U,G?) = C(U,G?) (Hy)

It is important to note that C' is calculated only
on utterances made before the A was awarded. Us-
ing the two-sample ¢-test we get mixed results (Fig-
ure 4). Significance is observed for some mark-
ers (quantifiers, adverbs, prepositions and personal
pronouns) and for Aggregate 1 and 2, but not for
Aggregate 3 and the other markers that proved to
be highly distinctive in RQ1-3.

Following the inconclusive result for Hy, we di-
vide G?, the group of A-givers, to two distinct
sets — OPs (G~0P) and A-givers that are not OPs
(GPres). We can now test whether A-giving OPs
respond differently than other A-givers when ac-
commodated to. The idea behind this split is to find
out if one group is more susceptible to accommo-
dation than the other. We consider two settings: (i)
Accommodation toward non-OP A-givers (G27es)
vs. accommodation toward non-A-givers (GD),
for which we test Hy4 1, and (i1) Accommodation
toward A-giving OPs (G~0P) vs. the accommoda-
tion toward OPs that did not award a A (GOFa),
for which we test Hy 2. In both settings we calcu-
late the coordination on utterances made before the
A was awarded, similar to (Hy).
C(U,G?)

C(U,GAres) = (Hy1)

C(U,G2or) = C(U,GOP») (H,2)

While we cannot reject Hy 1 (Figure 5a), we do
reject Hy o (Figure 5b), as significance (p < 0.001)
is observed for all markers and aggregate measures
but for adverbs. That is, while regular A-givers do
not experience any special accommodation, we do
observe a dramatic difference in accommodation
patterns toward A-giving OPs vs. OPs that did
not award a A — OPs are inclined to award a A in
discussion threads that are accommodating toward
them, and reserve themselves from awarding a A
in case the use of style markers diverges over time,
rather than coordinated toward them.
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EEA Speaker: OPs (total: 7136, 7692) EEA Speaker: OPs (total: 1342, 1602)
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0.05/0.01/0.001, respectively.
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give Delta. Test (H>) Figure 3: Delta branches vs Non-Delta branches. Test

(H3)

Finally, we complement this analysis by looking
at accommodation toward OPs in their own sub-
missions (G°F#) and non-OPs (G°F*). The null
hypothesis, asserting that OPs do not experience

higher levels of accommodation toward them is
formalized as:

C(U, GOF%) = C(U, GOP%) (H, 3)

This hypothesis is rejected with significance of
p < 0.001 for all markers. However, we see that
users tend to diverge from the OPs, rather than ac-
commodate toward them (Figure 6). This result
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coupled with the results of Hy, H4 1 and Hy > high-
lights the importance of accommodation to achieve
persuasion, as we briefly discuss on below.

4.3 Discussion

Open-mindedness or power and status Previ-
ous work promoted the social framework of power-
relations as the force behind linguistic style accom-
modation. Our results suggest that accommoda-
tion is related to the willingness of an individual
to examine her or his beliefs, consider alternative
viewpoints, appreciate convincing argumentation,
and ultimately “convert”. This correlation between
open-mindedness and accommodation is observed
for OPs and A-givers alike — both present higher
accommodation levels toward their conversation
partners.

Dynamic Open-mindedness Analysing the ac-
commodation of OPs toward others, we observed
that they present significant accommodation in the
discussions they initiated, but present accommoda-
tion levels similar to other users in the discussions
they only take part of as regular users. These re-
sults suggest that open-mindedness can be context-
dependent, rather than an inherent personal trait.
This view could also accommodate (pun intended)
previous works promoting the power-structure hy-
pothesis, as the power difference implicitly im-
poses open-mindedness — the expected state-of-
mind of a subordinate, given our social norms.

Accommodation on the discussion level Sur-
prisingly we found that discussion convergence
(reflected by a A awarded by the OP) does not
positively correlate with accommodation. In fact,
A-givers that are not OPs are more likely to award
the A in discussions that are characterized by style
divergence, rather than coordination. We hypoth-
esize that Deltas serve a subtle, secondary, social
function, beyond the acknowledgment of a con-
vincing argument. Users may be inclined to award
a A in a subconscious effort to ease tensions that
are manifested by the divergence of style. This is
in line with previous work by Mukherjee and Liu
(2012), showing that strategic expressions of an
agreement by debaters are correlated with high ac-
commodation. Similarly, we observe the “strategic”
impact of style coordination in promoting agree-
ment — as OPs are more likely to award a A if they
are accommodated to.

5 Conclusions and Future Work

5.1 Conclusions

We have proposed a novel hypothesis, asserting
that linguistic style accommodation correlates with
open-mindedness. We have provided evidence that
supports this hypothesis through a series of ex-
periments. We further demonstrated that open-
mindedness is context-dependent, and argued that
previous frameworks through which accommoda-
tion is studied could be viewed as a special case
under the umbrella framework of open-mindedness
we have proposed.

In future work we aim to further explore the
different accommodation levels between some of
the markers, and the way these are correlated with
the conversational discourse structure, as proposed
by (Zakharov et al., 2020).

Additionally, another area we believe is worth
exploring and that is the effect of ‘performance’
as studied by Goffman (1967). OPs, being in a
sort of formal role maybe “acting” and their ac-
commodation might be altered for it. In this work
we used the delta users as a control group that is
not affected by this effect. Still, it is interesting
to research how accommodation is affected when
“acting” compared to genuine behavior. Further
exploration of the shifting performative roles of
the users, their dynamic roles, their assumed per-
sona should be addressed in future work through a
controlled experiment.
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