Promoting Constructive Deliberation:
Reframing for Receptiveness
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[Post] Natural disasters are
Increasing across the world

[Comment] Ve really need to
do something about climate change.”

[Comment] “We really need to do
something about climate change.”
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Much more

Reframed Reply] | understand
L Ply] [ understan receptive

you think we need to do something
about climate change, but | don't
think it's real.

+3 Receptiveness
Index = 2

Hedging
I’'m not sure climate change isreal and |
don’t know why you believe it.

Acknowledgement

| understand you think we need to do
something about climate change, but |
don’t think it’s real.

Same as

original

Negative Emotion? -3 (R)
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Elaboration
Why do you think we need to do
something about climate change?

Curiosity? +2

| Grounding
| also think we should discuss climate
- change, but | don’t believe it’s real.

Much less
receptive

Bias? -1 (R)

ge

think it matters because climate * =5
change is not real.

Gratitude
| appreciate your intentions, but | don’t

Openness? -2 (R)

Agreement

| agree that we should talk about this issue,
but | don’t think climate change is real.
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(b) Annotate factors (c) Get receptiveness index

(a) Reframe replies

To promote constructive discussion of controversial topics online, we propose of
disagreeing responses to to a preceding comment, through a computational

framework grounded in social science theory.

. » Online discussion amongst opposing views is often hostile
- and confrontational, provoking isolation & polarization

- » Current methods primarily focus on preventing harms
rather than promoting pro-social content

(1) Data

“We really need to do
something about
climate change.”

(2) Reframe replies

Debagreement
dataset
E ) Disagreement

The Problem

* Six low-level strategies grounded in
psychology, linguistics, and
communications theory

r/democrats, r/Republican, r/climate, r/BlackLivesMatter

. Conversational receptiveness refers to the “extent to which
participants in disagreement communicate their
willingness to engage with each other’s views” (Yeomans

* Prompt: strategy + definition, five in-

Conversational
context examples

Receptiveness

et al., 2020) e Model: gpt-4
-, | | (3) Annotate factors Validation
. * Reframing for receptiveness can be used for more scalable,
Content Moderation - creative, and teachable content moderation Annotators are given the original reply and a
& Polarization  Constructive debate with opposing views has been shown to reframe and are asked two questions for each
~actually reduce polarization (Levendusky & Stecula, 2021) factor on a 7-point Likert scale Reflect Preserve  Contextually
strategies meaning relevant

“Which reply would be more likely to make
you angry when you read it?”
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“Which reply makes you feel genuinely
curious to find out more about why they have
a different opinion than you do?”

(4) Get receptiveness index

“Which reply makes you feel like the user's

SR * We take the average of the factor
view is biased by what would be best for

scores to get the final receptiveness

paraphrase (B) | —e—0.56 them and their group?” -
| index
receptive (B) - E —e—0.42 e _
. i it Our reframes are ﬁg;. “Which reply makes you feel like the issue * Some factors are reverse coded since
= ! | . is just not up for debate?” the questions are negative
>  acknowled. i —e—1.76 percelved to be
2 | significantly more
3 elababoration { i aabll receptive than the
grounding i —e— 1.88 baselines Avg Strategies Paraphrase (B1) Receptive (B2)
. i |
gratitude - i —e—1.71 2.00 7 } Low toxicity
agreement 1 E e— 1.9 O 1.75 l Medium toxicity
_ ' ' ' ' ' ' o . . .
0.5 0.0 0.5 R:ézptive:ésss 2.0 2.5 3.0 S 150- } High toxicity
7))
Y 1.25-
Strategy Receptiveness Score § 1.00 -
F1 F2 F3 F4 Avg. 2 0754
Hedging 19 [0 102 15 151 O 0'50_ L]
Acknowledge 1.72 1.66 1.06 1.79 1.56  Ourreframes decrease o O «- ’ ’
Elaboration 185 171 109 1.78 161 Ne9aive SmOtons, 0.25- YW  egkambhat
Grounding 1.86 1.72 1.11 1.90 1.65 Nerease C‘g"is(;ty Ia” 0.00
Gratiude  |1.81 1.65 1.00 1.71 1.54  ©OPenness, butdo less I okambhat@utexas.edu
Agreement | 1.98 1.81 1.17 1.89 1.71 well at reducing bias. Our receptive reframes have higher impact
e 184 169 107 180 1.60 on more toxic comments. Toxicity doesn’t 17 gaurikambhatla.github.io
h : : : ' : affect baseline reframes.

F1: Emotion, F2: Curiosity, F3: Bias, F4: Openness
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