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1. This article examines the use of language to communicate one's willingness to thoughtfully engage with opposing views, which is referred to as "conversational receptiveness".
2. The authors develop an interpretable machine-learning algorithm to identify the linguistic profile of receptiveness and show that it has meaningful relational consequences.
3. They also develop a "receptiveness recipe" intervention based on their algorithm, which they find improves writers' persuasiveness and desirability for future collaboration.
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May be slightly imbalanced: The article presents the information in a generally reliable way, but there are minor points of consideration that could be explored further or claims that are not fully backed by appropriate evidence. Some perspectives may also be omitted, and you are encouraged to use the research topics section to explore the topic further.
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The article “Conversational Receptiveness: Improving Engagement with Opposing Views” is a well-written and comprehensive piece of research that provides valuable insights into how language can be used to foster more productive conversations between people who hold different opinions. The authors have conducted several studies in order to demonstrate the effectiveness of their proposed “receptiveness recipe” intervention, and have provided evidence for its efficacy in improving engagement with opposing views.
The article is generally reliable and trustworthy, as it provides detailed descriptions of the methods used in each study, as well as clear explanations of the results obtained from them. Furthermore, the authors have taken care to note potential sources of bias in their studies, such as self-selection bias in Study 2 and selection bias in Study 3.
However, there are some areas where the article could be improved upon. For example, while the authors provide evidence for their claims about conversational receptiveness having meaningful relational consequences, they do not explore any potential counterarguments or discuss any possible risks associated with using this approach. Additionally, while they provide evidence for their “receptiveness recipe” intervention being effective at improving engagement with opposing views, they do not discuss any other potential interventions that could be used for this purpose or compare their approach to existing ones. Finally, while they provide evidence for their claims about conversational receptiveness being reliably measurable and having meaningful relational consequences, they do not discuss any potential implications or applications of these findings beyond what was discussed in the article itself.
[bookmark: _Toc5]Topics for further research:
· Counterarguments to conversational receptiveness
· Risks associated with conversational receptiveness
· Alternative interventions for engaging with opposing views
· Comparison of conversational receptiveness to existing interventions
· Implications of conversational receptiveness
· Applications of conversational receptiveness
[bookmark: _Toc6]Report location:
https://www.fullpicture.app/item/13db21752e757c756bbbd9fc676a1f6f
Report created by FullPicture.app
