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Online Deliberation Reputation Signals Research Question

(used as heuristics) (reference cues theory)

A.+10 reputation 
+26% persuasion 
           probability

 →

Q. Does reputation 
have persuasive 
power in online 
deliberation?

Empirical Challenges

Main Results

I. Identifying Changes in Opinions II. Skill & Opinion Selection

III. Unobserved Confounders IV. Controlling for Text

Dataset of online deliberation 
from ChangeMyView

7 years, 1.1 million debates         
800,000+ users, 20+ moderators

2013 2019

Explicit indicator of opinion-change
Reputation  no. persuaded previously≈

Δ

A. Exploit multiple debates per user 

 

Controls for time-invariant challenger 
characteristics that affect persuasion

skill =
no. persuaded previously

no. previous debates

r1

r2

r3

B. Exploit multiple    
debates per opinion 
Addresses confounding    
due to opinion selection

Intuition 
• Higher (worse) position    

lower persuasion probability 

• Reputation  no. of posters 
persuaded previously

→

≈

r1

r2

r3

Lesser 
attention, 
smaller 
argument 
space

Why? Confounders likely to affect 
the debate outcome through the 
text of the challenger’s response

Instrument 
Mean past 
challenger 
position 

(F > 1000)
How? Partially-linear IV model 
with deep (ReLU) neural networks 
to model text — estimated via 
double machine-learning

Consistent estimates + valid 
inference — in contrast with NLP 
dimensionality reduction

Reputation is persuasive 

+10 reputation units  +26% 
persuasion rate increase over 
the platform average 
persuasion rate ( 3.5%) 

Heterogeneity patterns 
consistent with "reference 
cues” persuasion theory

→

≈

*** 
0.0091 
(0.0008)

Reputation 
(10 units)

Skill 
(%)

*** 
0.0016 
(0.0002)

Position 
(std. dev)

*** 
-0.0088 
 (0.0008)


