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The language of likes: A corpus study on linguistic predictors of text agreement 
 

 
Although linguistic features are shown to influence text agreement, studies have typically 

examined only a few features at a time (e.g., Bullock et al., 2019; Nadarevic et al., 2021). 

Therefore, it remains unclear which combination of features shapes text agreement. To 

address this, we analyzed a corpus of featured (i.e., pinned) comments (≥75 words; N = 2567) 

on articles from a well-known Dutch news website to assess which linguistic features best 

predict text agreement (operationalized as the number of likes comments received; e.g., 

Sumner et al., 2018).  

Using T-scan (Pander Maat et al., 2014), we extracted 447 linguistic features across 

eight classes: lexical complexity, sentence complexity, referential cohesion and lexical 

diversity, relational coherence, concreteness, personal style, verbs and time, and parts-of-

speech. We created a training and test set (90/10 split) and performed a ten-fold cross-

validation with feature selection using correlation filtering, multicollinearity checks, and 

backward stepwise regression to identify which features best predict likes. Model 

performance was assessed to evaluate its generalizability and the final model was obtained 

with the full training and test set.  

Preliminary results show consistent selection of features in lexical complexity, 

referential cohesion and lexical diversity, concreteness, and parts-of-speech (specifically, 

intensifiers), despite variation across folds. More detailed results will be presented at the 

conference.  

This study extends prior work by identifying which text characteristics most strongly 

affect text agreement, which contributes to our understanding of cues readers rely on when 

evaluating text credibility and can aid our understanding of what makes texts persuasive.  
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