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Abstract

Multi-Party Conversations (MPCs) are widely
studied across disciplines, with social media as
a primary data source due to their accessibility.
However, these datasets raise privacy concerns
and often reflect platform-specific properties.
For example, interactions between speakers
may be limited due to rigid platform structures
(e.g., threads, tree-like discussions), which
yield overly simplistic interaction patterns (e.g.,
as a consequence of "reply-to" links). This
work explores the feasibility of generating di-
verse MPCs with instruction-tuned Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs) by providing determin-
istic constraints such as dialogue structure and
participants’ stance. We investigate two com-
plementary strategies of leveraging LLMs in
this context: (I.) LLMs as MPC generators,
where we task the LLM to generate a whole
MPC at once and (II.) LLMs as MPC par-
ties, where the LLM generates one turn of the
conversation at a time, provided the conversa-
tion history. We next introduce an analytical
framework to evaluate compliance with the con-
straints, content quality, and interaction com-
plexity for both strategies. Finally, we assess
the quality of obtained MPCs via human an-
notation and LLM-as-a-judge evaluations. We
find stark differences among LLMs, with only
some being able to generate high-quality MPCs.
We also find that turn-by-turn generation yields
better conformance to constraints and higher
linguistic variability than generating MPCs in
one pass. Nonetheless, our structural and quali-
tative evaluation indicates that both generation
strategies can yield high-quality MPCs.

1 Introduction

Multi-Party Conversations (MPCs), i.e., conversa-
tions involving more than two participants (Brani-
gan, 2006), have been studied across multiple dis-
ciplines. Research in conversational analysis and
linguistics has focused on modeling interaction dy-
namics (Sacks et al., 1974; Wilson et al., 1984),

identifying participant roles (Malouf, 1995), or
mapping emergent structural patterns in discourse
(Gibson, 2003). These studies highlight both com-
plexity and diversity of real-world MPCs, where
factors like turn-taking, speaker alignment, and so-
cial context shape the flow of conversation.

The collection of MPC data has, however,
strongly shifted from in-person and online meet-
ings to social media platforms (Mahajan and
Shaikh, 2021), where large-scale data is more ac-
cessible. However, this shift has introduced several
confounding factors. Social media platforms often
enforce a one-to-one reply structure, overlooking
implicit addressees and simplifying interaction dy-
namics; in natural conversations, in contrast, a turn
is often directed to multiple participants and the
conversational structure is more dynamic. As a re-
sult, MPC corpora derived from social media plat-
forms often lack structural diversity, which severely
limits their utility in analyzing real-world conversa-
tional phenomena (Wei et al., 2023). This, in turn,
affects generation capabilities of current Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs). For LLMs, trained on con-
versations from social media and predominantly
used in two-party interactions (i.e. human-assistant
use-cases), MPCs represent a distributional shift,
resulting in their underwhelming performance in
natural MPC contexts (Tan et al., 2023; Penzo et al.,
2024). The next generation of LLMs is, however,
expected to engage in MPCs and excel in tasks like
identifying the appropriate speaker to respond to
(Wei et al., 2023), summarizing meetings (Kirstein
et al., 2024) or even managing multi-agent scenar-
ios (Wu et al., 2023). Recent studies have explored
their performance in social contexts (Ziems et al.,
2024; Chang et al., 2024), emphasizing the need for
large, representative datasets to train this novel gen-
eration of LLMs and to ensure robustness across
diverse and less frequent interaction patterns (Lee
et al., 2024). Zhou et al. (2024) explicitly high-
light multi-party interactions as a key challenge for
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future LLM research.
One possible remedy for the lack of structural

diversity in MPCs derived from social media data
is to synthesize MPCs, by explicitly constraining
LLMs to generate MPCs with specific characteris-
tics. In particular, generated MPCs should include
diverse conversations, encompass various interac-
tion structures, topics and contexts and capture rich
speaker-addressee relationships, allowing for multi-
addressee interactions, in order to reflect real-world
conversational complexity.

In this paper, we propose generating synthetic
MPCs using LLMs guided by constrains related to
the above capabilities. We explore two generation
strategies: (I.) One-Long (OL) generation, where
the LLM produces an entire MPC in a single step,
and (II.) Turn-by-Turn (TT) generation, which con-
structs the conversation sequentially, one turn at a
time. A comparison of resulting MPCs from both
strategies highlights the (potential) discrepancies
between (I.) what LLMs believe human MPCs
look like (OL) and (II.) how they behave as partic-
ipants in an MPC (TT). We propose a novel eval-
uation framework that combines several quantita-
tive and qualitative dimensions of generated MPCs,
focusing on the extent of LLMs’ compliance to
provided content and structural constraints.

We address the following three key research
questions:

RQ(1): Can LLMs be leveraged to generate large
synthetic MPC datasets while maintaining com-
pliance with predefined constraints on dialogue
structure and participants’ stance?

RQ(2): Which generation strategy (One-Long vs.
Turn-by-Turn) produces higher-quality MPCs?

RQ(3): How can we effectively evaluate the variety
and quality of the generated MPCs?

We test four popular LLMs and identify
Llama3.1 (Dubey et al., 2024) and Qwen2.5 (Yang
et al., 2024) as the best MPCs for complying the
most with constraints. Turn-by-Turn seems to gen-
erate more constraint-compliant MPCs than One-
Long. Moreover, the MPCs produced by TT exhibit
greater lexical variability and semantic coherence.
The generated MPCs also present a higher struc-
tural complexity than a widely-used corpus of ‘real’
conversations (Ouchi and Tsuboi, 2016). Finally,
a qualitative evaluation shows that both TT and
OL can produce high-quality MPCs, rendering the
choice of the LLM more important than the choice

of generation strategy. 1

2 Related Work

Mahajan and Shaikh (2021) categorize MPC cor-
pora into three types: Spoken Unscripted, Spo-
ken Scripted, and Written. In this work, we ad-
dress Spoken Unscripted and Written MPCs. Spo-
ken Unscripted MPCs typically occur in in-person
discussions, with spontaneous interactions. Writ-
ten MPCs, on the other hand, are characteristic
of online platforms: here conversations unfold
asynchronously, often due to platform-specific con-
straints. While social media allow for rapid col-
lection of large-scale written MPCs, these datasets
often come with incomplete interaction metadata.
Many datasets record only explicit reply-to rela-
tionships, neglecting implicit addressees and richer
conversational dynamics (Ouchi and Tsuboi, 2016;
Zhang et al., 2018; Chang and Danescu-Niculescu-
Mizil, 2019). Wei et al. (2023) point out that well-
known MPC corpora (Ritter et al., 2010; Baumgart-
ner et al., 2020; Lowe et al., 2015) are useful for
response generation, but not for more interactive
tasks. Only most recent efforts focus on captur-
ing conversational dynamics (i.e., go beyond text
content) (Hua et al., 2024).

Structural analyses of social communication
networks have primarily focused on interaction
patterns across multiple conversations (Panzarasa
et al., 2009; Coletto et al., 2017; Garimella et al.,
2018; Felmlee et al., 2021). This confirms the
relevance of such structures in studying conversa-
tion dynamics. However, our focus is on interac-
tions emerging within a single conversation rather
than across multiple discussions, applying the same
structural analysis techniques.

To the best of our knowledge, the only existing
attempt at generating synthetic MPCs was made by
Chen et al. (2023). However, their work primarily
focused on conversations involving at most three
participants, limiting the complexity of interactions.
In contrast, our study explores the generation of
MPCs with four or more participants, leading to
more elaborate discussion dynamics. While this in-
creased complexity allows for richer conversational
structures, it also introduces a higher likelihood of
generation errors, necessitating a rigorous evalua-
tion process to assess the quality and consistency
of the generated dialogues.

1The code for generation and evaluation of the MPCs is
available at the Github repository: https://github.com/
dhfbk/Constrained-SyntheticMPC.
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Rehabilitation is key, and the death 
penalty doesn’t offer that chance

Mia
Jordan

Leo

Speaker Message Addressee(s)

...

...

Figure 1: Example of a turn in a synthetic MPC.

3 Synthetic MPCs Generation

In our framework, a Multi-Party Conversation
(MPC) consists of an ordered sequence of turns,
where each turn includes the speaker information
(who wrote the turn), the message (what the textual
content of the turn is), and the addressees (to whom
the turn is directed), see for example Figure 1. In
this section, we first introduce the two generation
strategies we test (Section 3.1), followed by the
topics chosen for the MPCs (Section 3.2), and fi-
nally the constraints specified in the instructions
for generating MPCs (Section 3.3).

3.1 Generation Strategies
We test two strategies for generating MPCs using
instruction-based models. Our main goal is to de-
termine whether LLMs behave differently when
asked to generate an MPC as a unique narrative
compared to acting as an interactive participant
within the conversation. With this motivation, we
use each LLM in two generation strategies:

One-Long generation strategy (OL). The LLM
is prompted to generate the entire conversation in
one pass. In this strategy, generation starts with a
system input prompt that defines all the constraints
and the task, asking then to generate the entire con-
versation. This strategy follows a one-step, long-
generation process, based on a single input context.

Turn-by-Turn generation strategy (TT). Here
the LLM is prompted to generate the conversation
incrementally, provided the conversation history.
The model is prompted multiple times to perform
one of three tasks: (I.) generate a speaker, (II.) gen-
erate interactions between a speaker and addressees
(given the speaker), or (III.) generate a message
(given the interaction). The process begins with a
system prompt specifying the constraints and these
three tasks. The model is first prompted to gen-
erate each speaker and assign them a stance on a
controversial topic. Then, the LLM generates a
sequence of interactions and messages (one at a
time), iteratively augmenting the MPC: this means
that the context provided to the LLM increases
monotonically in size with consecutive turns.

3.2 Topics

To generate a controlled set of synthetic MPCs, we
identify a set of controversial topics to encourage
more polarized and clear statements from speakers
based on their assigned stance. Specifically, fol-
lowing Li et al. (2024a), we select 38 topics and
create two stance statements for each topic: one
reflecting a progressive perspective and the other a
conservative perspective. The statements are cre-
ated trying to avoid potential biases such as framing
statements negatively or using specific terms ex-
clusively in one category. Finally, we instruct the
LLMs to generate conversations based on each of
the resulting 76 statements. We provide the full list
of topics in Appendix B.1.

3.3 Conversation Constraints

To ensure that the generated conversations feature
rich interaction patterns with diverse dynamics, we
instruct the model to follow specific constraints (we
provide details about how this was operationalized
in prompts in Appendix A).

Output Format: to enable automated analy-
sis, the generated output must respect a struc-
tured JSON format with all the information needed.
So, each generated MPC must be a dictionary
with two primary keys, namely conversation and
speakers. The conversation field must include a
list of dictionaries, each with specific fields such as
speaker’s name, turn message and addressees,
i.e. the list of participants in the conversation to
whom the message is directed. The speakers field
includes the speaker’s name and the stance with
respect to the conversation topic.

Interactions: these constraints refer to three
requirements in the generated MPCs – all speakers
appearing in the interactions must be present in the
speakers’ list (i.e., the LLM should not invent a
new speaker half way through the conversation);
addressees must cover at least once also the role
of speaker; self-interactions, i.e. speakers sending
a message to themselves, are not admitted.

Speaker’s Contribution: all speakers in the
speakers field must be authors of at least one turn
in the conversation.

Number of Speakers: In order to enable com-
plex interaction structures, each MPC must involve
between 4 and 6 speakers.

Number of Messages: Each generated MPC
must include 15 messages across all speakers, with
a maximum of 50 words per message.
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Speaker’s Stance: We specify the exact number
of speakers for each stance (e.g., 2 with the pro and
3 with against stance).

We additionally request that the first turn always
addresses all participants: this ensures that the gen-
erated interaction graph is connected, as required
for structural analysis (see Section 4.3).

4 Evaluation Framework

We design an evaluation framework aimed at as-
sessing different aspects of the generated MPCs. It
is composed of four blocks, which we detail below.

4.1 Compliance with Constraints

The first dimension considered in the evaluation
framework is to what extent the synthetic MPCs
comply with the format and structural constraints
given in the prompt. For each generated MPC, this
framework must verify: (I.) the correctness of the
Output Format; (II.) the correctness of the Inter-
actions; (III.) the Contribution of each speaker;
(IV.) the Number of Speakers; (V.) the Number of
Messages; (VI.) the distribution of the Stance of
the Speakers.

All the computed values must be compliant with
the constraints presented in Section 3.3. Only for
the Number of Messages, we relax the constraint
by considering valid MPCs including less than
15 turns if they contain at least 2 messages per
speaker. Indeed, after a manual check of the gen-
erated MPCs, we noticed that shorter or longer
conversations may still represent high-quality data.
Each value is computed separately and then used
to identify how many MPCs comply with all these
constraints.

4.2 Analysis of Language Variability

A key risk for synthetic datasets is to suffer from
low linguistic variability, due to repetitive exam-
ples obtained when using similar prompts (even if
stochastic decoding is used), an issue already high-
lighted for dialogical settings (Occhipinti et al.,
2024). On the other hand, while generated MPCs
should ideally be lexically rich, they should also be
semantically coherent, i.e. different MPCs about
the same topic should exhibit a certain degree of
semantic similarity.

To control for these aspects, we compute the
following three metrics:

Repetition Rate (Bertoldi et al., 2013), which
has already been used in synthetic conversational

scenarios in the past (Bonaldi et al., 2022), mea-
sures the rate of non-singleton n-grams within a
cluster of MPCs.

String Similarity between pairs of turns is
computed using thefuzz library2 and is based on
Lehvenstein distance.

Semantic Coherence between pairs of turns
is computed by first embedding each turn with
SentenceBERT-all-MiniLM-L6-v2 (Reimers and
Gurevych, 2019) and then calculating pairwise co-
sine similarity.

The above metrics are computed across all gener-
ated MPCs about the same topic. More specifically,
Repetition Rate is computed among all MPCs in the
same topic-based cluster and then averaged across
all clusters to assess linguistic diversity. String
Similarity and Semantic Coherence are calculated
across all turns in all possible conversation pairs
on the same topic, following an all-vs-all compar-
ison strategy. For each topic we keep only the 5
highest similarity scores and average them, then
we compute the average of all topic-level scores.

4.3 Interaction Structure Analysis

To describe and quantify the structural complexity
of interactions in the generated MPCs, we com-
pute a series of network metrics, focusing on node-
level properties, dyads (pairs of nodes) and triads
(triplets of nodes), according to standard practices
in interaction network analysis (Pauksztat et al.,
2011; Felmlee et al., 2021). Following Penzo et al.
(2024), we represent MPC interactions with an un-
weighted undirected graph Gu and a weighted di-
rected graph Gd.

To measure the average activity of a node in
the conversation, we compute two metrics. First,
the Average Degree Centrality in Gu, denoted
as degavg(Gu), represents the average number of
speakers each participant interacts with, regardless
of direction. Second, the Average Out-going De-
gree in Gd, denoted as outdegavg(Gd), captures
the average number of speakers each participant
interacts with having a specific direction. Figure
2 provides a visual representation of degavg(Gu)
(graph A) and outdegavg(Gd) (graph B). Both av-
erages are computed across all the nodes in the con-
versation and normalized according to their maxi-
mum possible values.

When two speakers, s1 and s2, reply to each
other, they form a cycle (Coletto et al., 2017), rep-

2https://github.com/seatgeek/thefuzz
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Figure 2: Overview of the metrics considered in our structural analysis.

resented by a directed edge e1 from s1 to s2 and a
reciprocal edge e2 from s2 to s1 (graph C in Fig-
ure 2). If this back-and-forth exchange continues
multiple times, the edge weights w(e1) and w(e2)
will both become > 1. We refer to such recurring
exchange as consistent cycles (graph D in Figure
2). Based on this, we compute the Reciprocity
R(Gd), i.e., the total number of cycles between
two nodes over all pairs of nodes in Gd, and the
Consistent Reciprocity Rw(Gd), i.e. the number
of consistent cycles between two nodes over all
pairs of nodes in Gd. Finally, to quantify how often
speakers build "triads" of interactions, we compute
the Transitivity T (Gu) (graph E in Figure 2).

For all these metrics, higher values indicate more
complex interactions in a conversation. Indeed,
higher reciprocity (consistent or not) suggests more
frequent back-and-forth exchanges. Again, higher
average degree values means that speakers engage
with more participants, while greater transitivity
reflects denser connections, leading to the creation
of more interconnected speaker groups (Pauksztat
et al., 2011).

4.4 Qualitative Evaluation

As a final assessment, we evaluate MPCs qualita-
tively. We run both a small-scale human evaluation
and an “LLM as a judge” assessment (Gu et al.,
2024) for analyses on a large scale.

We ask an expert human annotator and an LLM
to rate a given MPC along the following dimen-
sions with a Likert Scale from 1 to 5, inspired
by the scores proposed in Chen et al. (2023):
(I.) naturalness, i.e., the quality of the overall
flow, tone, and word choice in the conversation;
(II.) argumentability, i.e., how well the conversa-
tion presents reasoned and well-argued positions;
(III.) speaker’s stance consistency, i.e., whether all
speakers maintain their assigned stance at the be-
ginning of the conversation; (IV.) speaker’s stance
evolution, i.e., whether speakers demonstrate a real-
istic and logical evolution of their stance during the

conversation or maintain their stance consistently;
(V.) addressee correctness, i.e., whether the as-
signed addressees align with the conversation con-
text and are logically appropriate; (VI.) addressee
preciseness, i.e., whether addressees are precise
and contextually appropriate (messages should tar-
get the smallest relevant group of individuals).

5 Experimental settings

To generate synthetic MPCs, we compare four
different instruction-based models, chosen for
their comparable parameter sizes and compati-
bility with the same prompt design. The mod-
els include Llama3.1-8B-Instruct (Dubey et al.,
2024), Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct (Yang et al., 2024),
Ministral-8B-Instruct3, and OLMo-2-7B-Instruct
(OLMo et al., 2024). For each generation strategy
(One-Long or Turn-by-Turn, see Section 3.1) we
develop three distinct system prompts combining
a more or less schematic task description and dif-
ferent examples of the output format. For details
we refer to Appendix A. For each combination of
constraints, topic and system prompt, we generate
75 conversations to account for the potential va-
riety of structures. As hyperparameters, we use
temperature 0.7, mixed top p and top k decoding
with p = 0.9 and k = 40. In total we obtaine
102 600 synthetic MPCs for each model and gener-
ation strategy.

6 Evaluation Results

We evaluate the generated MPCs for each dimen-
sion included in the evaluation framework (Section
4).

6.1 Evaluation of Compliance with
Constraints

We first address RQ(1), aimed at assessing whether
synthetic MPCs can comply with the predefined
constraints described in Section 4.1. The results of
the analysis are reported in Table 1. We compare

3https://mistral.ai/news/ministraux/
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Model Llama3.1 Qwen2.5 Ministral OLMo2
Generation strategy OL TT OL TT OL TT OL TT
Output Format 81 026 99 524 93 136 102 164 16 045 35 918 440 93 529
Interactions 80 963 95 916 93 082 102 110 16 020 13 524 437 72 660
Number of Messages 80 978 72 072 93 016 102 160 15 971 13 444 439 73 546
Number of Speakers 30 332 99 524 40 201 102 156 10 490 13 381 217 73 747
Stance of the Speakers 20 167 99 328 23 550 86 214 4 538 1 067 92 63 727
Contribution 74 760 97 763 87 006 92 777 15 936 18 674 168 30 860
All Constraints 15 550 68 246 20 853 79 740 4 452 897 46 19 893

Table 1: Number of generated MPCs that are compliant with each constraint, out of the full set 102 600 generations
for each LLM and strategy (i.e. OL = One-Long generation, TT = Turn-by-Turn generation). The final amount of
MPCs (last row) is the amount of generations that satisfy all the constraints.

Model Llama3.1 Qwen2.5
Gener. Strategy OL TT OL TT
Avg. # words 11.94 26.58 9.67 14.15
RepetitionRate (↓) 18.08 11.07 14.43 13.35
StringSimilarity (↓) 65.51 53.88 63.22 58.38
SemanticCoherence (↑) 0.496 0.565 0.475 0.529

Table 2: Results of language variability analysis.

the output generated by the four different LLMs,
each following two strategies for generation (i.e.
One-Long vs. Turn-by-Turn). We report the num-
ber of generated MPCs, out of the 102 600 in the
initial set, that were generated in compliance with
the given constraint.

This first evaluation shows that Qwen2.5 is the
best model to comply with the constraints, followed
by Llama3.1. Indeed, focusing on the best gener-
ation strategy, 77% of the MPCs generated by the
former comply with all constraints, while for Llama
3.1 this percentage drops to 66%. Ministral and
OLMo2, instead, fail to satisfy all constraints in the
vast majority of generated conversations. Concern-
ing the generation strategy, TT generation is overall
better at complying with almost all the constraints.

The constraints where most settings encountered
significant challenges were the Number of Speakers
and Stance of the Speakers. However, TT seems to
be able to mitigate these issues for LLMs except
Ministral. Based on these findings, in the remain-
der of this work we will focus on Llama3.1 and
Qwen2.5 and perform all analyses on the subset of
MPCs that satisfy all constraints.

6.2 Results of Language Variability

Table 2 summarizes the results on language vari-
ability (as described in Section 4.2).

The analysis shows that linguistic variability at
surface level is lower when MPCs are generated
in a single pass (OL generation) and also semantic
coherence is lower compared to Turn-by-Turn gen-

eration (TT) for both models, i.e., Llama3.1 and
Qwen2.5. This is probably due to the fact that in
TT settings, the LLM is explicitly required to gener-
ate a turn by taking into account what immediately
precedes it, building a coherent conversation step
by step. Llama3.1 generates less repetitive MPCs
at surface level, despite their turns being on average
longer than Qwen2.5’s. Also semantic coherence
is better for Llama3.1 in all settings.

6.3 Results of Structure Analysis

We report the results of the structure analysis for
Qwen2.5 – TT, i.e. the model providing the highest
number of synthetic MPCs, in Figure 3. Results
for Qwen2.5 – OL and for Llama3.1 exhibit similar
patterns, which are detailed in the Appendix B.3.

Since one of our goals is to assess how synthetic
MPCs compare to real MPCs in terms of struc-
tural complexity, we perform the same structure
analysis on 13 714 MPCs extracted from the Ubun-
tuIRC dataset (Ouchi and Tsuboi, 2016), a widely
used corpus of conversations from an online forum
about software issues and troubleshooting. This
subset was extracted using the strategy in Penzo
et al. (2024) to obtain all non-overlapping conver-
sations with 15 messages and 4, 5, or 6 speak-
ers, ensuring each conversation formed a single
connected-component interaction. For each of the
five network metrics introduced in Section 4.3, we
plot in Figure 3 the Empirical Cumulative Density
Function (ECDF) obtained by analysing synthetic
MPCs with 4, 5 or 6 speakers (i.e. nodes) and on
all generated MPCs, and we compare them with
ECDF for UbuntuIRC.

For all metrics, higher values indicate more com-
plex interactions. As shown by the median val-
ues, the UbuntuIRC dataset consistently exhibits
lower values across all statistics. Compared to
UbuntuIRC, speakers in our synthetic MPCs tend
to interact with more participants. Also, pairs of
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Figure 3: Empirical Cumulative Density Function (ECDF) of structural analysis of synthetic MPCs from Qwen2.5-
TT. All the boxes goes from 0 to 1 on both vertical axis (density) and horizontal axis (value of the metric).

speakers tend to have more back-and-forth dynam-
ics and groups of speakers tend to be more intercon-
nected. Additionally, in our dataset, the distribution
of conversations with varying numbers of partici-
pants closely mirrors the overall average, with no
notable deviations. This finding holds for all the
model-strategy combinations and all metrics.

6.4 Qualitative Evaluation

The last analysis focuses on the quality of the gener-
ated conversations and is conducted both manually
and automatically. Ideally, using LLM-as-a-judge
would allow us to quickly evaluate all synthetic
MPCs with limited effort. However, we could not
be sure about the quality of this multi-dimensional
evaluation when performed automatically. So, we
first select 96 MPCs (24 per model and generation
strategy) via stratified sampling balanced across
topic and stance. We then ask an expert annotator
with background in philosophy and extensive ex-
perience with linguistic annotation to evaluate for
each MPC the six dimensions described in Section
4.4 such as addressee correctness, stance consis-
tency, etc. After annotating a first batch of 32
MPCs, a discussion phase took place in which
doubts were clarified with the help of a second
annotator and reconciliations took place if needed.
The average values assigned to each dimension
on a Likert scale between 1 (poor quality) and 5
(perfect quality) on the 96 MPCs are reported in
Table 3. We observe that all dimensions have been
evaluated positively, especially Naturalness and

Model Llama3.1 Qwen2.5
Generation Strategy OL TT OL TT
Naturalness 4.30 4.30 3.92 3.75
Argumentability 4.00 3.92 3.67 3.21
Addressee Correctness 3.96 4.04 3.92 4.25
Addressee Preciseness 3.54 3.83 3.71 3.29
Stance Consistency 4.08 3.63 3.63 4.17
Stance Evolution 4.38 4.83 4.50 4.63

Table 3: Results from expert human annotator on 96
MPCs (24 for each model-strategy combination).

Speaker’s Stance Evolution. The most challenging
dimension is Addressee Preciseness, which is the
only item with an average score below 4. Neither
of the two LLMs is consistently better. Neither of
the generation strategies (OL vs. TT) is superior to
the other w.r.t all evaluation dimensions either.

We complement this manual analysis with a
large-scale one using LLM-as-a-judge with Ope-
nAI’s o3-mini model.4 We first assess whether it
can be reliably used to evaluate all six dimensions
above. We therefore launch LLM-as-a-judge on
the same 96 MPCs which were manually evalu-
ated and measure human-LLM agreement via Krip-
pendorff’s alpha (Krippendorff, 2011) and Spear-
man’s correlation (full details in Table 7 in Ap-
pendix D). While Spearman’s correlation high-
lights a positive correlation between LLM and hu-
man annotator on all dimensions except for Ad-
dressee Preciseness, Krippendorf’s alpha results
are less consistent. However, for both measures the
two dimensions that show the highest agreement

4https://openai.com/index/openai-o3-mini/
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between human annotator and LLM-as-a-judge are
Speaker Stance Consistency (Krippendorf’s alpha
0.78, Spearman’s correlation 0.76 with p < 0.001),
i.e. whether the speakers comply with the as-
signed stance when entering the conversation, and
Speaker’s Stance Evolution (Krippendorf’s alpha
0.29, Spearman’s correlation 0.25 with p < 0.05),
i.e. whether the speakers follow a logical and real-
istic evolution of their stance throughout the con-
versation. We therefore carry out a large-scale eval-
uation only for these two aspects using LLM-as-
a-judge on 800 conversations (200 per model and
generation strategy). Results are reported in Table
4 and, similar to the human evaluation, show that
Llama3.1 and Qwen2.5 are comparable in terms
of performance and that they are able to generate
MPCs that present realistic evolution of speakers’
stance with both generation strategies.

Model Llama3.1 Qwen2.5
Generation Strategy OL TT OL TT
Stance Consistency 4.15 3.76 3.99 3.64
Stance Evolution 4.64 4.46 4.62 4.68

Table 4: Results with LLM as a judge on 800 MPCs
(200 for each model-strategy combination).

7 Discussion

The analyses from the previous sections allow us to
address the three research questions from Section
1. With respect to RQ(1), targeting the possibility
to generate synthetic MPCs following predefined
constraints, our evaluation shows that models with
comparable parameter sizes can yield very differ-
ent performances. In this respect, Qwen2.5 is by
far the best performing LLM in our pool followed
by Llama3.1. Indeed, Qwen2.5 is able to generate
77% MPCs compliant with all the constraints given
in the prompt (with Ministral this percentage drops
to less than 1%). The reason behind this difference
in performance cannot be clearly identified but it
is likely to depend on the quality of pretraining
data. Looking at other dimensions, however, there
is no clear winner between Qwen2.5 and Llama3.1.
Although Llama generates less repetitive and se-
mantically more coherent MPCs, our qualitative
evaluation does not favor either model.

As regards RQ(2), aimed at finding the best gen-
eration strategy between OL and TT, we observe
that generating MPCs in a Turn-by-Turn fashion
is consistently better in terms of compliance with
given constraints. This can be related to recent
advancements in handling long contexts: generat-

ing shorter, multi-step outputs can be more precise
and reduce errors compared to relying on a single,
long-generation output. However, this advantage
comes at the cost of longer computational times (in
our experiments, TT took around 12 times more
than OL). Using TT reduces also the repetitiveness
of MPCs while generating conversations that are
more semantically coherent than OL. Our quali-
tative evaluation, in contrast, renders TT and OL
similarly viable.

To address RQ(3), concerning how we can effec-
tively evaluate the quality of generated MPCs along
different dimensions, we present a framework com-
posed by four evaluation blocks, each targeting a
specific aspect of MPCs. Beside linguistic variety,
coherence and qualitative dimensions such as natu-
ralness and stance evolution, we introduce a novel
assessment of the structure of synthetic MPCs. We
consider five network metrics and compute empiri-
cal cumulative density function to compare them
with the same values calculated from real MPCs.
We show that it is possible to steer the interaction
structure in generated conversations, which paves
the way to the large-scale creation of high-quality
MPCs with much more complex interactions than
what social media datasets offer.

8 Conclusion

MPCs are widely studied using social media data
because of its abundance and accessibility. Due to
platform constraints and inherently asynchronous
communication, however, such datasets poorly re-
flect the structural diversity of natural MPCs. In
this work, we investigated the viability of generat-
ing varied MPCs with LLMs, showing that (some)
LLMs can indeed generate MPCs that conform
to structural constraints (e.g., number of speakers
and their stances). Models such as Llama3.1 and
Qwen2.5 can yield high-quality MPCs under varied
constraints, both when prompted to (I.) generate
the whole MPC at once or (II.) one turn at a time,
given all preceding turns in context. This makes
LLMs suitable for synthesizing large-scale datasets
for various types of conversations, addressing the
diversity of real-world MPCs. Synthesized data
can then be further leveraged to fine-tune smaller
models for various discriminative tasks (e.g., next
speaker or addressee prediction). Our future efforts
will exactly focus on synthesizing use-case-specific
MPCs and evaluating their utility when used as fine-
tuning data for smaller discriminative models.
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Limitations

Our work presents some limitations. First of all,
we focus only on English, and the topics we select
are typical of US-centric polarized debates such
as universal healthcare, right to abortion and death
penalty. It is possible that precisely because of
these divisive topics, speakers in generated MPCs
were able to discuss in a consistent way w.r.t. the
assigned stance. In the future, it would be interest-
ing to extend our analysis also to topics on which
speakers can have more nuanced views, that are
probably more challenging for LLMs to imitate.

In this first set of experiments, we generated
MPCs with 4, 5 or 6 speakers, and with a maximum
length of 15 turns. It may be worth investigating
whether looser constraints, allowing more or less
speakers, or longer and shorter conversations, can
lead to the creation of more ‘natural’ MPCs and
whether the evaluation results would still hold.

Ethical Statement

One of the main reasons behind research on syn-
thetic data is the need to comply with privacy con-
cerns, especially when working with conversations
extracted from social media. We share the same
concern and we argue that generated MPCs could
alleviate ethical issues related to sharing personal
information online. This applies in particular to
conversations about sensitive topics such as abor-
tion or death penalty, like the ones that we generate
in our experiments. Still, we acknowledge that
the problem is not fully solved since basically all
best performing LLMs are currently trained on so-
cial media data, and synthetic MPCs could include
personal data as well (Li et al., 2024b). Also, the
creation of synthetic MPCs is not exempt from pos-
sible negative impact, for instance when used for
training malicious agents in social conversation sce-
narios. This is a drawback applicable to the whole
research field of synthetic corpora generation for
conversational AI and we advocate for more dis-
cussions on such risks within the NLP community.
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A System Prompts

We report in Figure 4 and Figure 5 respectively the
two versions of the Task Description and the
two versions of the Output Format (same struc-
ture, just different example) for the One-Long (OL)
generation strategy. In Figure 6 and Figure 7 we re-
port the same for the Turn-by-Turn (TT) generation
strategy.

For both strategies, the three System Prompts
are obtained by concatenating: (I.) Task
Description 1 + Output Format 1; (II.) Task
Description 2 + Output Format 1; (III.) Task
Description 1 + Output Format 2.

Finally, in Figure 8 we report a synthetic Multi-
Party-Conversation according to the guidelines (the
topic field has been added in post-processing for
context). In the System Prompt, the assignment of
stance among the speakers has 6 possible distribu-
tions (pro-topic vs counter-topic): 2 vs 2, 3 vs 2, 2
vs 3, 2 vs 4, 3 vs 3, 4 vs 2.

B Further Analysis

B.1 List of Topics

The topics on which LLMs were prompted to gen-
erate MPCs (see Section 3.2) are reported in Table
5. They consist in 76 paired statements based on 38
topics, in which each statement reflects a more con-
servative or progressive point of view with respect
to the given topic.

The 38 topics were manually selected from the
ones provided by Li et al. (2024a) (freely available
in the related Github repository).5 Specifically, we
picked the most polarizing topics, in order to foster
more clear-cut stances during the generation of
MPCs.

B.2 General Statistics of Final Set of
Synthetic MPCs

In Figure 9 we report the general statistics of the
synthetic MPCs that satisfy the constraints accord-
ing to Section 6.1. We report for each model-
strategy combination: (I.) the average number
of addressees per turn; (II.) the number of users;
(III.) the stance assignment; (IV.) the number of
turns.

Most of the combinations satisfy the strict
requirements of exactly 15 messages. Only
Llama3.1-TT tends to generate a lot of examples
of shorter conversations.

B.3 Extended Results from Global s Structure
Analysis

In Figure 10 we report all the plots related to the 5
structural metrics presented in Section 4.3, for all
the model-strategy combinations (where the mod-
els are Llama3.1 and Qwen2.5). All the plots show
similar shapes, and all the combinations present a
more complex structure than MPCs in the Ubun-
tuIRC dataset (Ouchi and Tsuboi, 2016).

C Technical Report

All the experiments have been run on Ampere A40
GPUs, which present 48GB of VRAM. We used
the vLLM library (Kwon et al., 2023) for speeding
up the inference time. In Table 6 we report the
links to the models and the repositories we used.

In order to compute the structural metrics, we
used the tools from the NetworkX6 library (Hag-
berg et al., 2008). Instead, for computing the

5https://github.com/tianyi-lab/DEBATunE
6https://networkx.org/documentation/stable/
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You are a helpful and honest assistant. Please, respond
concisely and truthfully.

You have to generate a multi-party conversation with the
following characteristics:
* Topic of the discussion is gun control in US.
* Among 5 speakers.
* 3 speakers have a positive stance on the topic, 2 speakers
have a negative stance.
* 15 messages in total.
* Avoid consecutive messages from the same speaker.
* Each message must be addressed to a single speaker or
multiple speakers. Ensure to have a variety in the number of
addressees among the messages.
* The first message is addressed to everyone.
* Each message has a maximum of 50 words.

For each message, you have to generate both the speaker
and the addressee. The addressee cannot be the speaker.

You are a helpful and honest assistant. Please, respond
concisely and truthfully.

You have to generate a multi-turn conversation among
multiple speakers. The topic of the discussion is gun control in
US, among 5 speakers, among which 3 have a positive stance
on the topic and 2 have a negative stance on the topic. The
conversation will have 15 messages in total.
Please Avoid consecutive messages from the same speaker.

Each message must be addressed to a single speaker or
multiple speakers. Ensure to have a variety in the number of
addressees among the messages. The first message is
addressed to everyone. Ensure to have a variety in the number
of addressees among the messages. Each message has a
maximum of 50 words.

For each message, you have to generate both the speaker
and the addressee. The addressee cannot be the speaker.

OL - Task Description 1 OL - Task Description 2

Figure 4: The two versions of Task Description for the One-Long generation strategy

Krippendorf-alpha we used the implementation
from Castro (2017) for interval data. For the Spear-
man correlation, we used the SciPy library (Virta-
nen et al., 2020). For the human evaluation, we
used Argilla7 for creating the annotation platform
and we used the User Interface provided on Hug-
gingFace spaces.8 For the LLM-as-a-judge evalua-
tion, we employed the OpenAI API for reasoning
models.9 We also used the official guide to perform
prompt refinement.10 Our results can be rerun by
paying less than $20.00. We used both ChatGPT11

and Copilot12 for help in the coding process.

D Human and LLM-as-a-judge
Agreement

As reported in Section 6.4, we compute the Inter-
Annotator Agreement on a batch of 96 MPCs with
Krippendorf’s alpha and Spearman correlation be-
tween the human expert annotator and the LLM
(results in Table 7). For the two scores with higher
Krippendorf’s alpha, i.e., Speaker Stance Consis-
tency and Speaker Stance Evolution, we employed
the LLM-as-a-judge on large scale.

E Guidelines for Human Evaluation

For human annotation, we designed a careful doc-
umentation to be used as guidelines. We report in
Figure 11 the introduction, in Figure 12 the Plat-

7https://github.com/argilla-io/argilla/
8https://huggingface.co/argilla
9https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/

text-generation
10https://platform.openai.com/docs/guides/

prompt-generation
11https://openai.com/index/chatgpt/
12https://github.com/features/copilot

form Description (with a screenshot of the view),
in Figure 13 the Scores Description. One anno-
tator performed his task as part of an internship,
while the second annotator is regularly employed
at the authors’ institution. The effort required, on
average, 2.5 hours for a batch of 32 items.
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The output must follow the json format:
{ "conversation": [
   {
        "id" : 1,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1, addressee2]
    },
    {
        "id" : 2,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1]
    },
    {
        "id" : 3,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1, addressee2, addressee3]
    }
],
"speakers:[
    {
        "name": speaker1,
        "stance": stance_speaker_1,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker2,
        "stance": stance_speaker_2,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker3,
        "stance": stance_speaker_3,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker4,
        "stance": stance_speaker_4,
    }
]
}

The "stance" can be only "positive" or "negative".

You will be given the command:

Generate a conversation.

Be concise.
Don't give further details.

The output must follow the json format:
{ "conversation": [
   {
        "id" : 1,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1, addressee2]
    },
    {
        "id" : 2,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1]
    },
    {
        "id" : 3,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [address1, addressee2, addressee3]
    },
    {
        "id" : 4,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1, addressee2]
    },
    {
        "id" : 5,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1, addressee2, addressee3,
addressee4]
    },
    {
        "id" : 6,
        "speaker": speaker,
        "message": message,
        "addressee": [addressee1]
    }
],
"speakers:[
    {
        "name": speaker1,
        "stance": stance_speaker_1,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker2,
        "stance": stance_speaker_2,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker3,
        "stance": stance_speaker_3,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker4,
        "stance": stance_speaker_4,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker5,
        "stance": stance_speaker_5,
    },
    {
        "name": speaker6,
        "stance": stance_speaker_6,
    }
]
}
The "stance" can be only "positive" or "negative".

You will be given the command:

Generate a conversation.

Be concise.
Don't give further details.

OL- Output Format 1 OL- Output Format 2

Figure 5: The two examples of Output Format for the One-Long generation strategy
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You are a helpful and honest assistant. Please, respond
concisely and truthfully.

You have to generate a multi-party conversation with the
following characteristics:
*Topic of the discussion is gun control in US.
*Among 5 speakers.
*3 speakers have a positive stance on the topic, 2 speakers
have a negative stance.
* 15 messages in total.
* Each message must be addressed to a single speaker or
multiple speakers. Ensure to have a variety in the number of
addressees among the messages.
* The first message is addressed to everyone.
* Each message has a maximum of 50 words.

You will be given three possible tasks:

    * Generate a speaker;

    * Choose the next turn interactions;

    * Generate the next message.

You are a helpful and honest assistant. Please, respond
concisely and truthfully.

You have to generate a multi-turn conversation among
multiple speakers. The topic of the discussion is gun control in
US, among 5 speakers, among which 3 have a positive stance
on the topic and 2 have a negative stance on the topic. The
conversation will have 15 messages in total.
Please Avoid consecutive messages from the same speaker.

Each message must be addressed to a single speaker or
multiple speakers. Ensure to have a variety in the number of
addressees among the messages. The first message is
addressed to everyone. Ensure to have a variety in the number
of addressees among the messages. Each message has a
maximum of 50 words.

You will be given three possible tasks:

    * Generate a speaker;

    * Choose the next turn interactions;

    * Generate the next message.

TT - Task Description 1 TT - Task Description 2

Figure 6: The two versions of Task Description for the Turn-by-Turn generation strategy

When you will be asked to generate a speaker, you have to
generate a speaker name and its stance, following the json
format:

{
        "name": speaker,
        "stance": stance_speaker,
}

Ensure to respect the number of speakers with positive and
negative stance.

The "stance" can be only "positive" or "negative".

When you will be asked to choose the next turn interactions,
you have to choose the next speaker of the next turn and the
next addressees of the next turn among the previously
generated speakers, following the json format:

{
        "speaker": speaker,
        "addressee": [addressee1, addressee2]
}

When you will be asked to generate the next message, you
have to generate the next message based on the interactions
decided in the previous message and consistent with the user
stance, following the json format:

{
        "message": message,
}

Be concise.
Don't give further details.

When you will be asked to generate a speaker, you have to
generate 1) a speaker name and 2) its stance, which can only
be positive or negative, following the json format:

{
        "name": speaker_name,
        "stance": speaker_stance,
}

Ensure to respect the number of speakers with positive and
negative stance.

When you will be asked to choose the next turn interactions,
you will output the speaker of the next turn and the
addressees of the next turn among the previously generated
speakers, following the json format:

{
        "speaker": speaker_name,
       "addressee": [addressee1, addressee2, addressee3]
}

When you will be asked to generate the next message, you
have to output the message based on the interactions
decided in the previous message and consistent with the user
stance, following the json format:

{
        "message": message,
}

Be concise.
Don't give further details.

TT- Output Format 1 TT- Output Format 2

Figure 7: The two examples of Output Format for the Turn-by-Turn generation strategy
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 {"conversation": [
      {"id": 1, "speaker": "Alex", "message": "We need to talk about climate change. What are your thoughts?",  
       "addressee": ["Emma", "Jack", "Lily", "Mike", "Oliver"]}, 
      {"id": 2,  "speaker": "Emma",  "message": "I think we should invest more in renewable energy sources.",  "addressee": ["Alex"]}, 
      {"id": 3, "speaker": "Lily", "message": "Climate change is a serious issue, we need to take immediate action.", 
       "addressee": ["Mike", "Oliver"]}, 
     {"id": 4,  "speaker": "Jack",  "message": "I agree with Emma, solar and wind power are the future.",  "addressee": ["Alex", "Emma"]}, 
     {"id": 5, "speaker": "Mike", "message": "I don't think we should make drastic changes, it's too expensive.", 
      "addressee": ["Lily", "Oliver"]}, 
     {"id": 6, "speaker": "Oliver", "message": "We should focus on economic growth, not environmental issues.", 
      "addressee": ["Alex", "Emma", "Lily"]}, 
     {"id": 7, "speaker": "Alex", "message": "Economic growth and environmental protection are not mutually exclusive.", 
      "addressee": ["Mike", "Oliver"]}, 
     {"id": 8, "speaker": "Emma", "message": "We can create jobs in the renewable energy sector.", "addressee": ["Jack"]}, 
     {"id": 9, "speaker": "Lily", "message": "We need to educate people about the consequences of climate change.", 
      "addressee": ["Mike"]}, 
     {"id": 10, "speaker": "Jack", "message": "Renewable energy is becoming more efficient and affordable.", "addressee": ["Emma"]}, 
     {"id": 11, "speaker": "Mike", "message": "But what about the cost of transitioning to new energy sources?", "addressee": ["Lily"]}, 
     {"id": 12, "speaker": "Oliver", "message": "We should prioritize economic growth over environmental concerns.", "addressee": ["Alex"]},
     {"id": 13, "speaker": "Alex", "message": "That's a short-sighted view, Oliver.", "addressee": ["Oliver"]}, 
     {"id": 14, "speaker": "Emma", "message": "We can't afford to wait any longer to act on climate change.", "addressee": ["Lily", "Jack"]}, 
     {"id": 15, "speaker": "Lily", "message": "Let's work together to find a solution.", "addressee": ["Alex", "Emma", "Jack", "Mike", "Oliver"]}
], 
"speakers": [
     {"name": "Alex", "stance": "positive"}, 
     {"name": "Emma", "stance": "positive"}, 
     {"name": "Jack", "stance": "positive"}, 
     {"name": "Lily", "stance": "positive"}, 
     {"name": "Mike", "stance": "negative"}, 
     {"name": "Oliver", "stance": "negative"}
], 
"topic": "fight to climate change"
}

Figure 8: Example of Synthetic Multi-Party Conversation
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Figure 9: General statistics of the resulting MPC for Llama3.1 and Qwen2.5 on both generation strategies. The
statistics reported are (from the top): (I.) average number of addressees per turn, (II.) number of users, (III.) stance
assignment, (IV.) number of turns.

18



Llama 3.1
TT

Llama 3.1
OL

Qwen2.5
OL

A
ve

ra
g

e 
D

eg
re

e
A

ve
ra

g
e 

O
u

t-
D

eg
re

e
Tr

an
si

ti
vi

ty
R

ec
ip

ro
ci

ty
C

on
si

st
en

t
R

ec
ip

ro
ci

ty

Qwen2.5
TT

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

ECDF all
ECDF 4 speak.
ECDF 5 speak.
ECDF 6 speak.
ECDF U-IRC

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0 1

1

0.35 0.35 0.27 0.35

0.33 0.33 0.19 0.29

0.60

0.40

0.17

0.33

0.10

0.60 0.39 0.52

0.20 0.30

0.03 0.07

Figure 10: Empirical Cumulative Density Function (ECDF) of structural analysis on the synthetic MPCs from
Llama3.1 and Qwen2.5, with both generation strategies, i.e. One-Long and Turn-by-Turn generation. The statistics
reported are (top to bottom): (I.) Average Degree Centrality, (II.) Average Out-Going Degree, (III.) Transitivity,
(IV.) Reciprocity, (V.) Consistent Reciprocity. Average Degree Centrality and Average Out-Going Degree are
normalized. In this way, all values on the vertical axis (density) and on the horizontal axis (value of the metric) are
included between 0 and 1.
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Progressive Conservative
ban of targeted killing allowance of targeted killing
ban of the death penalty allowance of the death penalty
recognition of the right to abortion ban of abortion
recognition of the right to euthanasia ban of euthanasia
recognition of Palestinian state non-recognition of Palestinian state
ban of mandatory military service mandatory military service
ban of nuclear weapons support for nuclear weapons
mandatory sex education in schools optional sex education in schools
guarantee of online teaching mandatory in-person teaching
fight to climate change opposition to regulations for action on climate change
incentives for renewable energy incentives for energy from fossil fuels
ban of facial recognition technology incentives for facial recognition technology
incentives for AI research opposition to AI research incentives
mandatory vaccination for children optional vaccination for children
ban of animal testing allowance of animal testing
incentives for organ donation opposition to organ donation incentives
ban of racial profiling allowance of racial profiling
incentives for immigration and asylum support to immigration contrast and stricter asylum rules
universal healthcare support to private healthcare
legalization of marijuana ban of marijuana
legalization of same-sex marriage ban of same-sex marriage
legalization of surrogate motherhood ban of surrogate motherhood
programme for the reduction of the gender pay gap increase of the gender pay gap in favor of men
limitation to gun ownership right to unrestricted gun ownership
holocaust remembrance mandatory in schools optional holocaust remembrance in schools
ban of zoos support for zoos
protection of endangered species opposition to endangered species protection
organization of pride parades ban of pride parades
allowance of tattoos ban of tattoos
cohabitation of couples before marriage mandatory marriage before cohabitation
ban of arranged marriages right to arranged marriages
US staying in NATO US leaving NATO
Germany staying in EU Germany leaving the EU
mandatory acceptance of mobile payments ban of mobile payments
lowering university tuition fees increase in university tuition fees
mandatory cameras on police officers freedom of police officers to refuse cameras
freedom of blasphemy punishment for blasphemy
legalization of adoption by same-sex couples ban of adoption by same-sex couples

Table 5: List of topics, paired according to their Progressive and Conservative version.

Model Repository
Llama-3.1-8B https://huggingface.co/meta-llama/Llama-3.1-8B
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct
Ministral-8B-Instruct https://huggingface.co/mistralai/Ministral-8B-Instruct-2410
OLMo2-7B-Instruct https://huggingface.co/allenai/OLMo-2-1124-7B-Instruct

Model Context length
Llama-3.1-8B 128k
Qwen2.5-7B-Instruct 131k
Ministral-8B-Instruct 131k
OLMo2-7B-Instruct 4k

Table 6: Upper - repositories of the model used for generating the synthetic MPCs. Lower - context length of each
model.
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Annotation Guidelines for Multi-Party Conversations
You will annotate multi-party conversations involving from 4 to 6 users, each discussing a specific topic. The topic
and each user's initial stance will be provided.

Key Concepts to Understand

1. Addressee
The addressee refers to the intended recipient of a message in the conversation.
An addressee can be:

Directly and explicitly addressed (e.g., a user's name or a clear reference is mentioned).
Implied but inferred from context (e.g., the message implicitly responds to someone's argument).
Multiple users at once (e.g., the message addresses the group).

Important: The addressee is distinct from an "overhearer": an overhearer is a participant who reads the message but
is not the intended recipient.
Note: Simply reporting the name of someone (e.g., "I agree/disagree with X") does not automatically mean that X is
the addressee. Always consider the context to identify the correct addressee.

2. Stance
The stance reflects the speaker's opinion about the topic, i.e. they can either support or counter a topic.

Example 1: 
Topic: ban of mandatory military service
Pro: support the ban of mandatory military service
Con: counter the ban of mandatory military service

Example 2:
Topic: mandatory military service
Pro: support the mandatory military service
Con: counter the mandatory military service

Speakers can change their stance during the conversation, but such changes must arise logically through the
course of argumentation and counterargumentation.

Illogical or abrupt stance changes that lack reasoning within the discussion are not acceptable

Figure 11: Overview of guidelines for human evaluation

21



How Conversations Are Presented
Chronological Order1.
The conversation will be displayed in the order the messages were exchanged.
Topic Information2.
Before the first message, the topic of the conversation will be shown for context.
Message Display3.
Each message appears in a colored box with the speaker's name clearly labeled.
On the right side of each message box, the addressees of the message are listed. These addressee names will
also appear in colored boxes corresponding to their assigned colors.
Speaker Color Coding4.
Each speaker has a consistent color assigned to all their messages and addressee labels.
Hot colors (e.g., red, orange) indicate speakers with an initial countertopic stance (opposition to the topic)
Cold colors (e.g., blue, green) indicate speakers with an initial protopic stance (support for the topic).
Remember, the stance should evolve logically through the conversation, but the color assigned will remain the
same.

Speaker

Message

Turn Number

Topic

Addressees

Figure 12: Platform description from human evaluation guidelines
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Annotation Task Overview
You will evaluate several aspects of a multi-party conversation based on the definitions provided. Each aspect will be
rated on a specific scale.

Evaluation Criteria
1. Naturalness

Definition: Assess the overall quality of the conversation's flow, tone, and word choice.
Scale:

1: Completely unnatural – disjointed, incomprehensible.
2: Mostly unnatural – awkward, robotic, hard to follow.
3: Moderately natural – clear but with noticeable unnatural elements.
4: Mostly natural – fluent, minor issues, nearly native-like.
5: Fully natural – perfect flow, tone, and word choice, native-level..

2. Argumentability
Definition: Rate how well the conversation presents reasoned and well-argued positions.
Scale:

1: Total lack of arguments – The conversation has no argumentative character.
2: Insufficient arguments – Mostly empty and generic assertions are presented.
3: Mediocre arguments – Arguments are few or poorly reasoned, and many messages lack argumentative
depth.
4: Good arguments – Messages generally express sufficiently reasoned positions, with rare exceptions.
5: Excellent arguments – All messages present well-reasoned arguments.

3. Speaker Stance Consistency
Definition: Evaluate whether all speakers maintain the stance assigned at the beginning of the conversation. If
the stance is uncertain, it does not mean the speaker is inconsistent with their assigned stance.
Scale:

1: Completely inconsistent – all speakers fail to start with their assigned stance.
2: Mostly inconsistent – frequent misalignment with assigned stances at the start.
3: Moderately consistent – some speakers begin with their assigned stance, but others deviate.
4: Mostly consistent – rare deviations, most speakers start with their assigned stance.
5: Fully consistent – all speakers clearly and strictly start with their assigned stance.

4. Speaker Stance Evolution
Definition: Assess whether each speaker demonstrates a realistic and logical evolution of their stance during the
conversation or keep logically their stance. If stance doesn’t change at all, the evolution is considered totally
realistic.
Scale:

1: Completely illogical – all stance changes are unrealistic, inconsistent, or poorly justified.
2: Mostly illogical – frequent unrealistic or weakly justified changes in stance.
3: Moderately plausible – some stance changes are logical, others feel forced or unclear.
4: Mostly plausible – most stance changes are logical, with a few minor inconsistencies.
5: Fully plausible – all stance changes are realistic, logical, and follow a natural progression.

5. Addressee Correctness
Definition: Evaluate whether the assigned addressees align with the conversation context and are logically
appropriate. A correct addressee is one that fits the intended recipient(s) based on the content of the message.
Scale:

1: Completely Incorrect - addressees are random, irrelevant, or inappropriate.
2: Mostly Incorrect - frequent misalignments with the intended context or message.
3: Moderately Correct - some addressees are appropriate, but others are misaligned or unclear.
4: Mostly Correct - addressees are appropriate in most cases, with only minor errors.
5: Fully Correct - all addressees are logical and perfectly aligned with the conversation context.

6. Addressee Preciseness
Definition: Assess whether addressees are precise and contextually appropriate. Messages should target the
smallest relevant group or individuals, avoiding unnecessary use of "everyone" unless truly relevant to all.
Scale:

1: Completely Imprecise - addressees are mostly irrelevant or overly broad, frequently defaulting to "everyone."
2: Mostly Imprecise - addressees are often too broad, with few attempts at precision.
3: Moderately Precise - addressees are sometimes appropriate but often lack precision, with overuse of
"everyone."
4: Mostly Precise - addressees are usually precise, with only minor lapses in targeting.
5: Fully Precise - addressees are always the most precise and contextually appropriate, using "everyone" only
when necessary.

Figure 13: Description of the scores from the human evaluation guidelines
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Coefficients Krippendorf Spearman
Naturalness −0.24 0.05
Argumentability 0.14 0.22∗

Addressee Correctness 0.18 0.30∗

Addressee Preciseness −0.08 −0.12
Stance Consistency 0.78 0.76∗∗

Stance Evolution 0.29 0.25∗

Table 7: LLM as a judge – human expert agree-
ment/correlation. For Spearman’s correlation, (*) high-
lights that the correlation is statistically significant
(p < 0.05). Instead, (**) corresponds to a correlation
that is highly statistically significant (p < 0.001).
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