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Abstract  

 

Studies on Communication Accommodation Theory has advanced rapidly in recent years. Communication is an 

important part of human life and from the beginning of human history, people have always tried to communicate together 

and to understand the others and make themselves understood. This paper aims to have a brief review on the notion 

“Communication Accommodation Theory” (CAT), which is an important aspect of different sciences (e.g., Linguistics, 

sociology, sociolinguistics, and psychology). The concept of Communication Accommodation is used in all people‟s 

social life, for instance, between mother and child, teacher and student, reporter and listener, doctor and patient, and 

immigrants (newcomers) and citizens, however, this review helps us to have a better understanding through CAT. 

Keywords: Communication Accommodation Theory, Convergence, Divergence, Maintenance, Over-Accommodation, 

Under-Accommodation. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Generally speaking people in all parts of the 

world and all context talk together or write for each 

other. By taking a quick glance around ourselves we 

recognize all people for talking together consciously or 

unconsciously change the way of their communication 

which can be either verbal or nonverbal. For this matter, 

there are numerous examples, such as a doctor‟s office, 

imagine a physician and his/her patient are having a 

conversation about the patient‟s symptoms, in this 

contexts, some doctor use specialized vocabularies and 

do not try to facilitate the conversation for the patient to 

understand well, and the others use the vocabularies to 

be understandable for the patient who does not have any 

idea about disease. 

 

Another context that is very touchable for 

almost all people is related to teacher and student(s) 

communication, when teachers in language classes, for 

example, use easier structure and vocabularies based on 

the level of students they try to facilitate learning for 

the learners. Sometimes we need to speak more formal 

or less formal, sometimes slower or faster, and many 

other examples that every day all human beings use in 

their daily speech.  

 

In recent decades with the increasing number 

of migration and intercultural contact studies on CAT, 

convergence, and divergence, and also reasons people 

use these strategies to facilitate or accentuate their 

communication in different situations has become a 

focal center of interest among researchers. When an 

immigrant enters a country to start their new life might 

face different problems that need to tackle. One of the 

biggest problems many immigrants face is the language 

of the target country which can be either verbally or 

nonverbally. For example, an immigrant in Spain form 

an Asian country who does not have any idea about 

Spanish language, gestures, cultures, customs, etc., may 

have problem communicating with native people, and 

this person for having contact with the native speakers 

needs to learn their language, in this way some native 

speakers understand their lack of language knowledge 

and simplify their speech (consciously or 

unconsciously) they may use more body language, 

easier vocabularies, and grammatical structures, slow 

their speech, whereas the other groups due to different 

reasons act oppositely, speak faster, use more 

complicated structures and vocabularies. This matter 

does not  happen only for immigrants, it may happen in 

our daily communication, on TV shows, radio, even 

when different generations talk together may have a 

problem with understanding each other. Based on this 

fact, CAT is an important notion which in this paper I 

focus on its definition and different strategies people 

employ to communicate with each other. 
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Communication Accommodation Theory  

Awareness of communication accommodation 

theory (CAT) is not recent, in the 1970s it was first 

presented [1] as speech accommodation theory (SAT). 

Giles [1] considered that while people talking to the 

others change their accent to be more similar to their 

interlocutors. Six years later, Giles and Smith [2] report 

that, besides accent, speakers change their speech rate, 

pronunciation, utterance length, and pauses. However, 

people try to be accepted or understood by the others by 

adjusting their speech to others. In a follow-up study, 

Putman and Street [3] observed the trying of 

interviewees for adjusting their speech to make 

themselves sound likable for interviewers. 

 

Bandura [4] noted that social learning and 

imitation maybe are two reasons for adjustment. By the 

same token, in a recent study, Dragojevic et al. [5] and, 

Gasiorek & Giles [6] point out that, people change their 

speech rate, pitch, volume, lexical choices, Syntax and 

even topic to be more or (less) similar to each other‟s, 

and also to facilitate and improve or even to hinder 

social relations and interaction [7]. Later, in this theory, 

speech changed to communication [8]. In this area, 

Gasiorek & Giles [9] defines communication with 

admirable brevity and clarity as a social tool; to make 

positive impression [7, 10], or negative impression, to 

influence others, and decrease the social distance [10] 

and to achieve their social goals [11, 12].  

 

By drawing on the concept of CAT, Gallois, 

Ogay, and Giles [13] believe that it can happen while 

fasting speech rate, or/and making accent more 

standard. As it included non-linguistic aspects apart 

from speech and while interacting, people consciously 

or unconsciously adjust their communication to each 

other [14]. For example, when we talk to elderly 

people, louder our voice, or when parents talk to 

children use easier vocabularies and grammatical 

structures. This adjustment is repeated in other different 

settings, such as immigrants who move to a new society 

and try to adjust their communication to the target 

society or even when target society speakers try to 

accommodate their communication to the immigrants.  

 

In a related study of CAT, four principles of 

communication accommodation have been considered 

[15]. Gasiorek and Giles [16] elaborate those four 

principles as firstly, when they try to have positive face 

and feeling or even when they look for a common 

social identity, secondly, when they are looking for the 

interlocutor(s) satisfaction and comprehension, 

therefore in the first and second the individuals will 

accommodate, whereas in the third principle, in which 

they try to show their dissatisfaction or disrespect to the 

interlocutor(s) and the fourth one in which they try to 

show their negative intention toward interlocutor(s), 

they will nonaccommodate.   

   

A broader perspective has been adopted by 

Giles [17, 18] who argues that CAT is a very important 

theory of communication, because it merges intergroup 

and interpersonal contact and it focuses on both 

intergroup and interpersonal interactions [18, 19, 7]. 

CAT is an interpersonal and intergroup theory that 

explains the process of adjustment of individuals to 

their both communicative and social goals [20]. The 

relationship between intergroup and interpersonal 

mediates and improves through communication [19] 

which helps to foster communication between different 

ethnic groups [17], second language acquisition [21] 

and communication between different generations [8]. 

In the following section, we need to consider the way 

and the reasons people adjust their communication.   

 

Affective function Vs. Cognitive function 

People employ different strategies to adjust 

themselves to their interlocutors. And those strategies 

refer to their goals and needs [22]. Generally, the CAT 

provides three types of adjustment. Convergence, 

divergence, and maintenance. Before proceeding 

further, I need to define two functions of adjustment 

which is classified based on Giles, Scherer, and Taylor 

[23] “affective function and cognitive function”, the 

former is related to social distance and identity; related 

to this Keblusek et al. [24] imply that increasing or 

decreasing social distance is the result of 

accommodation between intergroup members and 

outgroup members. Indeed, speakers accommodate 

their communication behavior when they need to 

decrease the social distance and also when wish to join 

the speaker(s) [7, 25]. Due to effective function people 

try to be more similar and likable by assimilating or 

even to highlight dissimilarities and amplify their sense 

of identity [7]. Relatively, about affective function 

Giles and Gasiorek [26] point out that “a number of 

more specific social effects of accommodation have 

been put forward, among them identifying or appearing 

similar to others, maintaining face, maintain a 

relationship and maintain interpersonal control as it 

relates to power or status differentials” (p.5). However, 

the latter is related to comprehension of the 

communication; which can be either positive to increase 

the similarities (convergence) or negative to increase 

the dissimilarities (divergence) [7]. Likewise, Giles [27] 

point out that accommodation is a mean for 

comprehension between intergroup and outgroup. 

Slowing down or accelerating the speed of speaking is a 

good example of increasing or decreasing 

comprehension.  In a broader view, to fulfill affective 

and cognitive functions there are different ways of 

accommodation strategies [28, 6]. Firstly, when people 

focus on productive language of interlocutors and adjust  

verbally and non-verbally to them [29, 26, 14] in 

contrast, another type is related to comprehensive 

ability of the interlocutors, in which people decrease the 

speech length, or use simpler vocabularies or even 

speak louder and more clear, and the third type is 

related to the need, which means people focus on 
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interlocutors‟ need and chose the topic related to their 

need and interest, the forth, when the focus is on 

making relationship while interacting, for reminding 

their relative status to the interlocutor  [14]. The fifth, 

when others‟ feeling is important, to make the 

communication comfortable and secure, people use 

emotional expressions [30]. Commenting on these five 

strategies, Dragojevic et al. [6] write that, speakers can 

use more than one strategy synchronously. When 

people use simpler vocabularies and grammatical rules 

for better understanding and at the same time for 

reminding the social position [6] is a good illustration 

of using two strategies synchronously.   

 

Convergence, Divergence, and Maintenance 

In Communication Accommodation Theory 

(CAT) the main focus is based on three types of 

adjustments, convergence, divergence and maintenance 

[7]. This view is supported by Dragojevic et al. [14] 

who believe that these adjustments (convergence and 

divergence) can be either unconscious and automatic or 

conscious, and also they remind us that, “CAT seeks to 

explain and predict such communication adjustment, 

and how others in an interaction perceive, evaluate, and 

respond to them” (p.1) [14]. 

 

The term, convergence is defined as trying of 

communicators to decrease the differences [31, 32] at 

linguistic and psychological level [8] to be more similar 

to the behavior of the interlocutors [8, 7, 6] more 

likable to the conversational partner [7] and to seek for 

social approval [13, 11] and to be understood better. For 

instance, younger people in communication speak 

louder or making more examples to be understood by 

elderly people [15]. Latterly, scholars commence 

studying on convergence and online environments [16] 

For example, in a study, conducted by [33], shows that, 

Twitter users usually converge their Tweets 

linguistically. For example, the politicians from 

different countries try to write their texts on tweeter or 

other social Media in English to be more 

understandable for all nations, or even some of them 

use the language of the country they aim to send their 

message to. There is a large number of published 

studies [34, 6] that describe, convergence is a strategy 

to adapt to each other's not only verbally, but also non-

verbally, such as speech rate, accent, pitch, gestures, 

and length of the speech. In the same way, Giles and 

Soliz [25] argue that convergence may happen through 

different communicative dimensions such as changing 

the topic or switching to another dialect. An example of 

this is the study carried out by Coupland [28] in which a 

travel agent for matching to the different Welsh clients, 

changed her pronunciation. And in a more recent study, 

Dragojevic et al. [14] observe that, in an interaction 

between young people and the elderly, usually younger 

people adjust (converge) their communicative behaviors 

for counterbalancing.  

 

On the other hand, unlike convergence which 

is a type of adjustment for facilitating and showing 

more similarities between communicators, divergence 

is to highlight and emphasize the differences [27], and 

to increase the differences between interlocutors [35]. 

On the other hand, those who diverge want to be 

distinguished from the others and they try to inculcate 

who they are in others' minds [36]. Dragojevic et al. 

[14] define divergence as “adjusting communicative 

behaviors to accentuate verbal and non-verbal 

differences with others, to appear more dissimilarity” 

(p. 8). As noted by Palomares et al. [37] increasing 

social distance can be a reason for divergence. The 

divergence adjustment has been exemplified in an 

earlier study between Welsh participants and English 

speakers by Giles et al. [23], they found that Welsh 

participants accentuate their accent and used Welsh 

phrases and vocabularies and they try to show their 

Welsh identity when English speakers defined Welsh as 

a fading language. Generally, convergence provokes a 

positive response whereas, divergence provokes a 

negative response [23]. In an earlier study investigating 

divergence adjustment, Street and Giles [38] remind us 

that divergence does not always act as obstacle, in some 

situations, it is a way to ease comprehension, the 

evidence of divergence as facilitating comprehension 

can be seen in the case of a bilingual who may act like 

she or he has problems over remembering or finding 

words to remind the interlocutor any malfunction in 

linguistic or cultural interaction is because of 

foreignness. Or even divergence can be a goal for the 

interlocutor to converge his or her speech pattern [38] 

in the similar example, the bilingual by pretending to 

have problems for remembering words may motivate 

interlocutor to converge his or her speech. 

 

The term maintenance which is similar to 

divergence [7] or it is a form of divergence [27] has 

come to be used to refer to remaining in his or her level 

of communication and not adjusting to the others [39], 

in other words, Gasiorek & Giles [9] imply that 

maintenance is “the Absence of accommodation 

adjustment by individuals, that is, maintaining their 

„default‟ way of communicating without taking into 

account the characteristics of their fellow interactants” 

(p.6). Interestingly, these two strategies (divergence and 

maintenance) can be evaluated unpropitious form the 

point of view interlocutor, and propitious from the point 

of view of observers who derive it from values of group 

membership [7]. In a study in Montreal, a female asked 

a direction in English and French, when she asked in 

French almost half of the Anglophone pedestrians 

answered in English; actually they remained in their 

default language [40]. 

 

Gallois and Giles [19] argue that convergence 

and divergence can appear in different distinctions. In 

this regard, Dragojevic et al. [14] categorized those 

distinctions as, upward and downward, short term and 

long term, symmetrical and asymmetrical, full and 
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partial, and unimodal and multimodal. For Giles and 

Powesland [41] upward and downward adjustment 

(convergence, divergence) are related to social values. 

Upward convergence is moving or shifting toward the 

more prominent variety of speech [6] or in another 

word, adopting to the communication behavior which is 

the more socially accepted [25], conversely, downward 

convergence is shifting or moving to the less prominent 

variety of speech [6]. An example of this study carried 

out by Willemyns, Gallois, Callan, and Pittan [15] in 

which they define upward convergence as people who 

speak nonstandard English, shift to Standard English 

while interacting Standard English speakers, on the 

other hand, when Standard English speakers adapt their 

accent to nonstandard English speakers is known as 

downward convergence. Besides, Dragojevic et al. [6] 

mention that in the same situation when nonstandard 

English speakers highlight their accent in interacting 

with Standard English speakers is an example of 

downward divergence. Whereas, upward divergence is 

when Standard English speakers highlight and 

accentuate their accent in interacting with nonstandard 

English speakers.  

 

Another form of adjustment is short-term/long-

term which is related to the duration of adjustment. 

Dragojevic et al. [6] believe that adjustment can live 

shortly toward a particular style which is known as 

short-term adjustment whereas sometimes it lives long 

and communicator repeats it overtime that is known as 

the long-term adjustment. Pardo et al. [42] observe that 

mutual convergence increases over an academic year 

among male roommates. This study is a good example 

of long-term convergence, 

 

Dragojevic et al. [14] believe that 

accommodation can be either symmetrical or 

asymmetrical. The former means when both 

communicators adjust their speech (convergence or 

divergence), in contrast, the latter is related to when one 

of the communicators has a desire for communication 

[43]. A study which was conducted by Nelson, 

Dickson, & Hargie [44] is a good example of 

symmetrical adjustment, in their study which was in 

Northern Ireland between Catholic and Protestant 

children, they found that both groups (Catholics and 

Protestant) avoid some topics such as politics and 

religion in interacting together. Another study by Van 

den Berg [45] is a good example of asymmetric 

adjustment; he observed that in Taiwan, sellers 

converge more than shoppers. Also, in a more recent 

study related to asymmetrical adjustment, Namy, 

Nygaard, & Sauerteig [46] find out that, in the 

interaction between males and females, usually females 

converge more than males.  

 

Adjustment can be either full or partial. Street 

& Giles [38] argues that, when a speaker normally uses 

100 words per minute, and his or her interlocutor uses 

200 words, he or she tries to reach the interlocutor‟s 

speed, if speaker can reach 200 words per minute it is a 

definition of full convergence and if for example 

reaches 150 words per minute, it is partial convergence.  

 

Now we move to unimodal and multimodal 

adjustment. Unimodal, in which people shift or change 

only one aspect of communication such as accent, in 

contrast, multimodal that refers to shifting or changing 

more than one aspect of communication such as, accent, 

gesture, and posture [6]. for instance, in a study by 

Bourhis and Giles [23] which was mentioned above, 

when Welsh participants, only focusing on their Welsh 

accent is an example of unimodal adjustment, whereas 

when they focus on accentuating their accent, phrases, 

new vocabularies is an example of multimodal 

adjustment. Communicators may use both convergence 

and divergence in one talk [14], which means in a talk 

they may converge in some topics and diverge in other 

topics. For example, Bilous and Krauss [47] observed 

that women while talking to men converge in their 

pauses, utterance length, and interruption, but diverge 

on laughter.  

 

Ways of adjustment in communication 

In communication, people use different 

strategies to converge or diverge with each other (e.g. 

long term-short term, unimodal-multimodal, or full-

partial). To wit, communicators try to positively or 

negatively adjust themselves (verbally and non-

verbally) to the interlocutor(s) due to different reasons, 

such as being accepted by the interlocutor(s) 

(convergence) or trying to prove their differences 

(divergence) in language, identity, social background, 

etc. In this part, the focus is on the ways people employ 

(consciously or unconsciously) to take advantage of 

different strategies to adjust their communication. 

Gasiorek [6] provides ten ways people use to adjust 

their communication related to long term-short term, 

unimodal-multimodal, full-partial, etc. these ten 

classifications are, response matching, code-switching, 

audience design, recipient design, grounding, mimicry, 

linguistic style matching, constructivism, discrepancy 

arousal theory, and interaction adaptation theory [43].  

 

This shows a need to be explicit about exactly 

what is meant by the term “response matching”. In an 

earlier study, Argyle [48] conceded response matching 

to communication adaptation, also added that response 

matching takes place in both verbal and non-verbal 

behaviors (e.g. utterance length, words, gesture, and 

posture). Whereas, code-switching (CS) which is 

defined as using two or more languages or dialects for 

communicating to bilinguals, multilinguals, bi-

dialectals or multi-dialectals [49, 50], different studies 

show that CS is more an unconscious process  [51, 6]. It 

is necessary here to clarify exactly what is meant by 

"Audience design". The term "Audience design" which 

is a sociolinguistic model was introduced by Bell [52]. 

In this model, speakers need to make their speech 

understandable to show solidarity. More specifically, in 
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a daily conversation, speakers make sentences or 

expressions that are understandable for a specific 

audience [50]. Gasiorek [9] believes that it is taking 

others in to account to make communication and also 

the topic and content are needed to be adapted. Such as 

radio broadcasters [52]. In contrast, recipient design is 

when "speakers design talk with knowledge of the 

addressee or recipient in mind” [34]. Also, she argues 

that this type of adjustment is for having effective 

communication [34].  

 

The term “Grounding” refers to collecting 

mutual knowledge, beliefs, and assumption for well 

understanding each other [53, 54]. Communicators need 

to ground firstly to continue the interaction [55, 56, 53, 

57, 54] by using continuers viz yea, uh, or huh [58] or 

answering the questions or echoic repeats [59] or 

having reaction such as oh, gosh [60] and secondly to 

make certain about the interlocutors that have 

understood them [55] by getting confirmation before 

continuing the conversation [61, 56].  In contrast, 

mimicry is defined as, imitating the verbal and/or non-

verbal behavior of others without conscious awareness 

[62]. Besides, Gasiorek [34] mentions that mimicry 

helps understand the emotions between communicators. 

The next term, Linguistic style matching (LSM) [63, 

64] is defined as the verbal mimicry [6] which facilitate 

language understanding [22], however, Niederhoffer 

and Pennebaker [64] believe that Language style 

matching (LSM) is a type of communication adjustment 

from the perspective of imitating interlocutor. 

Similarly, Pennebaker [65] argues that speakers will 

have a common understanding of their conversation 

while both of them converge in an aspect of word 

choice. From the aspect of linguistic accommodation 

(subjective and objective) which will be reviewed later, 

Romero et al. [66] imply that "LSM may result in more 

positive evaluations because it signals that the matcher 

takes the opponent's perspective and is therefore in a 

better position to be persuasive" (p.5). This view is 

supported by Pennebaker [65] who found that learners 

who match their language to their teacher achieve 

higher grades and also perform better than the others.  

 

The next notion is called Discrepancy Arousal 

Theory (DAT), it is believed that adjustment in 

interaction follows changes in cognitive arousal, which 

are the result of discrepancies between expectations and 

reality [6]. In this theory, small changes are known as 

positive and converge response, whereas large ones are 

called negative and diverge response [6]. The last one, 

Interaction Adaptation Theory (IAT) [67], in which 

communication behavior can be both convergence and 

divergence  

 

Burgoon and Ebesu Hubbard [68] note that the 

reason communicators use mimicry or code-switching 

is to fulfill their needs and also for comfort, compared 

with people who take advantage of mimicry, code-

switching, and IAT those who use other ways (e.g. 

recipient design, grounding, linguistic style matching) 

adjust to facilitate the communication and interaction 

[6].   

 

 

Linguistic accommodation vs. psychological 

accommodation 
As eluded above, there are different strategies 

(convergence, divergence, and maintenance) people 

employ for adjusting their communication with each 

other. But the reason(s) of using those strategies is still 

debatable. In general, accommodation is classified into 

two types, linguistic accommodation which focuses on 

speech behavior which we will deal with later, and 

psychological accommodation which focuses on 

motivation to converge or diverge [58]. Communicative 

response and evaluation are important functions of 

motives that can be inferred from speakers' adjustment 

[20]. Since communicative adjustment considered as 

positively motivated, interlocutor evaluates and behaves 

positively, and while it considered as negatively 

motivated, interlocutor evaluates and behaves  

negatively [20], but how to interpret the others‟ 

behavior is a longitudinal topic among scholars [69, 

70]. A recent systematic literature review on motivation 

and adjustment concludes that the interference people 

make about motive is automatic [71, 72]. 

 

It is salient to imply the influence of 

motivation toward communication adjustment. 

Motivation in accommodation is categorized into two 

types [7], affective motives and cognitive motives. The 

former, not only aims to manage the social distance, but 

also concerns about identity, in this type of motivation, 

people try to gain social approval of the interlocutor by 

increasing the interpersonal similarities in 

communication, in contrast, the latter, aims to ease the 

comprehension [14, 7].  

 

The affective motive is playing an important 

role in communication adjustment. Dragojevic et al. 

[14] elaborate the notion of affective motive in different 

adjustment strategies (convergence, divergence, and 

maintenance). They believe that when people try to 

adjust (convergence) their communication to be similar 

to the interlocutor and to be socially approved, and 

when they adjust their accent or dialect they want to 

show the interlocutor(s) that they belong the same 

group, in contrast, sometimes they want to highlight 

distinctiveness (convergence or maintenance) with the 

interlocutor(s) to reinforce their social identity [14]. 

Besides, affective motive which is concerned about 

identity, cognitive motive concerns about facilitating 

comprehension [58]. Speakers can adjust their 

communication to more or less comprehensible. 

Convergence often increases communicative 

effectiveness, predictability, speakers‟ attractiveness, 

and mutual understanding, and decreases interpersonal 

anxiety and uncertainty [14]. For instance, some 

physicians to facilitate the conversation [22] and having 
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better comprehension try to use more common terms 

such as heart attach instead of specific medical terms 

such as Cardiac arrest [14]. Communication. Speakers 

may also diverge through communication for 

encouraging the interlocutor to uses more 

comprehensible terms. For instance, someone slows 

down his or her speech rate to encourage the 

interlocutor to speak slower [14].  

 

On the other hand, linguistic accommodation 

can be classified into objective and subjective [58, 7]. 

Objective accommodation has come to be used to refer 

to perceivable change of behavior either positively 

(convergence) or negatively (divergence) [7] such as 

changing the volume, pitch and speed of speaking [43], 

in contradistinction to objective accommodation, 

subjective accommodation refers to the feeling and 

perception of the individual of either interlocutor(s) or 

their behavior [73, 7]. To clarify, Gallois, Ogay, and 

Giles [7] imply that “While speakers‟ linguistic shifts 

can objectively be described as diverging (or 

converging), speakers may believe that they are 

converging (or diverging)” (p. 127). This view is 

supported by Gilles [27] who implies that in CAT the 

crucial factor is recipient subjective evaluation since the 

response is the result of his/her evaluation. 

 

The negative side of the CAT 

The taxonomies about communication 

accommodation theory, which have hitherto been 

explained were, long-term and short-term, unimodal 

and multimodal, and symmetrical, asymmetrical, full 

and partial, and upwards and downward which are 

related to convergence and divergence adjustment. 

From the aspect of subjective accommodation, 

communication is accommodative to being perceived 

facilitate and appropriate [39] otherwise it considers as 

nonaccommodative  [7, 5]. In the other words, the 

negative side of accommodation which is defined as 

“communicative behaviors that are inappropriately 

adjusted for the participants in an interaction” [26] is 

called nonaccommodation which is divided into two 

categories [20] that both have negative effect on 

international communication and positive interaction, to 

wit, they hinder increasing the social distance. Over-

accommodation (over-adjustment) and under-

accommodation [14] which Giles [13] believes that they 

(over accommodation and under accommodation) are a 

form of divergence. When speakers for having a 

successful interaction exceed the level of needed 

adjustment in communication over-accommodation 

occurs [16, 25].  The behavior of the younger 

generation toward elderlies is a good example to clarify 

the notion of over-accommodation. Younger people 

toward elderlies sometimes try to over-adjust by 

unnecessary repetition, exaggerated intonation [14], 

being more polite or speak louder [25]. While, under-

accommodation is defined as not trying enough to 

execute a communication behavior that is needed for 

the interlocutor [26], also it refers to failing in topic 

selection for both communicators to become involved 

in a reciprocated conversation [13]. For example, 

elderly and younger people usually fail in 

communication, because elderlies prefer to talk about 

their ailment or topic that is not engaging for younger 

adults [13]. Indeed under and over accommodation 

evaluate as an inappropriate form of accommodation 

[16] also in their study they found that over the 

accommodation is evaluated less negatively than 

underaccommodation [16]. Commenting on non-

accommodation, Gasiorek and Giles [16] emphasize 

that non-accommodation is the result of a desire for 

increasing social distance or/and to make 

comprehension difficult. A broader perspective has 

been adopted by Gasiorek and Giles [20] who argue 

that “nonaccommodation is defined as communication 

that is not adjusted appropriately for at least one 

interactant” (p.2).  Gasiorek [27] believes that non-

accommodation can be either intentional or 

unintentional. Intentional nonaccommodation occurs 

when speakers try, others do not understand what they 

say, and conversely, unintentional non-accommodation 

which can be the result of dissimilarities in cultural 

values [6], it happens when communicators do not pay 

attention to the needs of the interlocutor(s) [20] or 

misunderstand the needs or knowledge of their 

interlocutor. In this situation, aspects of communication 

(e.g. topic, vocabularies, grammatical rules, gesture, 

etc.), maybe inadvertently employed wrong and as a 

result, interlocutor does not understand the speakers 

intend. In the same vein, Hewett, Watson, & Gallois 

[74] believe that misunderstanding and dissatisfaction 

are the results of nonaccommodation. Also, Gasiorek 

[18] points out that, in this situation, the social distance 

will increase. 

 

This article has reviewed the literature of CAT 

and the Convergence, Divergence, and maintenance of 

Communication accommodation, and different 

strategies people use to converge or diverge which 

some of them are long term/ short term, unimodal/ 

multimodal, and full/ partial, and based on them, then 

focused on the ways people adjust their communication 

(e.g., response matching, code-switching, audience 

design, and mimicry cognitive and also concisely 

reviewed the affective and cognitive functions of 

accommodation theory. All of them re related to 

people's communication and contact, which are playing 

a prime role in intercultural relations, intergroup 

contact, integration, and assimilation and also may 

lower (if convergence happens) or hoist (is divergence 

or maintenance happen) social and psychological 

distance. 
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