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ABSTRACT

Understanding the mechanisms behind opinion formation is crucial for gaining insight into the
processes that shape political beliefs, cultural attitudes, consumer choices, and social movements.
This work aims to explore a nuanced model that captures the intricacies of real-world opinion
dynamics by synthesizing principles from cognitive science and employing social network analysis.
The proposed model is a hybrid continuous-discrete extension of the well-known Naming Game
opinion model. The added latent continuous layer of opinion strength follows cognitive processes
in the human brain, akin to memory imprints. The discrete layer allows for the conversion of
intrinsic continuous opinion into discrete form, which often occurs when we publicly verbalize our
opinions. We evaluated our model using real data as ground truth and demonstrated that the proposed
mechanism outperforms the classic Naming Game model in many cases, reflecting that our model is
closer to the real process of opinion formation.

Keywords Opinion dynamics · Cognitive processes · Naming game · Social networks · Opinion formation

1 Introduction

Humans as social animals are more suited for living in groups and circles rather than alone. This, obviously, leads to
multiplicity of social interactions, either direct, in which we communicate and exchange information and opinions, or
observations, when one looks at how others behave or act. Both of these interactions are fundamental for spreading
opinions, diffusion of innovation and influence in society – typically starting from dyadic level [1], through small and
larger groups [2, 3], sometimes even reaching the whole population. Our interactions also build a platform where people
either reach consensus or polarise, or are somewhere between these two states. One of the interesting research areas
when studying social interactions is analysing and modelling how information, ideas, and influence spread [4, 5, 6].

Historically, for estimating a total effect of diffusion or a final opinion type, more often the geospatial models have been
used, such as parametric logistic model [7], Bass model [8] or Moran’s I [9]. However, since about thirty years the
networks’ approach started to be clearly dominant [10, 11], especially when one was not only interested in final spread
or opinion, but also in how the process unfolded over time and communities. This approach assumes either explicit or
implicit network that plays a role of a transport layer (a medium) for the spread. In theoretical studies modelling of
diffusion can be done by assuming some underlying network models, such as chain, lattice, circle, or more complex
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ones, e.g. Barabasi-Albert [12] or Watts-Strogats [13]. When looking at real world examples, i.e. when analysing real
opinion spread, we often overlook that actually the diffusing entity often shapes the underlying network, so there is a
complex interplay between these two layers that should not be ignored [14].

In this work we propose a model called CoDiNG (Continuous-Discrete Naming Game) that extends a Naming Game
model for opinion dynamics [15] by a cognitive aspect that models an internal attitude or commitment to a certain
opinion. This cognitive aspect is internally driven by the CogSNet model [16] that proved its performance for modelling
human memory imprints. The rationale behind the model is rooted in two social theories and these are presented below.

First and foremost, we base on a theory that verbalisation is a discretisation of a more complex state an individual has
internally. As C. Wright Mills put it in [17]:

Accompanying such quests for something more real and back of rationalization is the view held
by many sociologists that language is an external manifestation or concomitant of something prior,
more genuine, and „deep” in the individual. "Real attitudes" versus „mere verbalization” or „opinion”
implies that at best we only infer from his language what „really” is the individual’s attitude or
motive.

Based on this and further works we infer that the attitude an individual has at the point of verbalisation needs to be
converted into a more coherent space of language. As such, even if one wants to express his or her opinion in a more
subtle way, incorporating all the nuances, firstly an anchor rooted in discrete opinion set is being thrown and later on
this person has the possibility to elaborate in a more detailed on these aspects. For instance, if one asked asbout political
views sees itself as Democrat, but has some divergence in a fraction of values that Democrats share, firstly one chooses
„democrat” from the vocabulary and afterwards some corrections are being made that align this person’s verbalised
opinion more with the internal state. This is why we decided to incorporate two layers in the proposed model: and
internal one that is continuous and more complex, as well as external one that one achieves through verbalisation. The
external layer rooted in the language, is discrete and allows for easier communication of opinions, even if occasionally
seems too simplistic compared to internal state.

The proposed model’s second pillar focuses on human memory, which is considered a crucial element of human
cognition. This becomes particularly significant when individuals need to retrieve extensive knowledge and select
information from a noisy environment. Consequently, one of the primary challenges in cognitive science has been to
comprehend the mechanisms involved in managing information in human memory [18], particularly when dealing with
information overload [19]. Due to the highly complex nature of the human brain and the variations across individuals,
establishing precise details of these mechanisms is challenging [20]. Nonetheless, significant progress has been made
in developing reliable working models of memory and other essential cognitive processes. For instance, the ACT-R
cognitive architecture [21] effectively models key aspects of human declarative memory, successfully reproducing
numerous well-known effects. Among these empirical regularities, the primacy and recency effects in list memory [22]
are particularly important for our purposes.

Resulting with the conclusions coming from these two aspects of human nature the ground for the CoDiNG model have
been built. The proposed model has been evaluated in a real-world scenario, where ground-truth data was available, and
we proved that it provides more accurate results when compared to naming game. As such, CoDiNG joins the family of
hybrid models of opinion formation, but its intrinsic properties make it more suitable for modelling processes where
attitude towards an opinion plays a crucial role of an individual.

This work is organised as follows. In the next section we present related research on opinion dynamics models. Next, in
Section 3, we present the background for two important approaches that have been the foundation for the CoDiNG
opinion formation model – the naming game and the CogSNet model. The proposed CoDiNG model is introduced in
Section 4 with more detailed justification why it has been introduced. Afterwards, we present the experimental setting
and results, to conclude the work and present future work directions in Section 6.

2 Related Research

We divided this section into three parts. The first part discusses discrete models where opinions typically take one of two
values (e.g., agree and disagree). Binary-state dynamics, serve as foundational models for capturing essential aspects of
social interaction. The idea of nodes switching between two states, influenced by their neighbors, provides a simplified
yet effective representation of how opinions evolve within a network. These models have been successfully applied to
various scenarios, ranging from competition between opinions to the spread of information, rumors, or behavior [23].
The second part discusses continuous opinion models where opinions can take any value within a specified range,
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representing the strength of conviction towards a particular opinion. The third part discuss the hybrid models which
combine features of both discrete and continuous approaches.

2.1 Discrete Opinion Models

Models of opinion dynamics have a strong connection to physical models, where scientists have successfully utilized
physical models for simulating opinion dynamics. An example of such a model that has gained significant popularity is
the Ising model, originally designed for modeling phase transitions in ferromagnets, but its mechanics have also found
reflection in opinion modeling. Subsequently, the Sznajd model extended the Ising model with a mechanism of social
validation. This mechanism entails that if a pair of people shares the same opinion, their neighbors also adopt that
opinion; however, if a pair holds opposing opinions, their neighbors adopt opinions contrary to theirs.

Other common generalizations of binary-state dynamics are Linear Threshold Model (LTM) and Independent Cascade
Model (ICM) [24]. LTM is a deterministic model that utilizes the pressure from neighbors, which, upon surpassing a
predefined threshold, leads to a change in opinion. ICM is a nondeterministic model that focuses on pairwise interactions
and assumes that each neighbor has a certain probability of causing a change in the opinion of a given node in the
network. Another well-known nondeterministic model of opinion is the Voter Model [25]. A random individual is
selected, and that voter’s opinion undergoes a transformation based on the opinions of their neighbors. The specific
mechanism involves choosing one of the selected voter’s neighbors according to a given set of probabilities, and then
transferring that neighbor’s opinion to the selected voter.

All the models mentioned above assumed the construction of a network and the utilization of information about the
neighborhood of nodes. In the case of large social networks, the process of building the graph and performing operations
on it can be time-consuming. In the literature, solutions can be found that allow for simulating the formation of opinions
in a network without explicitly constructing it. The Galam model [26] assumes the assignment of nodes to random
groups of size r, and then all nodes in a given group adopt the majority opinion. Subsequently, nodes are randomly
reassigned to new groups, and the entire process of opinion change is repeated. Another model is the Naming Game [15],
which originates from game theory. This model is event-based, so there is no need to build the entire network. Nodes
send information about their opinions to each other, and based on the received information, they modify their opinions.
The main distinction of this model, apart from having one of two opinions A or B, is the ability of a node to possess
a mixed opinion AB. This property of the model allows for a more accurate representation of the real world, where
people, in addition to strong opinions (A or B), may be uncertain about their views (AB).

2.2 Continuous Opinion Models

The DeGroot opinion model [27], a classic approach in opinion dynamics, assumes that individuals iteratively update
their opinions by employing a weighted average of their neighbors’ opinions, facilitating convergence toward a
consensus over time. This model captures the concept that individuals adjust their beliefs through social influence,
reflecting the impact of connected peers in shaping collective opinions.

Among continuous opinion models, we can distinguish a group of bounded confidence models, including the Deffuant-
Weisbuch model (DW) [28] and the Hegselmann-Krause model (HK) [29]. The DW model incorporates bounded
confidence by randomly selecting two agents and adjusts their opinions only if the difference in their opinions falls
within a predefined threshold. This model encapsulates the notion that social influence is effective only when individuals
share a sufficient degree of similarity in their opinions. Among the discussed continuous models, the DW model
is the only one whose operation can be described at the level of events, eliminating the need to construct the entire
network and gather information about neighbors. The HK model synchronously updates the opinions of all nodes,
taking into account the opinions of their neighbors. Only those neighbors whose beliefs do not differ from the opinion
of the considered node by more than an accepted threshold can contribute to the change of that node’s opinion. This
mechanism reflects the real-world impact of a group on an individual.

2.3 Hybrid Models

The third least numerous group of opinion dynamics models consists of hybrid models. This group includes the CODA
model, which has been implemented as an extension of the Voter Model and Sznajd Model [30]. The general assumption
of this model is that agents exhibit discrete actions externally (preference for one of two opinions) while internally
possessing a continuous opinion expressing the strength of conviction. Inspired by the CODA model, Zhan et al. [31]
proposed the SNOAE model, where connected nodes in the network can directly observe the continuous opinions of
their neighbors, while unconnected nodes only see the discrete actions of other nodes. Finally, the SJBO model [32]
extends the concept of discrete actions and continuous opinions to include a third state symbolizing uncertain opinion.
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Our model presents a similar approach with two notable differences, distinguishing it from previous hybrid models.
Firstly, CoDiNG is based on a mechanism strongly rooted in cognitive sciences, making it akin to how traces in memory
are reinforced and forgotten in our minds. Secondly, our model is capable of modeling the strength of conviction for
both opinions simultaneously, which is impossible in the other hybrid models where two opinions are presented on a
single scale. Additionally, in contrast to CODA and SNOAE, our model allows agents to have a mixed opinion, bringing
it closer to the real world where someone may be uncertain about their opinion.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Naming Game

In the Naming Game, also known as the binary-agreement model, nodes can hold either one of two conflicting opinions
or both opinions simultaneously. At each time step, a node is randomly selected to be the speaker, and one of its
neighbors is randomly chosen as the listener. The speaker then communicates its opinion to the listener (randomly
selected if the speaker holds two opinions). If the listener already holds the conveyed opinion, both the speaker and the
listener retain it, eliminating all other opinions, schema for this process is shown in Table 1.

Before Interaction After Interaction
A

A−→ A A−A

A
A−→ B A−AB

A
A−→ AB A−A

B
B−→ A B −AB

B
B−→ B B −B

B
B−→ AB B −B

AB
A−→ A A−A

AB
A−→ B AB −AB

AB
A−→ AB A−A

AB
B−→ A AB −AB

AB
B−→ B B −B

AB
B−→ AB B −B
Table 1: Naming Game rules

Naming Game differs from many other opinion dynamics models by allowing agents to hold both opinions simultane-
ously. This characteristic has a notable impact on the time required to achieve consensus from uniform initial conditions.
Model can be applicable in various scenarios, including situations where changes in state are not deliberate or calculated
but unconscious and it can show how opinions evolve in scenarios where individuals adapt their views through social
interactions.

3.2 CogSNet - Cognitive Social Network Model

3.2.1 Introduction

In the traditional network analysis, social events are represented discretely, and the weights of social network edges
are updated based on relevant events. However, human memory and cognitive processes operate differently. Human
perception of events changes continuously over time, and the initial strength of a memory trace depends on cognitive
factors and specific aspects of interactions. Decisions about forming, maintaining, or discontinuing social relations
involve cognitive processes operating on all relevant information stored in memory traces over specific time-scales.

The CogSNet model [16] aims to bridge this gap by introducing a novel approach that captures the impact of human
memory on the perception of accumulated events and on decisions related to social relations. It explicitly represents
some aspects of human memory dynamics, such as the gradual decay of memory traces over time. The model can be
extended to include additional cognitive aspects, such as individual sensitivity to events, emotions, or distractions
during the perception of events.
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This model was designed to address a fundamental difference between the representation of social events in network
analysis and the way they are perceived and cognitively processed by humans. In network analysis, events are often
discretely represented, and the weights of social network edges are updated based on these discrete events. However,
human memory and perception of events change continuously over time, and the strength of a memory trace is influenced
by cognitive factors and states of mind.

3.2.2 Model overview

The model introduces two key variables, tij - time of most recent event and cij - count of events, for each pair of nodes
(vi, vj). CogSNet incorporates a forgetting function, denoted as f , to address the diminishing likelihood of retaining
aging memory traces over time. The forgetting function is characterized as a monotonically non-increasing function of
time, with f(0) equal to 1 and f(t) ≥ 0 for all t > 0. This function is defined by two parameters: a reinforcement peak
denoted as 0 < µ ≤ 1, and a forgetting threshold represented by 0 < θ < µ.

Initially, both tij and cij are set to 0, along with the weights of all edges (wij(0) = 0) for every pair of nodes. As the
model evolves, these variables are updated based on the occurrence of events in the social network. At the event time t
weight wij is updated according to the following equation:

wij(t) =

{
µijcij+1, if wij(tij)f(t− tij) < θ,

µijcij+1 + wij(tij)f(t− tij)(1− µijcij+1), otherwise,
(1)

where µijk is the value of reinforcement peak that results from the kth event that impacts the edge (vi, vj). The
processing of the current event updates both variables associated with the updated edge (vi, vj) as follows: tij = t,
cij = cij + 1. After event time value of the weight for corresponding edge can be obtained by computing the following
equation:

wij(t) =

{
0, if wij(tij)f(t− tij) < θ,

wij(tij)f(t− tij), otherwise.
(2)

In conclusion, the weight wij(t) of an edge eij between two nodes at any user-selected time t is computed as follows.
Once all the relevant events up to time t are processed, we simply set wij(t) = wij(tij) · f(t − tij). If the result is
less than the forgetting threshold θ, wij(t) is reduced to zero, and the edge is no longer considered (see Figure 2). A
threshold is needed with forgetting functions, such as power and exponential forgetting, that are positive for non-negative
arguments. Otherwise, an edge would get the positive weight at creation and would always stay positive, i.e., all created
memory traces would never cease to exist. The reinforcement peak µ defines the impact of an event on the weight of the
edge relevant to this event. This peak is a global model parameter here. In principle, the peak can be adjusted according
to the event or node type to allow for individualized event perception.

3.2.3 Forgetting functions

It’s possible to use any type of function f(∆t) as forgetting function, but in this work only exponential one is evaluated,
at is proved good performance in modelling human memory [16]:

f(∆t) = eλ∆t, (3)

where λ is the forgetting intensity, usually λ ∈ [0, 1]. Parameters µ, λ and θ can be consolidated under the term trace
lifetime L. This parameter defines the duration after which an unreinforced memory trace is forgotten or becomes too
challenging to recall. In the model, L represents the time span during which the forgetting function reduces the edge
weight from µ to θ, ultimately leading to the removal of the edge. For the exponential forgetting function, the trace
lifetime is calculated as:

L =
1

λ
ln

(
θ

µ

)
. (4)
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Forgetting model: Exponential Power

Figure 1: Example of weight between two nodes throughout the time in the CogSNet network with exponential and
power functions and parameters set to µ = 0.4, θ = 0.1, and L = 10 days.

4 CoDiNG - New Model of Opinions with Latent States

In this work we combined the Naming Game with the CogSNet model and relocating the CogSNet mechanism from
edges to agents. Thanks to these modifications, the model gains the ability to capture the latent state of an individual’s
internal opinion.

The mechanics of the model is then as follows:

1. Each person vi has a vector ovi = ⟨oA, oB⟩ that corresponds to the preference of a person to opinion A and
opinion B, where oA and oB are in the range [0, 1].

2. The exhibited opinion of a person can be: A, B, AB, and this is derived based on the difference ∆o = |oA−oB |:

(a) if ∆o > γ and oA > oB , then A,
(b) else if ∆o > γ and oA < oB , then B,
(c) else AB.

3. γ threshold is the experimental parameter.

4. Opinions oA and oB are driven by interactions with other people based on the Naming Game and CogSNet as
follows:

(a) Contacts are unidirectional, i.e., when vi with opinion A contacts vj with opinion B, it is treated as
A → B, not A ↔ B.

(b) The interactions between opinions are undergoing the Naming Game rules as in table 1, although one
difference is made - when AB is sender opinion that changes in receiver internal state is randomly chosen.

(c) Instead of switching the opinion of the receiver, the opinions oA or oB , are being updated according to
the CogSNet model in the following way:
The opinion oA for a person vi (similarly oB) is modeled using the formula:

oA(t) =

{
µ when oA(tij)f(t− tij) = 0,

µ+ oA(tij)f(t− tij)(1− µ) otherwise.
(5)

5. Every time step and interaction we evaluate whether the opinion does not require updating according to the
rules presented in point 2.
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ΔO = |OA - OB|

opinion A weight opinion B weight

AB A AB B

time

Figure 2: Example of changing opinion in the CoDiNG model.

5 Experiments

5.1 Dataset

Data used in this experiment comes from NetSense study [33], conducted in years 2011–2013. First part of dataset
contains information about communication events between students – sender id, reciever id and timestamp. The second
part consists of surveys conducted every semester in which students marked their opinions on various political and
social topics. To evaluate our model, six questions were selected from the surveys of the Netsense study, chosen based
on our observation of the highest opinion changes across consecutive semesters. We present the questions below, and in
parentheses one can find their short-codes – these will be used further in this work, especially in figures.

• When a person has a disease that cannot be cured, do you think doctors should be allowed by law to end the
patient’s life by some painless means if the patient and his family request it? (euthanasia)

• Do you think federal spending on social security should increase, be kept the same, or decrease? (fssocsec)

• Do you think federal spending on welfare should increase, be kept the same, or decrease? (fswelfare)

• Some people feel that the government should see to it that every person has a job and a good standard of living.
Others think the government should just let each person get ahead on her/their own. Where would you place
yourself on the 7 point scale? (jobguar)

• Do you think the use of marijuana should be made legal or not? (marijuana)

• Do you agree that we have gone too far in pushing equal rights in this country? (toomucheqrights)

The survey answers were collected on different scales, e.g., yes/no/not sure or a 7-level scale expressing the degree of
agreement with the given question. Model can recognize three states, so all the above questions were transformed to the
three-level scale: agree (0), disagree (1), not sure (2). After transformation of the responses to match a ternary pattern,
the analysis of answer distributions revealed that on certain issues (fssocsec, fswelfare, toomucheqrights), opinions
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tended to cluster around the middle, suggesting uncertainty, while opinions on other topics exhibited polarization
(euthanasia, marijuana, jobguar) (Figure 3). While there wasn’t a notable correlation in how individuals responded to
specific topics, the overall level of it was higher in the fifth survey compared to the first (Figure 4).

Figure 3: Survey answers distribution

Figure 4: Correlation between question answers

5.2 Experimental Setting

The first completed survey was used to set up a random initial weight for each student. If the answer was agree/disagree,
a high weight (≥ 0.66) was set for the given opinion and a low weight (≤ 0.33) for the opposite opinion. In the case

8



M. Nurek et al. – CoDiNG – Naming Game with Continuous Latent State of Agents

when the answer was not sure, weights for both opinions were set between 0.33 and 0.66. Additionally, it was checked
whether the difference in initialized weights met the condition of the tested γ value.

In the experiments, we utilized a set of parameters from the original CogSNet work [16] (µ = 0.3, θ = 0.2,
λ = 0.005631, exponential forgetting type). It has been demonstrated that this particular set of parameters provides an
adequate match between human memory imprints and the ground truth data obtained from surveys. Different γ values
between 0.1 and 0.9 were tested with a step of 0.1.

To evaluate the model, F1-score was used. For each survey question, a simulation of opinion change was performed and
the output of the model was compared to the answers of each completed survey. Besides comparing to the ground truth
from surveys, the model was also compared with the classic Naming Game algorithm. The simulation was performed
10 times due to some randomness in the baseline as well as the model, and the results were averaged across these
simulations.

We explored two cases of selecting the appropriate value for the γ parameter. In the first case, we chose a γ value that
maximized the F1-score for all surveys together. In the second case, we selected the best γ for each semester separately.
This approach aimed to investigate how variable the γ value is across semesters and whether there is a single γ value
that would yield satisfactory results for simulating short-term and long-term opinion changes.

5.3 Results

The conducted simulations demonstrate that our model is capable of outperforming the classical Naming Game (Fig. 5).
In our experimental setting CoDiNG outperformed NG in four out of six survey questions by 20–30% when analysing
F1-score. Yet, for the remaining two (euthanasia, marijuana) it was slightly worse. What can be observed when
analysing results is that the CoDiNG model is rather stable with respect to the values of the threshold γ, i.e., it achieves
the best F1-score for similar range of it, around 0.25. Next, we see that the curves are of similar shape indicating the
stability of model behaviour across domains.

When trying to explain the difference in outperforming the Naming Game model for different groups of questions,
we can observe that two survey questions for which the model did not perform that well (euthanasia and marijuana)
highly relate to personal (individual) matters. Contrary, the remaining four questions (fssocsec, fswelware, jobguar,
toomucheqrights) can be linked to general societal issues. This can lead to an interpretation that possibly topics that
link to highly individual matters do not require a continuous internal layer of opinion formation, since one bounds to
either one or another opinion without subtle internal ambiguity that CoDiNG model is capable of tracking.

It seems that the applied cognitive mechanism, based on the mutual influence of individuals with different opinions
and interaction frequencies for certain types of questions, despite visible improvements, still may not be sufficient and
leaves room for further enhancement.
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Figure 5: F1-score for the CoDiNG model for selected questions and tested gamma parameter values. A higher γ value
indicates a more difficult change of opinion – more frequent interactions are required. The red dashed line represents
the score obtained for the classical Naming Game. The results are aggregated for all surveys.
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Figure 6: Analysis of how the F1-score and the best γ parameter value (numbers under the boxes) changed for each
survey. The red dashed lines represent the score obtained for the classical Naming Game.

6 Conclusions

A noteworthy observation is that the γ values yielding the best results closely resemble the percentage of responses
labeled as "not sure (2)" in the survey answer distribution (Figure 3). This raises concerns since, in the simulation, the γ
value played a crucial role in determining the likelihood of explicitly expressing an opinion as "not sure (2)" rather than
as agree or disagree, however it would require additional research to investigate the causes of this aspect maybe through
approaching this problem analytically.

The outcomes obtained with the new model surpass those achieved through the Naming Game. However, it’s important
to note that these results were attained using with one set of parameters, such as µ, θ, λ or forgetting type. To provide a
more precise evaluation, it is necessary to investigate the potential impact of modifying these parameters.

An alternative hypothesis might involve exploring whether γ that returns best results depends on how the topic is
considered by people, like what often do they think about it or what aspects it touches on.

Another intriguing avenue for investigating the CogSNet-based opinion dynamics model involves extending its ap-
plication beyond social networks that entail binary options. Instead, the model could be adapted for scenarios where
opinions are not easily depicted as opposites, but are more multidimensional. This could include exploring aspects such
as the emotional associations linked to specific topics.
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