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Abstract:
As multi-agent systems are increasingly utilized for reasoning and decision-making applications,
there is a greater need for LLM-based agents to have something resembling propositional beliefs.
One simple method for doing so is to include statements describing beliefs maintained in the
prompt space (in what we’ll call their “belief boxes”). But when agents have such statements in
belief boxes, how does it actually affect their behaviors and dispositions towards those beliefs?
And does it significantly affect agents’ ability to be persuasive in multi-agent scenarios? Likewise,
if the agents are given instructions to be open-minded, how does that affect their behaviors?
We explore these and related questions in a series of experiments. Our findings confirm that
instructing agents to be open-minded affects how amenable they are to belief change. We show
that incorporating belief statements and their strengths influences an agent’s resistance to (and
persuasiveness against) opposing viewpoints. Furthermore, it affects the likelihood of belief change,
particularly when the agent is outnumbered in a debate by opposing viewpoints, i.e., peer pressure
scenarios. The results demonstrate the feasibility and validity of the belief box technique in
reasoning and decision-making tasks.

1 INTRODUCTION

Argumentation is an important component of the
reasoning and decision-making process. It al-
lows individuals to communicate viewpoints, jus-
tifications, and evidence. But there is a com-
plex relationship between argumentation and be-
lief. For example, individuals who hold beliefs
strongly may be less receptive to arguments that
go against those beliefs. Multi-agent large lan-
guage model-based (LLM) systems have shown
remarkable capabilities in various tasks such as
problem-solving, decision-making, and reasoning
(Qian et al., 2024; Li et al., 2023; Xu et al.,
2024; Xiong et al., 2023; Xu et al., 2023). But
understanding the beliefs of these agents (or the
LLM-based analogue) is difficult, as the disposi-
tions of agents are encoded in the distribution of
weights in their neural architectures. It can there-
fore be convenient (in terms of control, configu-
ration, and explainability) to include an agent’s
beliefs as explicit text that is provided in its in-
put prompt. But how does the inclusion of beliefs
in this way actually affect the individual and so-
cial behaviors of these agents? For example, in
environments where multiple agents with differ-

ing beliefs interact, do belief boxes affect agents’
abilities to persuade each other, or to influence
each other via peer pressure?

We set out to explore answers to these ques-
tions. In this paper, we define a construct that
modifies an agent’s convictions about a natural-
language proposition, leading the agent to adopt
and defend it in a debate. We represent it with a
belief box,1 a set of beliefs as propositions, each
with a Likert scale strength value indicating the
agent’s confidence in that belief. Hereafter, refer-
ences to agents’ beliefs (e.g., aligned/misaligned
or correct/incorrect) refer to the contents of the
belief box, and we aim to evaluate whether the
belief box aligns with the expected behavior of
agents. Correct/incorrect refer to objective la-
bels, while aligned/misaligned reflect beliefs cre-
ated from human-annotated arguments in corre-
sponding datasets. We explored beliefs in multi-
agent systems, how the agents with beliefs in-
teract with each other, how they evaluate and

1We borrow this term from philosophy of mind
and cognitive science, where it often describes a
common assumption of computationalism (Rescorla,
2019; Schiffer, 1981).
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change their beliefs, and how persuasive the
group dynamics are.

Contributions. Our research questions (RQs),
hypotheses, and summaries of our results are
listed in Table 1. We contribute to the existing
literature by:
• Providing the first (to our knowledge) de-

tailed analysis of how equipping LLM-based
agents with belief boxes affects their argumen-
tation, belief change, and persuasion dynam-
ics in groups.

• Developing a multi-agent system framework
for topic-driven debate simulation between
agents with a belief box and a belief evaluation
mechanism, drawing from the Aporia debate
structure (Marji and Licato, 2021).

• Providing evidence that:
– assigning agents different levels of open-

mindedness results in varying rates of belief
change.

– beliefs in agents’ belief boxes affect their
ability to be persuasive about those beliefs.

– the peer pressure effect exists; however, the
extent of the effect varies with the group
size.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Belief, Open-mindedness and
Argumentation

Beliefs and argumentative exchanges of those be-
liefs are core components of the human experi-
ence. As such, they are widely studied from psy-
chological and philosophical perspectives. Spohn
linked the concept of belief to subjective proba-
bility and reasoning, defining belief as an epis-
temic state shaped by reasoning on evidence
and counter-evidence (Spohn, 1988). Lewis fo-
cused on subjective probabilities to represent be-
liefs of individuals and explained belief revision
with shifting probabilities between the alterna-
tives (Lewis, 1976).

Another work introduced the AGM the-
ory (Alchourrón–Gärdenfors–Makinson belief re-
vision theory) as a rational methodology for belief
revision (Alchourrón et al., 1985). In AGM the-
ory, an agent has an epistemic state, an initial
belief state held in a belief set that are revised
with three operations when a new information is

introduced: expanding (adding a new belief to
the belief set), contravening (revising, adding a
new belief and adapting the existing beliefs to the
new belief), and retracting (contraction, remov-
ing an existing belief without accepting its nega-
tion) (Gärdenfors, 1984). According to the crite-
rion of the informational economy, the change of
belief should be minimal to minimize or avoid in-
formation loss (Gärdenfors, 1984). While Lewis’s
belief system is probabilistic, Gärdenfors’s base
belief system is binary because the belief is ei-
ther accepted into the belief set or rejected. Gär-
denfors suggested ordering the beliefs according
to epistemic entrenchment—how strongly a be-
lief is held in a person’s belief system—to de-
cide which beliefs to revise (Gärdenfors, 1990).
This approach introduced an importance hierar-
chy within his belief system.

Studying belief dynamics in argumentative ex-
changes is made more complex when consider-
ing that certain arguers may be more resistant
to belief change based on arguments, a property
that is sometimes referred to as open-mindedness.
Taylor characterized open-minded agents as moti-
vated to form new beliefs and revise existing be-
liefs based on grounded evidence and argumen-
tation. The open-minded agent recognizes cog-
nitive limitations and can have strong beliefs as
long as the agent is willing to revise them when-
ever new evidence is introduced. This is in line
with the pursuit of knowledge and understanding,
as this may reinforce and revise existing beliefs.
This definition characterizes open-mindedness as
a character trait that seeks intellectual humility
(Taylor, 2016).

The assessment of argument quality based on
actively open-minded thinking has been studied,
showing that a higher degree of actively open-
minded thinking is associated with higher accu-
racy in evaluating arguments, regardless of prior
beliefs (Stanovich and West, 1997). It has been
suggested that the ability to adjust opinions and
beliefs in response to evidence is important for
actively open-minded thinking (Stanovich and
Toplak, 2023).

Mercier and Sperber argued that reasoning is
more a social interaction than an individual activ-
ity, where individuals justify their viewpoints, of-
ten with biases, which facilitates constructive per-
suasion and argumentation (Mercier and Sperber,
2011). Aligned with the definition of reasoning
as a social function, another research developed
a framework, Aporia, to address ambiguities in
open-textured terms such as those found in rules



Table 1: Research questions, hypotheses, and results of our work in overview.
Research Question Hypothesis Results
RQ1: Does prompting LLMs to be Prompting LLMs to be open-minded will Supported
open-minded cause more belief change? lead to more belief changes in their given (BFI-2,

belief boxes. Aporia) §4.1
RQ2: What are the effects of beliefs in a Agents that believe a proposition p will be Supported
belief box on the agent’s persuasion ability? more persuasive in arguing that p is true. (Aporia) §4.2

Agents that believe a proposition ¬p will Supported
be less persuasive in arguing that p is true. (Aporia) §4.2

RQ3: What is the effect of peer pressure on The target agents will change their view to Supported
agents’ beliefs? I.e., What happens when an match the peer group’s, and the amount of (MMLU,
individual (target) agent is outnumbered by change depends on the size of the peer Aporia) §4.3
a group of agents (the peer group) who hold group.
a different belief?
RQ4: Can small models be trained in Small language models and machine Supported
resource-constrained environments to learning models are capable of predicting §4.4
capture belief update dynamics? updated belief strengths by learning patterns

from prior responses.

through argumentative reasoning (Marji and Li-
cato, 2021; Licato et al., 2022). In the framework,
one player argues whether a rule applies to an
ambiguous scenario, a second player tries to chal-
lenge the argument, and a judge decides which
argument is more convincing and provides a jus-
tification for the decision. We describe Aporia in
further detail below (§3).

Belief is also explored from the perspective
of explainable AI. Researchers studied whether
LLMs can uphold their beliefs when challenged
by opposing views (Wang et al., 2023). LLMs
fall short at giving logically consistent expres-
sions of probabilistic belief (Freedman and Toni,
2025). Belief change theory has been studied to
improve the explainability of AI (Lisegow et al.,
2024; Rago and Martinez, 2024). While exist-
ing literature explores the formal mechanisms of
belief revision, less is known about how beliefs,
their strength, and revision interact in a social
context with open-mindedness to shape decisions,
persuasiveness, or resistance to viewpoints. Mo-
tivated by this underexplored field, our research
questions aim to shed light on this gap.

2.2 Multi-Agent Systems

Multi-Agent Discussion Frameworks Recent re-
search has examined multi-agent discussions as
a way of improving LLM reasoning, often draw-
ing inspiration from Minsky’s “society of mind”
(Minsky, 1988). Debate, MAD (Multi-Agent De-
bate), and ReConcile are among the numerous
paradigms that have been proposed. In Debate,

multiple agents sequentially exchange responses,
with each agent’s response shared and progres-
sively refined over several rounds (Du et al., 2023;
Smit et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2024). MAD
establishes an adversarial framework in which
two agents compete from contrasting perspec-
tives, while a third agent or evaluative process
determines which argument is more persuasive
(Liang et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024; Wang
et al., 2025; Park et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024; Liu
et al., 2024; Chun et al., 2025). ReConcile con-
ducts a round-table conversation in which each
agent, potentially utilizing a distinct LLM, pro-
vides a response accompanied by a self-evaluated
confidence level; a weighted vote process then
produces a final consensus solution (Chen et al.,
2024). Another work explored collaborative dy-
namics among LLM agents by assigning them
unique personality traits, such as overconfident
and easygoing (Zhang et al., 2024). They
showed that debate-driven collaboration consis-
tently outperforms self-reflection across tasks,
and that easy-going agents reached consensus
more readily. These multi-agent methodologies
have been utilized in tasks ranging from mathe-
matical problem-solving to strategic board games
and negotiation, indicating a widespread curiosity
over the potential emergence of collective intelli-
gence among LLMs.

Persona in LLM Agents LLM-based agents can
be prompted to adopt personas, such as emulat-
ing a particular character, demography, or per-
sonality, enabling researchers to examine how



various perspectives or characteristics influence
the agent’s actions. Recent work showed that
aligning LLM responses using Theory of Mind
(ToM) components such as beliefs, desires, and
intentions can significantly enhance response con-
sistency and human-like interaction, which can be
used to improve belief-aligned reasoning in agent
communication (Jafari et al., 2025).

Given the effectiveness of persona prompting,
researchers have started exploring the relation-
ship between persona prompting and measures of
personality from the psychology literature, such
as the Big Five personality traits (John et al.,
1991; Soto and John, 2017; Nighojkar et al.,
2025). A study prompted an agent to use ad-
jectives like “introverted, antagonistic, conscien-
tious, emotionally stable, and open to experi-
ence” to instill a specific personality profile (Jiang
et al., 2024). While persona prompting has been
widely recognized as a strategy for eliciting diver-
sity in LLM agent behavior, studies increasingly
highlight the instability and limited robustness of
persona-based prompts, especially in multi-agent
contexts (Baltaji et al., 2024). Unlike persona
prompting, which typically involves directing an
agent to adopt a character or social role with-
out formal controls over the agent’s beliefs or
their potential changes, our belief box formalism
introduces a structured encoding of the agent’s
epistemic commitments. This allows for explicit
modeling of belief strength and principled belief
revision, grounded in cognitive science and formal
epistemology (Herrmann and Levinstein, 2024).

Peer-pressure Because the belief box method
we describe in this paper allows us to explic-
itly represent something resembling beliefs, it
would be interesting to examine how those be-
liefs are changed in group argumentation. For
instance, current studies underscore the suscepti-
bility of LLMs to conformity within multi-agent
systems. A study introduced the BenchForm as
a benchmark that is intended to assess confor-
mity in LLM-driven collaborations (Weng et al.,
2025). Their research suggests that LLM agents
frequently concur with the beliefs of the major-
ity, even when these hypotheses are inaccurate,
particularly as the majority’s size increases. Ad-
ditionally, discussions among homogeneous LLM
agents can perpetuate common misconceptions,
leading to groupthink rather than diverse rea-
soning (Estornell and Liu, 2024). These stud-
ies highlight the challenges associated with peer
pressure in multi-agent LLM contexts, underscor-

ing the necessity for methods that promote open-
mindedness and belief flexibility among agents.

3 METHODOLOGY

In our experiments, every agent has a belief box,
which can be empty, indicating that the agent has
no belief, or contain a set of beliefs, each assigned
an initial score on a belief scale, that corresponds
to the epistemic state of the agent. The belief box
is provided to the agent as part of the prompt.
Each belief has a belief strength, which is a value
1–5 on a 5-point Likert scale with 1 as “Very Low”
to 5 as “Very High”.v′0

v′1
...

=

a0
a1
...

λα +

v0
v1
...

 (1)

Belief Revision Let b0,b1, ... be the set of all pos-
sible belief box entries. For some given agent
α, each belief bi has a belief strength vi ∈ 0, ...,5
(a value of zero means that the belief is simply
not in the belief box). When α considers an ar-
gument, we model its argumentative force as a
vector a⃗ which tries to shift the belief strengths
in some direction. The actual effectiveness of
that argument depends on λα ∈ [0,1], which is
the open-mindedness of α (Eq. 1). We oper-
ationalize this belief revision equation through
our prompt design. LLMs are prompted to pre-
dict the outcome of the belief revision equation
based on the agent’s interpretation of the debate.
At predefined intervals (e.g., at the end of every
round), agents reassess a new belief strength for
their existing belief through prompt-based evalu-
ation based on the debate up to that round. We
evaluate whether agents change their beliefs over
the course of the debate. We calculate the be-
lief change rate as the proportion of target agents
that changed their belief relative to the total
number of target agents. Furthermore, we train
small language models (LMs) and machine learn-
ing models to model the belief revision equation.

Datasets For our experiments, we used two
datasets: Massive Multitask Language Under-
standing (MMLU) (Hendrycks et al., 2021), a
dataset characterized by clearly defined ground-
truth answers, and Aporia, a dataset involving
ambiguous cases from ethics. MMLU consists of
multiple-choice questions, each with four answer
options and a single correct answer, covering a



wide range of topics such as high school chem-
istry, professional law, professional medicine, and
moral scenarios, each with one correct choice. We
randomly selected 100 questions from the test set.
We used the correct choice as the “correct belief”
and the remaining choices as “incorrect belief”.

Aporia includes 46 samples to evaluate agent
discussions around ethical dilemmas across di-
verse professional contexts. Table 2 shows a sam-
ple of the dataset. Each sample pairs a real-
world scenario with a corresponding ethical rule.
We used the winning argument to generate an
“aligned belief”, while the losing side informed
a “misaligned belief”. Beliefs are articulated in
natural language, typically framed as assessments
of ethical compliance. Each entry includes the
scenario, rule, profession description, winner and
loser arguments, aligned beliefs, and misaligned
beliefs. This dataset captures nuanced ethical
decision-making and provides a foundation for
studying belief dynamics, argument quality, and
belief change in ethically ambiguous settings.

Debating LLMs We utilized llama3.3:70b-
instruct-q4-0 (Dubey et al., 2024), phi4:14b-
q4-K-M (Abdin et al., 2024) in Ollama (Ol-
lama, 2025), and gpt-4o-mini-2024-07-18 (Hurst
et al., 2024), referred as Llama-3.3, Phi-4, and
GPT-4o-mini hereafter, respectively. We used
the default setting of Ollama and a temperature
value of 0.7 for GPT-4o-mini to generate diverse
outputs during the debate. Each debate used
a homogeneous setup, where all agents in the
group used one of the aforementioned models.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 Validating Open-mindedness

Previous work often assumes that prompting
LLMs to be more or less open-minded results
in actual open- or closed-minded behaviors (Za-
kazov et al., 2024; Jiang et al., 2024). How-
ever, rather than simply assume that would be
the case with beliefs in belief boxes, we set out
to actually test this as part of RQ1. We mea-
sure open-mindedness in two ways: first, by
studying how much an agent changes their mind
when presented with an argument contrary to
beliefs they hold; and second, by utilizing the
Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2) personality assess-

ment tool (Soto and John, 2017)2, each exper-
iment repeated for three runs. BFI-2 measures
five traits: open-mindedness, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness, and negative emo-
tionality. Scores on this scale range between 0
and 100, with higher scores indicating a stronger
tendency toward the corresponding trait.

We evaluated the effect of open-mindedness
on belief change using the Aporia dataset. In the
first setup, the agent initially held a misaligned
argument and was presented with an aligned ar-
gument. In the second setup, the agent initially
held an aligned argument and was presented with
a misaligned argument. We assigned an open-
mindedness level and asked whether the agent
changed their belief after seeing the counter-
argument.

Results Table 3 shows the open-mindedness
scores from the BFI-2 test for agents across dif-
ferent levels of open-mindedness. While Phi-4 re-
sulted in consistent scores, others achieved their
highest scores at levels 3 or 4. Figure 1 shows the
mean belief change rate over all samples for dif-
ferent levels of open-mindedness. While Phi-4 re-
sulted in a higher rate of belief change except for
the first two levels, GPT-4o-mini is very reluctant
to change its belief, especially for the first two
open-mindedness levels. Nevertheless, the distri-
bution of belief changes is relatively proportional
for all LLMs. The agents behaved according to
their corresponding level on the open-mindedness
scale. The results aligned with the results from
BFI-2, showing a limited belief change for GPT-
4o-mini compared to the others and a substantial
belief change for Llama-3.3. For high and very
high open-mindedness, the belief change of Phi-4
surpassed that of Llama-3.3, contrary to expec-
tations based on the BFI-2 results.

Our hypothesis was that prompting LLMs to
be open-minded leads to more belief change. Our
results confirm that belief change from misaligned
to aligned and from aligned to misaligned in-
creases with the level of open-mindedness. Thus,
LLMs show open-minded behaviors when they
are instructed to be open-minded. As antici-
pated, the response to the open-mindedness scale
and the degree of open-mindedness vary across

2Note that we do not make the claim that the BFI-
2 is validated for use with LLMs, nor that the traits
it measures correspond to what we would call “open-
mindedness”. We simply provide it as a comparison
point, following (Bodroža et al., 2024; Dorner et al.,
2023; Serapio-García et al., 2023)



Table 2: Sample entry from our dataset showing a scenario, rule, arguments, and belief structure.
Scenario An insurance professional sells an insurance policy to an individual.
Profession
Description

An insurance professional is trained in risk analysis, which involves evaluating risk
exposure to measure the potential losses to individuals and businesses. They can
recommend appropriate insurance coverage and perhaps reveal risk exposures. In-
surance professionals are knowledgeable about the insurance options available to their
clients, and can advise on insurance-related purchases.

Rule The insurance professional shall not have engaged in intentional, bad faith misconduct
which is detrimental to IAIP at IAIP’s sole determination.

Aligned Be-
lief

The insurance professional’s actions are not an example of engaging in bad faith
misconduct.

Misaligned
Belief

The insurance professional’s actions are an example of engaging in bad faith miscon-
duct.

Winner Ar-
gument

Selling a policy comes under the description of providing insurance options to clients
and advising on insurance-related purchases. No rule is broken by performing the
very job you’re hired to do. Nothing in the scenario indicates any involvement in
misconduct. Without further context, it is not possible to rule this as an act of
misconduct or bad faith.

Loser Argu-
ment

There are many variables when writing a policy. Not knowing these or intentionally
ignoring them could be considered a matter of bad faith.

Table 3: Mean open-mindedness scores of differ-
ent runs from BFI-2 tests across different open-
mindedness levels.

Level Llama-3.3 Phi-4 GPT-4o-mini
1 29.67 2.67 8.00
2 47.33 17.00 35.67
3 77.00 39.67 57.00
4 71.67 53.33 57.33
5 71.33 56.00 52.67

Figure 1: Belief change for different open-mindedness
levels. “Misalign” and “align” refer to agents’ starting
arguments.

different LLMs.

4.2 Belief Box Effects on Persuasiveness

Intuitively, one would expect that having a be-
lief in an agent’s belief box would have some ef-
fect on its ability to be persuasive about that be-
lief. However, the direction of such an effect is
unclear: perhaps agents would be better at per-
suading others in things they actually believe, or
perhaps agents who believe the opposite of what
they are trying to persuade are able to construct
stronger arguments. As part of RQ2, we en-
gaged two agents — a persuading agent and a
target agent — in discussions based on the Apo-
ria dataset. Given some aligned belief that ex-
pressed a proposition p, we initialized the target
agent with a very high open-mindedness (level 5),
and the proposition ¬p, which expressed the mis-
aligned belief, with a belief strength of 5. The
persuading agent, characterized by a very low
open-mindedness (level 1), aimed to weaken the
initial misaligned belief of the target agent.

We initialized the persuading agent’s belief
box with p (strength 1 or 5), ¬p (strength 1
or 5), or neither (we called this the “neutral”
condition). The persuading and target agents
then engaged in a structured debate consisting
of four rounds (each round comprising one back-
and-forth conversation), repeated for five runs. In
each round, both agents spoke about the debate
topic when prompted with their respective be-
lief boxes, open-mindedness levels, and the entire
conversation history. The effectiveness of persua-



Figure 2: Mean belief score of the target agent based
on the persuading agent with different beliefs and be-
lief scores.

sion was measured by calculating the mean belief
score of the target agent, averaging belief scores
from all rounds, and subsequently across all sam-
ples in the dataset.

Results Figure 2 shows mean belief scores for
the target agent based on different persuading
agent settings for Aporia. The notation p = x
indicates the persuading agent has proposition p
with strength x in its belief box, and that p is
aligned. Likewise, the notation ¬p = x indicates
that ¬p is misaligned, and that the persuading
agent’s belief box contains the proposition ¬p of
strength x. The y-axis describes the mean mis-
aligned belief scores for the target agent. An
agent has higher persuasion if it leads to a lower
mean belief score for the target agent. We hy-
pothesized that persuading agents with a stronger
aligned belief (p = 5) would be more persuasive
compared to agents with a weaker aligned belief
(p = 1), as evidenced by a greater reduction in
the belief scores of the target agents’ misaligned
beliefs. This pattern held across all three LLMs
tested. Conversely, persuading agents that hold
stronger misaligned beliefs (¬p = 5) should be
less persuasive compared to agents with weaker
misaligned beliefs (¬p = 1). This was true for
all LLMs tested except Phi-4, where the result-
ing belief score for the target agent is slightly
lower, indicating higher persuasion for the per-
suading agent (¬p = 5). The baseline experi-
ment with neutral agents (p = 0) behaved incon-
sistently, yielding a higher mean belief score than
the agents with weaker beliefs (p = 1 and ¬p = 1)
for Llama-3.3, but a lower score for Phi-4.

To summarize, RQ2 examined the effects of
beliefs in the belief box on the agent’s persua-
sion ability. Agents who held the aligned belief
that they aimed to persuade the target agent to-
ward were more persuasive than those who did

not, with persuasiveness increasing as the aligned
belief strength grew. However, when the persuad-
ing agent shared the same misaligned belief as
the target agent but attempted to promote the
opposing belief, this effort became less effective,
and persuasiveness declined when that belief grew
stronger.

4.3 Effects of Peer Pressure

An advantage of the belief box is that it allows
us to observe the belief change over the course of
a group discussion. To demonstrate and study
this capability, we carried out experiments on
MMLU and Aporia (RQ3), focusing on how a
single agent (the target agent) who holds a be-
lief that is counter to the beliefs held by a larger
group of agents (the peer group) will be affected
in an argumentative debate.

We studied the aligned agent condition, when
the target agent initially has either a correct or
aligned belief. For MMLU, the target agent’s ini-
tial belief is the correct answer. We had peer
groups of either size 3 (each agent had the same
randomly selected incorrect answer) or size 1 (the
agent had a randomly selected incorrect answer).
We then carried out the aligned agent condition
with Aporia, where the target agent’s initial be-
lief is the aligned answer, and the peer groups
argued for the misaligned answer. We used be-
tween 1 and 4 agents in the peer group. Each
debate consists of four rounds, and debates were
carried out for five runs. All agents have very
high open-mindedness (level 5).

In experiments, all agents start the debate
with a very high initial belief (a belief strength
of 5). We calculated the belief change rate and p-
values using univariate linear regression (F-test)
(Montgomery et al., 2021) to evaluate the statis-
tical significance of the peer group size on the be-
lief change rate. Additionally, we calculated the
Pearson correlation coefficient r to evaluate the
strength and the direction of that relationship.

Results Table 4 shows the belief change for
the aligned agent condition, across different peer
group sizes (1 and 3 agents for MMLU and 1 to
4 agents for Aporia). For MMLU, we observed
for the models in the peer group size of 3, a lower
belief change rate. Llama-3.3 did not reach sta-
tistical significance (r =−0.57, p > 0.05), though
it showed a moderately strong negative correla-
tion, while both Phi-4 (r = −0.75, p < 0.05) and
GPT-4o-mini (r =−0.74, p < 0.05) demonstrated



statistically significant effects with stronger neg-
ative correlations.

For the Aporia dataset, the likelihood of be-
lief change varies significantly across language
models. With Phi-4 and Llama-3.3, the belief
change rate is relatively high, whereas with GPT-
4o-mini, target agents rarely change their belief
strength, and belief change is nonexistent. All
three models have statistically significant results,
while Llama-3.3 (r = −0.45, p < 0.05) showed a
moderately strong negative correlation, and Phi-
4 (r = 0.58, p < 0.01) and GPT-4o-mini (r = 0.45,
p < 0.05) showed moderately strong positive cor-
relations. We also find a strong effect of group
size on peer pressure outcomes. When there
is only one persuader, belief revision and belief
change are more frequent than when there are two
persuaders. Additionally, when the peer group
size increases to three or four, the belief change
rate rises again, implying that larger peer groups
have a more substantial influence on the target
agent.

Considering the results from both datasets,
the hypothesis is supported. The size of the peer
group affects the belief change rates of the aligned
agents. In debates, persuaders tend to empha-
size their strongest arguments rather than engage
deeply in back-and-forth discussions. As a result,
belief revision typically occurs gradually. Target
agents often maintain their initial stance during
the first rounds, but as debates progress, belief
strength declines from high (5 or 4) to weaker
scores (2 or 1). Mainly, they change their belief
when the target agent’s belief strength reaches
1 or 2. However, even under the high open-
mindedness setting (level 5), we observed per-
sistent resistance to belief change by the target
agent, which indicates that intrinsic model be-
havior and group dynamics also have an impact.

4.4 Predicting Belief Strength

In our next experiment, we aimed to model our
belief revision equation, first with smaller LMs
and then with machine learning models to answer
RQ4. In our first approach, we predicted with
smaller LMs directly the updated belief strength
v⃗, while in the second approach, we predicted
the belief update a⃗ · λα. For both approaches,
we randomly sampled 2000 agent outputs along
with their associated belief strengths from the
corresponding rounds of multi-agent debates in
§4.3, and split the data into 70% train, 10% val-
idation, and 20% test sets. For the first ap-

proach, we trained quantized models (Dettmers
et al., 2023) meta-llama/Llama-3.2-3B-Instruct
(Dubey et al., 2024) and Qwen/Qwen2.5-3B-
Instruct (Yang et al., 2024) in Huggingface (Hug-
gingface, 2025), referred to as Llama-3.2 and
Qwen-2.5 hereafter, respectively. We applied
LoRA to query, key, and value layers using a rank
value of 8, an alpha value of 16, and a dropout
of 0.05 with NF4 double quantization (Hu et al.,
2021). To demonstrate that the improvements
stemmed from fine-tuning, we included a baseline
evaluation in which the models were tested with-
out training. For the second approach, we uti-
lized TF-IDF (Salton and Buckley, 1988) on the
agent outputs, followed by Support Vector Ma-
chine (SVM) (Cortes and Vapnik, 1995) or Ran-
dom Forest (Ho, 1995) regressors with default pa-
rameters in scikit-learn (Scikit-learn, 2025). In
the first approach, the previous round’s belief
strength was provided directly in the prompts.
In the second approach, SVM and Random For-
est models predicted belief updates without ac-
cess to the previous score. The final belief score
was calculated by adding the predicted update to
the previous score. This approach captures the
belief revision process by modeling the belief up-
date directly.

Results Table 5 shows the mean absolute error
(MAE) for the models. SVM and Random For-
est effectively model the belief revision equation,
while predicting the updated score directly leads
to higher error. Nevertheless, their performance
was higher compared to their baseline models, in-
dicating that those models were learning to cap-
ture belief update dynamics. Considering the re-
sults, our hypothesis is supported, while modeling
the belief updates was more effective.

5 CONCLUSIONS

This work took a detailed look at the belief box
in LLMs, focusing on its effect on belief change
and persuasion. Although the use of beliefs and
instructions to be open-minded in LLM prompts
is by itself nothing new, prior work simply as-
sumed that such instructions would be followed
faithfully. We showed that telling the agents
to be open-minded led to more belief changes.
We found that agents were more persuasive when
they held the same belief they aimed to convey,
with increasing persuasiveness as the strength of
that belief increased.



Table 4: Percentage of times target agents changed their belief.
MMLU Aporia

Model 1-Agent 3-Agents 1-Agent 2-Agents 3-Agents 4-Agents
Llama-3.3 18.40% 15.00% 15.22% 9.09% 10.86% 8.26%
Phi-4 18.00% 15.40% 35.21% 31.30% 40.87% 46.96%
GPT-4o-mini 3.20% 0.60% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.82%

Table 5: MAE across models for predicting the up-
dated belief strength.

Model MAE
Llama-3.2 baseline 1.290
Llama-3.2 fine-tuned 0.891
Qwen-2.5 baseline 2.428
Qwen-2.5 fine-tuned 1.981
SVM 0.632
Random Forest 0.679

We demonstrated that when agents are iso-
lated and outnumbered by different beliefs, they
are prone to shift from aligned to misaligned be-
liefs. Nevertheless, the group size of the per-
suaders affects this belief change rate. Addition-
ally, we utilized smaller LMs and machine learn-
ing models to capture the belief revision equation.
In the future, we hope to explore more about dif-
ferent personas. This may improve agents’ abil-
ity to align beliefs more effectively with those
of humans. Furthermore, it may contribute to
improving the explainability of AI by modeling
how agents with different personas reason and up-
date their beliefs, shedding light on the decision-
making mechanisms of AI.

REFERENCES
Abdin, M., Aneja, J., Behl, H., Bubeck, S., El-

dan, R., Gunasekar, S., Harrison, M., Hewett,
R. J., Javaheripi, M., Kauffmann, P., et al.
(2024). Phi-4 technical report. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2412.08905.

Alchourrón, C. E., Gärdenfors, P., and Makinson, D.
(1985). On the logic of theory change: Partial
meet contraction and revision functions. The
journal of symbolic logic, 50(2):510–530.

Baltaji, R., Hemmatian, B., and Varshney, L. (2024).
Conformity, confabulation, and impersonation:
Persona inconstancy in multi-agent llm collab-
oration. In Proceedings of the 2nd Workshop
on Cross-Cultural Considerations in NLP, pages
17–31.

Bodroža, B., Dinić, B. M., and Bojić, L. (2024).
Personality testing of large language mod-
els: limited temporal stability, but highlighted

prosociality. Royal Society Open Science,
11(10):240180.

Chen, J., Saha, S., and Bansal, M. (2024). ReConcile:
Round-table conference improves reasoning via
consensus among diverse LLMs. In Ku, L.-W.,
Martins, A., and Srikumar, V., editors, Proceed-
ings of the 62nd Annual Meeting of the Associ-
ation for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1:
Long Papers), pages 7066–7085, Bangkok, Thai-
land. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Chun, J., Chen, Q., Li, J., and Ahmed, I. (2025).
Is multi-agent debate (mad) the silver bul-
let? an empirical analysis of mad in code
summarization and translation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2503.12029.

Cortes, C. and Vapnik, V. (1995). Support-vector
networks. Machine learning, 20:273–297.

Dettmers, T., Pagnoni, A., Holtzman, A., and Zettle-
moyer, L. (2023). Qlora: efficient finetun-
ing of quantized llms (2023). arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.14314, 52:3982–3992.

Dorner, F., Sühr, T., Samadi, S., and Kelava, A.
(2023). Do personality tests generalize to large
language models? In Socially Responsible Lan-
guage Modelling Research.

Du, Y., Li, S., Torralba, A., Tenenbaum, J. B., and
Mordatch, I. (2023). Improving factuality and
reasoning in language models through multia-
gent debate. In Forty-first International Confer-
ence on Machine Learning.

Dubey, A., Jauhri, A., Pandey, A., Kadian, A., Al-
Dahle, A., Letman, A., Mathur, A., Schelten, A.,
Yang, A., Fan, A., et al. (2024). The llama 3 herd
of models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.21783.

Estornell, A. and Liu, Y. (2024). Multi-llm debate:
Framework, principals, and interventions. Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems, 37:28938–28964.

Freedman, G. and Toni, F. (2025). Exploring the po-
tential for large language models to demonstrate
rational probabilistic beliefs. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2504.13644.

Gärdenfors, P. (1984). Epistemic importance and
minimal changes of belief. Australasian Journal
of Philosophy, 62(2):136–157.

Gärdenfors, P. (1990). The dynamics of belief sys-
tems: Foundations vs. coherence theories. Revue
internationale de philosophie, pages 24–46.

Hendrycks, D., Burns, C., Basart, S., Zou, A.,
Mazeika, M., Song, D., and Steinhardt, J.
(2021). Measuring massive multitask language



understanding. Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations
(ICLR).

Herrmann, D. A. and Levinstein, B. A. (2024). Stan-
dards for belief representations in llms. Minds
and Machines, 35(1):5.

Ho, T. K. (1995). Random decision forests. In Pro-
ceedings of 3rd international conference on doc-
ument analysis and recognition, volume 1, pages
278–282. IEEE.

Hu, E. J., Shen, Y., Wallis, P., Allen-Zhu, Z., Li, Y.,
Wang, S., Wang, L., and Chen, W. (2021). Lora:
Low-rank adaptation of large language models.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.09685.

Huggingface (2025). Huggingface. https://
huggingface.co/. Accessed: September 05, 2025.

Hurst, A., Lerer, A., Goucher, A. P., Perelman, A.,
Ramesh, A., Clark, A., Ostrow, A., Welihinda,
A., Hayes, A., Radford, A., et al. (2024). Gpt-4o
system card. arXiv preprint arXiv:2410.21276.

Jafari, M., Hua, D. Y., Xue, H., and Salim, F. (2025).
Enhancing conversational agents with theory
of mind: Aligning beliefs, desires, and inten-
tions for human-like interaction. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2502.14171.

Jiang, H., Zhang, X., Cao, X., Breazeal, C., Roy, D.,
and Kabbara, J. (2024). PersonaLLM: Investi-
gating the ability of large language models to ex-
press personality traits. In Duh, K., Gomez, H.,
and Bethard, S., editors, Findings of the Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics: NAACL
2024, pages 3605–3627, Mexico City, Mexico.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., and Kentle, R. L.
(1991). Big five inventory. Journal of person-
ality and social psychology.

Lewis, D. (1976). Probabilities of conditionals and
conditional probabilities. In IFS: Conditionals,
Belief, Decision, Chance and Time, pages 129–
147. Springer.

Li, G., Hammoud, H., Itani, H., Khizbullin, D., and
Ghanem, B. (2023). Camel: Communicative
agents for” mind” exploration of large language
model society. Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, 36:51991–52008.

Li, Y., Du, Y., Zhang, J., Hou, L., Grabowski, P.,
Li, Y., and Ie, E. (2024). Improving multi-agent
debate with sparse communication topology. In
Al-Onaizan, Y., Bansal, M., and Chen, Y.-N.,
editors, Findings of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics: EMNLP 2024, pages
7281–7294, Miami, Florida, USA. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Liang, T., He, Z., Jiao, W., Wang, X., Wang, Y.,
Wang, R., Yang, Y., Shi, S., and Tu, Z. (2024).
Encouraging divergent thinking in large lan-
guage models through multi-agent debate. In Al-
Onaizan, Y., Bansal, M., and Chen, Y.-N., edi-
tors, Proceedings of the 2024 Conference on Em-
pirical Methods in Natural Language Processing,

pages 17889–17904, Miami, Florida, USA. Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics.

Licato, J., Fields, L., and Marji, Z. (2022). Resolving
open-textured rules with templated interpretive
arguments. European Conference on Argumen-
tation (ECA).

Lisegow, L., Barnes, E., Pennington, A., and Thack-
eray, J. (2024). Enhancing explainability in
large language models through belief change: A
simulation-based approach. AU.

Liu, T., Wang, X., Huang, W., Xu, W., Zeng, Y.,
Jiang, L., Yang, H., and Li, J. (2024). Groupde-
bate: Enhancing the efficiency of multi-agent
debate using group discussion. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2409.14051.

Marji, Z. and Licato, J. (2021). Aporia: The argu-
mentation game. In Proceedings of The Third
Workshop on Argument Strength (ArgStrength
2021).

Mercier, H. and Sperber, D. (2011). Why do humans
reason? arguments for an argumentative theory.
Behavioral and brain sciences, 34(2):57–74.

Minsky, M. (1988). Society of mind. Simon and Schus-
ter.

Montgomery, D. C., Peck, E. A., and Vining, G. G.
(2021). Introduction to linear regression analy-
sis. John Wiley & Sons.

Nighojkar, A., Moydinboyev, B., Duong, M., and Li-
cato, J. (2025). Giving ai personalities leads to
more human-like reasoning.

Ollama (2025). Ollama. https://ollama.com/. Ac-
cessed: April 12, 2025.

Park, S., Kim, J., Jin, S., Park, S., and Han, K.
(2024). Predict: Multi-agent-based debate sim-
ulation for generalized hate speech detection. In
Proceedings of the 2024 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages
20963–20987.

Qian, C., Liu, W., Liu, H., Chen, N., Dang, Y., Li, J.,
Yang, C., Chen, W., Su, Y., Cong, X., Xu, J., Li,
D., Liu, Z., and Sun, M. (2024). ChatDev: Com-
municative agents for software development. In
Ku, L.-W., Martins, A., and Srikumar, V., ed-
itors, Proceedings of the 62nd Annual Meeting
of the Association for Computational Linguistics
(Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 15174–15186,
Bangkok, Thailand. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Rago, A. and Martinez, M. V. (2024). Advancing In-
teractive Explainable AI via Belief Change The-
ory. In Proceedings of the 21st International
Conference on Principles of Knowledge Repre-
sentation and Reasoning, pages 931–937.

Rescorla, M. (2019). The language of thought hy-
pothesis.

Salton, G. and Buckley, C. (1988). Term-weighting
approaches in automatic text retrieval. Informa-
tion processing & management, 24(5):513–523.

Schiffer, S. (1981). Truth and the theory of content.
Meaning and understanding, pages 204–222.



Scikit-learn (2025). Scikit-learn. https://scikit-learn.
org/stable/. Accessed: September 10, 2025.

Serapio-García, G., Safdari, M., Crepy, C., Sun, L.,
Fitz, S., Abdulhai, M., Faust, A., and Matarić,
M. (2023). Personality traits in large language
models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2307.00184.

Smit, A., Duckworth, P., Grinsztajn, N., Barrett,
T. D., and Pretorius, A. (2024). Should we be
going mad? a look at multi-agent debate strate-
gies for llms. International Conference on Ma-
chine Learning (ICML).

Soto, C. J. and John, O. P. (2017). The next big five
inventory (bfi-2): Developing and assessing a hi-
erarchical model with 15 facets to enhance band-
width, fidelity, and predictive power. Journal of
personality and social psychology, 113(1):117.

Spohn, W. (1988). Ordinal conditional functions: A
dynamic theory of epistemic states. In Causation
in decision, belief change, and statistics: Pro-
ceedings of the Irvine Conference on Probability
and Causation, pages 105–134. Springer.

Stanovich, K. E. and Toplak, M. E. (2023). Ac-
tively open-minded thinking and its measure-
ment. Journal of Intelligence, 11(2):27.

Stanovich, K. E. and West, R. F. (1997). Reasoning
independently of prior belief and individual dif-
ferences in actively open-minded thinking. Jour-
nal of educational psychology, 89(2):342.

Taylor, R. M. (2016). Open-mindedness: An intel-
lectual virtue in the pursuit of knowledge and
understanding. Educational theory, 66(5):599–
618.

Wang, B., Yue, X., and Sun, H. (2023). Can chatgpt
defend its belief in truth? evaluating llm reason-
ing via debate. The 2023 Conference on Empir-
ical Methods in Natural Language Processing.

Wang, H., Du, X., Yu, W., Chen, Q., Zhu, K.,
Chu, Z., Yan, L., and Guan, Y. (2025). Learn-
ing to break: Knowledge-enhanced reasoning in
multi-agent debate system. Neurocomputing,
618:129063.

Wang, L., Ma, C., Feng, X., Zhang, Z., Yang, H.,
Zhang, J., Chen, Z., Tang, J., Chen, X., Lin,
Y., et al. (2024). A survey on large language
model based autonomous agents. Frontiers of
Computer Science, 18(6):186345.

Weng, Z., Chen, G., and Wang, W. (2025). Do as
we do, not as you think: the conformity of large
language models. Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference on Learning Representations
(ICLR).

Xiong, K., Ding, X., Cao, Y., Liu, T., and Qin, B.
(2023). Examining inter-consistency of large lan-
guage models collaboration: An in-depth anal-
ysis via debate. In Bouamor, H., Pino, J.,
and Bali, K., editors, Findings of the Associ-
ation for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP
2023, pages 7572–7590, Singapore. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Xu, Z., Shi, S., Hu, B., Yu, J., Li, D., Zhang, M.,
and Wu, Y. (2023). Towards reasoning in large
language models via multi-agent peer review col-
laboration. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.08152.

Xu, Z., Yu, C., Fang, F., Wang, Y., and Wu, Y.
(2024). Language agents with reinforcement
learning for strategic play in the werewolf game.
ICML’24: Proceedings of the 41st International
Conference on Machine Learning.

Yang, A., Yang, B., Hui, B., Zheng, B., Yu, B., Zhou,
C., Li, C., Li, C., Liu, D., Huang, F., Dong, G.,
Wei, H., Lin, H., Tang, J., Wang, J., Yang, J.,
Tu, J., Zhang, J., Ma, J., Xu, J., Zhou, J., Bai,
J., He, J., Lin, J., Dang, K., Lu, K., Chen, K.,
Yang, K., Li, M., Xue, M., Ni, N., Zhang, P.,
Wang, P., Peng, R., Men, R., Gao, R., Lin, R.,
Wang, S., Bai, S., Tan, S., Zhu, T., Li, T., Liu,
T., Ge, W., Deng, X., Zhou, X., Ren, X., Zhang,
X., Wei, X., Ren, X., Fan, Y., Yao, Y., Zhang,
Y., Wan, Y., Chu, Y., Liu, Y., Cui, Z., Zhang,
Z., and Fan, Z. (2024). Qwen2 technical report.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.10671.

Zakazov, I., Boronski, M., Drudi, L., and West,
R. (2024). Assessing social alignment: Do
personality-prompted large language models be-
have like humans? In NeurIPS 2024 Workshop
on Behavioral Machine Learning.

Zhang, J., Xu, X., Zhang, N., Liu, R., Hooi, B., and
Deng, S. (2024). Exploring collaboration mecha-
nisms for LLM agents: A social psychology view.
In Ku, L.-W., Martins, A., and Srikumar, V., ed-
itors, Proceedings of the 62nd Annual Meeting
of the Association for Computational Linguistics
(Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 14544–14607,
Bangkok, Thailand. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

APPENDIX

Open-mindedness and Belief Scales Table 6
and 7 show the open-mindedness levels, belief
strengths, and their descriptions we used in our
prompts to define the open-mindedness and belief
scales, respectively. The descriptions are created
with the assistance of ChatGPT (Hurst et al.,
2024) followed by refinement and revision by the
authors.

Validating Open-mindedness Prompts Figures 3
and 4 illustrate the prompts used in §4.1 for BFI-2
and belief change experiments for different open-
mindedness levels, respectively. The Likert-scale
responses to these questions in Figure 3 are used
to calculate the personality trait scores.

Belief Box Effects on Persuasiveness Prompts
Figure 5 shows the prompt used in §4.2 for the



Table 6: The different open-mindedness levels and their descriptions.
Open-mindedness Description
1 (Very Low) You dismiss opposing arguments without consideration and don’t change your

stance.
2 (Low) You notice different perspectives but are reluctant to change your stance unless

presented with a strong opposing argument.
3 (Moderate) You recognize different perspectives but are hesitant to change your stance unless

presented with a strong opposing argument.
4 (High) You acknowledge different perspectives and are willing to change your stance

when presented with an opposing argument.
5 (Very High) You accept an opposing argument and change your stance.

Table 7: The different belief strengths and their descriptions.
Belief Strength Description
1 (Very Low) You take a position but do not strongly defend it. You express your view tentatively

and are indifferent to whether others agree or disagree.
2 (Low) You have a stance but are not strongly committed to it. You may voice your opinion

but are hesitant to argue in its favor, often deferring to others in the discussion.

3 (Moderate)
You hold your position with some confidence and engage in discussion to support it.
However, you do not actively push your view onto others and are willing to let the
debate play out without strong insistence.

4 (High)
You are confident in your position and actively defend it when challenged. You
present arguments in support of your stance and push back against opposing views
with conviction.

5 (Very High)
You are deeply committed to your stance and passionately advocate for it. You assert
your viewpoint strongly and actively challenge opposing perspectives, maintaining
a firm defense of your beliefs.

System: {Open-mindedness Scale}
You are taking a personality test (BFI-2).
User: {Open-mindedness Level}

{Question}

Likert Scale:
1: Disagree Strongly, 2: Disagree a little,
3: Neutral, 4: Agree a little, 5: Agree strongly

Answer using a number between 1 to 5
according to the Likert scale:
Assistant: {Answer}

Figure 3: Our prompting approach for BFI-2 tests.

persuading agent to shift the target agent’s belief.

Effects of Peer Pressure Prompts Figure 6 shows
the prompting approach for effects of peer pres-
sure experiments in §4.3 on the MMLU dataset.
The prompt in the figure targets Agent 3. There-
fore, Agents 1 and 2 appear as the most recent
speakers in the User-prompt for visualization pur-

System: Profession Description: {Profession
Description}

{Question}

{Open-mindedness Scale}
User: {Open-mindedness Level}
You have the following argument for the given
question: {Misaligned Argument}
Then you are presented with the following
counter-argument: {Aligned Argument} Do
you change your stance after the counter-
argument? Write ‘Yes’ if you do or ‘No’ if
you don’t. Write nothing else.
Assistant: {Answer}

Figure 4: Our prompting approach for belief change
experiments.

poses.

Predicting Belief Strength Prompt Figure 7
shows the training prompts in §4.4 to predict the
updated belief strength with LLMs.



System: Profession description: {Open-
mindedness Scale}
Scenario: {Scenario}
Rule: {Rule}

You are {Name}. {Open-mindedness Scale}
{Open-mindedness Level} Do not disclose
these aspects of your persona. {Belief Scale}
You will defend your beliefs in the discussion
and present arguments to support them.
User: Persuading agent: ...
Target agent: ...
###
Your Beliefs: {Belief, Belief Score}

You challenge the other person’s view-
point and present your reasoning or evidence
to shift the other person’s perspective toward
the following belief in no more than 10
sentences: {Aligned belief}
Assistant: {Answer}

Figure 5: Our prompting approach for the persuading
agent for belief box effects on persuasiveness.

System: Subject: {Subject}
Question: {Question}
Choices: {Choices}

You are {Name}. {Open-mindedness Scale}
{Open-mindedness Level} Do not disclose
these aspects of your persona. {Belief Scale}
You will defend your beliefs in the discussion
and present arguments to support them.
User: Agent 1: ...
Agent 2: ...
###
Your Beliefs: {Belief, Belief Score}
In the discussion, present your arguments
according to your beliefs and their strength
and respond to opposing viewpoints in no
more than 5 sentences. You will not speak on
behalf of speakers. Conclude your answer by
selecting the most appropriate choice (A, B,
C, or D) after evaluation of all arguments in
the discussion.
Assistant: {Answer}

Figure 6: Our prompting approach for effects of peer
pressure experiments on the MMLU dataset.

System: You are an assistant who assigns
belief strength according to the following
belief scale {Belief Scale}
User: Statement: {Agent output}
Based on the statement and current belief
strength, update the belief strength. Write
only the new belief strength. Write nothing
else.
Current belief strength: {Belief Score} Up-
dated belief strength:
Assistant: {Updated Belief Score}

Figure 7: Our prompting approach to train LLMs to
predict updated belief strength.


