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Abstract

Engaging with dissenting views, fostering productive disagreements or strategic
anticonformity can benefit organizations as it challenges the status quo. The ques-
tion arises, however, whether such strategic anticonformity ultimately leads to
social polarization, which is not a desirable phenomenon. We address this ques-
tion within an agent-based model of discrete choices. Using the way of modeling
social responses in continuous opinion models, we propose a three-state q-voter
model with anticonformity and bounded confidence. We analyze the model on a
complete graph using the mean-field approach and Monte Carlo simulations. We
show that strong polarization appears only for a small probability of anticonfor-
mity, which means that conformity combined with homophily enhances polariza-
tion. Our findings agree with results obtained previously in the group discussion
experiment and within various continuous opinion models.

Keywords: agent-based model, discrete choice, polarization, opposing
viewpoints, bounded confidence, voter model, Human Resource Management
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1. Introduction

Imagine that as a member of a certain organization you have to make a decision
on the wildlife control method and you have to choose between three alternatives:
(1) doing nothing, (2) the non-lethal control, and (3) the lethal control method. All
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other members of your organization have to make such a choice, and on this basis,
you will give the recommendation to the government. Now imagine two scenarios
for making this decision: in the first scenario you have to give an answer imme-
diately, and in the second one the moment for making a decision is postponed for
some longer time, and in the meantime you can repeatedly discuss with others. In
this paper we focus on the second scenario, which means that we take into account
social influence – both positive (conformity) and negative (anticonformity) [1].

If the discussion is to ultimately lead to a certain recommendation, polarization
is definitely undesirable, especially since it may be an irreversible phenomenon
[2]. As noted by Mäs and Flache, explanation of polarization often hinge on the
assumption of negative influence [3]. Therefore it seems that anticonformity is
an unfavorable social response during determination of a common view. On the
other hand, opposing viewpoints maybe valuable for the team performance [4].
As noted recently by Minson and Gino [5]: Much has been written on the benefits
for teams and organizations of engaging with opposing views (...) Yet anyone
who has been involved in such work knows that disagreements on strongly held
opinions, (...), are always tough and frequently destructive.

The above observation is the direct motivation for this work. In this article,
we ask whether anticonformity actually reinforces polarization. It was shown that
polarization can be explained without negative influence, and may be induced
by the positive influence combined with homophily [3, 6, 7, 8, 9]. Both confor-
mity and homophily, which is perfectly described by the quote similarity breeds
connection [10], are undeniably strong social forces. The question remains, if ad-
ditionally also anticonformity appears in the system, will it strengthen or rather
weaken polarization? It is this specific question that we will be answering in this
work.

The three alternatives on the wildlife control method, mentioned at the begin-
ning of this article, were actually used in the empirical studies [11], but here are
given just as an example of a choice between three ranked items - two extremes
(1,3) and one central (2). It means that in our model agents will be described
by the three-state variable, often called opinion. To model interactions between
employees, we take into account two basic types of social response: conformity
(positive influence) and anticonformity (negative influence) [1]. Moreover, we use
the idea of bounded confidence, which was originally introduced into models with
continuous opinions [6, 7]. Such models are usually based on the assumption of
positive social influence and bounded confidence can be treated as a special case
of homophily [3]: agents who have opinions that do not differ by more than a cer-
tain threshold interact with each other and then their opinions become even more
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similar. However, in several continuous opinion models also negative interactions
were considered [12, 13, 14, 15].

The idea that agents who are similar to each other are likely to interact and
in result they become even more similar has been introduced already in 1997 by
Axelrod [16]. However, Axelrod did not introduce any threshold beyond which
interactions are strictly forbidden. Moreover, state of an agent was not described
by a single continuous opinion but by the vector of F discrete variables, which
can take one of s integer values. In our model agents are described by only a
single variable, which corresponds to F = 1, that can take one of s = 3 values.
However, we use the concept of bounded confidence, as in continuous models,
and additionally consider negative social influence, which is not present in the
Axelrod model.

We assume that the range of bounded confidence related to conformity may
be different from that related to anticonformity. This assumption is based on the
knowledge from social science, within which many factors reinforcing conformity
has been identified [1, 17, 18, 19]. For example, it is known that conformity
is more likely under the influence of unanimous group. Therefore our model is
based on the q-voter model (qVM), in which an agent (target) changes opinion
under the influence of a unanimous group of q agents (source) chosen at random
from all of the target’s neighbors [20]. Moreover, it is well known that people
conform much easier to others that are similar to them, which corresponds to the
principle of homophily. It means that bounded confidence related to conformity
should be rather small. Much less is known about anticonformity and hence our
assumption of independence of bounded confidence ranges for conformity and
anticonformity [17].

2. Model description

We consider the system of N agents, placed in the nodes of a given graph, who
we also refer to as voters, since our model is based on the q-voter model [20].
Each voter x at time t is assigned a dynamic variable sx(t):

sx(t) = i, x ∈ {1,2, . . . ,N}, i ∈ {1,2,3}, (1)

representing the opinion of the agent x. We say that agents are neighbors if the
vertices they occupy are adjacent, that is, if there is an edge connecting them. The
opinion of a voter (target) can change as a result of the influence of a unanimous
group of q neighbors. If within such a group an opinion of at least one agent
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differs from others, then the target’s opinion does not change. As in many other
versions of the q-voter model, the influence group, also called the q-panel, the
source of influence, or simply a source, is formed by drawing without repetition a
group of q neighbors from all neighbors of a target voter [21]. It means that q is
the parameter of the model and does not define the structure of the graph. The only
constraint on the value of q is that q cannot be greater than the minimum degree
of a vertex in the graph. In this paper, we focus on the infinite complete graph
(CG), which means that all agents are mutually connected, for two reasons: (1) it
allows for an analytical treatment, since it is equivalent to the mean-field approach
(MFA) and (2) it allows for the comparison with other versions of the multistate
q-voter model, which so far have been considered only on CG [22, 23, 24].

In the case of binary-state models, the implementation of conformity and an-
ticonformity is relatively straightforward [21]. If an agent acts as a conformist,
they adopt the opinion of the influence group and, in case of anticonformity, takes
the opposite one, rebelling against the source. However, for the multi-state opin-
ion there are many other possibilities. For example, Nowak et al. proposed that
in a case of conformity a target voter x takes the opinion sq(t) of the q panel,
while in the case of anticonformity they take equally likely any opinion other than
sq(t) [23]. However, according to many psychological models of social influence,
conformity involves moving the opinion of the target toward that of the influence
group, while anticonformity is a change that moves it away from the source of in-
fluence [1]. In this paper, we decided to employ the latter approach, as it is more
psychologically justified. Such a way of modeling social responses is also often
used in continuous opinion models [6, 15].

We assume that within a single update of duration ∆t, the agent can change
their opinion by exactly one: sx(t +∆t) = sx(t)± 1. Furthermore, we implement
the bounded confidence (BC) rule, which limits interactions to opinions that sat-
isfy |sq(t)− sx(t)| ≤ R , where R is the range of bounded confidence [6, 7]. We
allow R to be different for conformity, R = Rc, and anticonformity, R = Ra. Ac-
cording to the above assumptions, the elementary update is as follows:

1. randomly draw a target from a uniform distribution x∼U{1,N},
2. randomly draw q neighbors of x without repetition to form the q-panel,
3. if the q-panel is unanimous, denote its opinion by sq(t) and randomly draw

the number from a uniform distribution r ∼U(0,1)
(a) if r < p then the target anticonforms to the q-panel if |sx− sq| ≤ Ra,

which means that their opinion sx(t) is repelled from sq(t) by one unit;
see Tab. 1.
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|sx(t)− sq(t)| sx(t) sq(t) sx(t +∆t) probability

0

1 1 2 1
3 3 2 1
2 2 1 1/2
2 2 3 1/2

1
2 1 3 1
2 3 1 1

Table 1: Possible transitions sx(t)→ sx(t +∆t) in the case of anticonformity. The last column
represents the conditional probabilities that a corresponding opinion change occurs, given that the
target with the opinion sx(t) anticonforms to the source with the opinion sq(t). For Ra = 0 only
transitions for |sx(t)− sq(t)|= 0 are possible, for Ra = 1 all transitions for |sx(t)− sq(t)|= 0 and
= 1 are possible. The case of Ra = 2 is equivalent to Ra = 1 because no other transitions are
possible in the 3-state model.

|sx(t)− sq(t)| sx(t) sq(t) sx(t +∆t) probability

1

1 2 2 1
3 2 2 1
2 1 1 1
2 3 3 1

2
1 3 2 1
3 1 2 1

Table 2: Possible transitions sx(t)→ sx(t +∆t) in the case of conformity. The last column rep-
resents the conditional probabilities that a corresponding opinion change occurs, given that the
target with opinion sx(t) conforms to the source with opinion sq(t). For Rc = 0 no transitions are
possible. For Rc = 1 transitions for |sx(t)− sq(t)|= 1 are possible, while for Rc = 2 all transitions
for |sx(t)− sq(t)|= 1 and = 2 are possible.

(b) otherwise, the target conforms to the q-panel if |sx− sq| ≤ Rc, which
means that their opinion sx(t) moves towards sq(t) by one unit, see
Tab 2.

A time unit, which corresponds to one Monte Carlo step (MCS), consists of N
elementary updates.

3. Mean-field approximation

On the complete graph, the system can be fully described by N1(t), N2(t), N3(t),
which, respectively, represent the number of agents with opinions 1, 2, 3. Because

5



the total number of agents N is conserved:

N1(t)+N2(t)+N3(t) = N, (2)

we can alternatively introduce the normalized variables c1(t), c2(t), c3(t) defined
as:

ci(t) =
Ni(t)

N
, (3)

which we call concentrations of opinions. From Eq. (2):

c1(t)+ c2(t)+ c3(t) = 1, (4)

which reduces the number of independent variables to two. We choose c1(t) and
c3(t) as independent variables due to the symmetry between the boundary states
1 and 3.

To derive the temporal and stationary behavior of c1(t) and c3(t), we start, as
usual, with the transition probabilities γi→ j, which represent the probability that a
single agent will change their opinion from i to j [21]. Analogously to i, variable
j ∈ {1,2,3}. Within the considered model, an agent can change their opinion
only by one, hence to describe the change of concentration ci in an elementary
time step, we only need to consider the transitions between i and its adjacent
states. In the limit of N → ∞ the time derivatives of independent variables c1(t)
and c3(t) can therefore be expressed in terms of only two transition probabilities,
each constituting a following system of differential equations:

dc1

dt
= γ2→1− γ1→2,

dc3

dt
= γ2→3− γ3→2.

(5)

In general, Eq.(5) cannot be solved analytically. Therefore we use a numerical
approach to obtain trajectories, as well as stationary states:

dc1

dt
= 0,

dc3

dt
= 0.

(6)

The solutions of Eq. (6) correspond to fixed points that can be stable or unstable.
The stability of fixed points will be also determined numerically by analyzing the
eigenvalues of the corresponding Jacobian matrix. The analysis of fixed points
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and their stability was partially conducted using the DynamicalSystems.jl Julia
software library [25]. The explicit formulas for the transition probabilities γi→ j
depend on all parameters of the model ( p,q,Ra,Rc) and on the state of the system
(c1,c2,c3). For the infinitely large system within MFA, the probability of drawing
q voters with opinion i is equal to cq

i and therefore:

γ2→1 = pc2

[
1
2

cq
2 +Θ(Ra−1)cq

1

]
+(1− p)c2Θ(Rc−1)cq

1, (7)

γ2→3 = pc2

[
1
2

cq
2 +Θ(Ra−1)cq

3

]
+(1− p)c2Θ(Rc−1)cq

3, (8)

γ1→2 = pcq+1
1 +(1− p)c1

[
Θ(Rc−1)cq

2 +Θ(Rc−2)cq
3
]
, (9)

γ3→2 = pcq+1
3 +(1− p)c3

[
Θ(Rc−1)cq

2 +Θ(Rc−2)cq
1
]
, (10)

where Θ(x) denotes the Heaviside step function, which takes the value 0 for x < 0
and 1 for x≥ 0.

4. Results

It appears that, in general, the system can evolve toward one of three different
steady distributions of opinions, as shown in Fig. 1, for which we introduce the
following names and abbreviations:

• Polarization (P): c1 = c3 > c2, the stable fixed point related to this structure
is represented by ⊕

• Extreme Dominance (ED): c1 > c2 > c3 or c3 > c2 > c1, the stable fixed
point related to this structure is represented by 	

• Central Dominance (CD): c2 > c1 = c3, the stable fixed point related to this
structure is represented by �

A disordered state c1 = c2 = c3 is not listed above, because it occurs that
for a finite q and p ∈ (0,1), such a state is a solution to Eq. (6) if and only if
Ra = 1,Rc = 2 and p = 2

3 . This case is further discussed in Section 4.5.
Detailed results on possible steady states strongly depend on the ranges of

bounded confidence Ra and Rc, as will be shown in the following. For the three-
state model Ra and Rc takes only three values, 0,1,2, so in theory we have 9
versions of the model. However, we can reduce this number because the model
for Ra = 2 is equivalent to the model with Ra = 1, as described in the caption of
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Figure 1: Schematic representation of three qualitatively different stationary opinion distributions:
(⊕, the leftmost panel) Polarization (P), (	, two middle panels) Extreme Dominance (ED), (�,
the rightmost panel) Central Dominance (CD).

Tab. 1. Furthermore, for Rc = 0 there are no transitions caused by conformity,
as indicated by Tab. 2. Therefore, in the following part of the work we will
analyze four cases: (1) Ra = 0,Rc = 1, (2) Ra = Rc = 1, (3) Ra = 0,Rc = 2 and (4)
Ra = 1,Rc = 2.

As stated previously, homophily is the tendency to conform to people that are
already similar to us. The model we propose entails homophily for Rc = 1, while
for Rc = 2 it is no longer the case, as the target conforms to the source despite
the similarity. Hence two versions of the model for which Rc = 1 are the most
interesting from a social point of view and we will therefore present the results
for these versions in more detail and also verify the MFA results through Monte
Carlo simulations.

4.1. Phase portraits for Ra = 0,Rc = 1
In this case, all possible transitions are presented in Fig. 2 and Eq. (5) takes

form: 
dc1

dt
= p

(
1
2

cq+1
2 − cq+1

1

)
+(1− p)

[
c2cq

1− c1cq
2
]
,

dc3

dt
= p

(
1
2

cq+1
2 − cq+1

3

)
+(1− p)

[
c2cq

3− c3cq
2
]
,

(11)

where c2 = 1− c1− c3.
The corresponding phase portraits, showing the trajectories for various initial

conditions, as well as stable and unstable fixed points, are presented in Fig. 3. In
this figure we present results for the size of the influence group q = 3, but quali-
tatively the same can be obtained for other values of q, which will be discussed in
Section 4.5. We see that there is a critical point p= p∗, at which three bifurcations
simultaneously occur: two stable fixed points 	, related to Extreme Dominance
and a fixed point⊕, related to Polarization, annihilate with corresponding unstable
points. Unfortunately, we were not able to calculate the critical point analytically,
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Figure 2: All possible changes for Ra = 0, Rc = 1, where T denotes the target and S the source
of influence (q-panel). Panels are partitioned into three areas, marked by 1, 2, 3, denoting opinion
states. Annotations above arrows denote the probability that the corresponding opinion change
occurs, given the opinions of the target and the source.
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and therefore the precise value of p∗ cannot be provided. However, the upper and
lower bound of p∗ can be obtained by the stability analysis of fixed points. As we
see in Fig. 3, for q = 3 the critical point satisfies 0.291 < p∗ < 0.293. For p > p∗,
there is only one stable fixed point �, corresponding to Central Dominance. For
p < p∗, there are four basins of attraction, each corresponding to qualitatively dif-
ferent distributions of opinions, shown schematically in Fig. 1. For small values
of p there is a large basin of attraction corresponding to Polarization and simul-
taneously the population of voters with central opinion is small (c1 = c3→ 1/2).
With increasing probability of anticonformity p the fixed point ⊕, moves away
from the strong polarization point (c1 = c3→ 1/2) and simultaneously its basin
of attraction shrinks. This leads to the conclusion that conformity promotes po-
larization.

4.2. Phase portraits for Ra = Rc = 1
In this case, all possible transitions are presented in Fig. 4 and Eq. (5) takes

form: 
dc1

dt
= p

(
c2cq

3 +
1
2

cq+1
2 − cq+1

1

)
+(1− p)

[
c2cq

1− c1cq
2
]
,

dc3

dt
= p

(
c2cq

1 +
1
2

cq+1
2 − cq+1

3

)
+(1− p)

[
c2cq

3− c3cq
2
]
,

(12)

where, as always, c2 = 1− c1− c3. The corresponding phase portraits, show-
ing trajectories for various initial conditions, as well as stable and unstable fixed
points, are presented in Fig. 5. Increasing the range Ra for anticonformity from
Ra = 0 to Ra = 1 qualitatively influences the results. In Fig. 5 it can be seen
that there are now only two attractors for p < p∗, corresponding to Polarization
and Central Dominance. It means that extreme opinion cannot dominate in the
stationary state, independently of the initial conditions. A similar result was ob-
tained for the three-state q voter model with independence and bounded confi-
dence [24]. Contrary to the behavior observed for Ra = 0, the basin of attraction
for Polarization increases with p and for p > p∗(q) Polarization is the only sta-
tionary solution. However, similarly to Ra = 0 strong polarization, understood as
c1 = c3→ 1/2, occurs only for small values of p.

4.3. Phase portraits for Rc = 2
The case of Rc = 2 is less compatible with the idea of homophily than the case

of Rc = 1 and thus less interesting from the social point of view. However, for the
sake of completeness, we will also briefly present the results for this case. We can
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Figure 3: Phase portraits for Ra = 0,Rc = 1 and q = 3. Each panel corresponds to different
value of the probability of anticonformity p, as indicated inside of each panel. Solid colored lines
represent the trajectories obtained from Eq. (11), and the colored circles indicate the stable fixed
points. The colors and symbols inside the circles representing stable fixed points correspond to
different stationary opinion distributions, as presented in Fig. 1. Empty circles indicate unstable
fixed points. The critical point, above which there is only one stable fixed point �, corresponding
to Central Dominance, p∗ = p∗(q = 3,Ra = 0,Rc = 1) ∈ (0.291,0.293).
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Figure 4: All possible changes for Ra = Rc = 1, where T denotes the target and S the source of
influence (q-panel). Panels are partitioned into three areas, marked by 1, 2, 3, denoting opinion
states. Annotations above arrows denote the probability that the corresponding opinion change
occurs, given the opinions of the target and the source.
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Figure 5: Phase portraits for Ra = Rc = 1 and q = 3. Each panel corresponds to different value
of the probability of anticonformity p, as indicated inside of each panel. Solid colored lines
represent the trajectories obtained from Eq. (12), and the colored circles indicate the stable fixed
points. The colors and symbols inside the circles representing stable fixed points correspond to
different stationary opinion distributions, as presented in Fig. 1. Empty circles indicate unstable
fixed points. The critical point, above which there is only one stable fixed point ⊕, related to
Polarization, p∗ = p∗(q = 3,Ra = 1,Rc = 1) ∈ (0.400,0.402).
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Figure 6: Phase portraits for Ra = 0, Rc = 2 and q = 3. Each panel corresponds to different
value of the probability of anticonformity p, as indicated inside of each panel. Solid colored lines
represent the trajectories and the colored circles indicate the stable fixed points. The colors and
symbols inside the circles representing stable fixed points correspond to different stationary opin-
ion distributions, as presented in Fig. 1. Empty circles indicate unstable fixed points. The critical
point, above which there is only one stable fixed point �, corresponding to Central Dominance,
p∗ = p∗(q = 3,Ra = 0,Rc = 2) ∈ (0.290,0.295).

carry out the entire analysis in exactly the same way as for Rc = 1, but we focus
here only on the phase portraits, which are presented in Fig. 6 for Ra = 0 and in
Fig. 7 for Ra = 1. For both values of Ra we obtain the same bifurcation at p = p∗:
for p < p∗ Extreme Dominance or Central Dominance is reached depending on
the initial conditions. The only difference between Ra = 0 and Ra = 1 appears
for p > 2/3 > p∗: for Ra = 0 Central Dominance is reached for any p > p∗,
while for Ra = 1 the stationary concentration of the central opinion decays with
p and eventually Central Dominance smoothly (without bifurcation) transforms
into Polarization. However, in principle, the social structure does not change
much because this polarization is very weak: c1 = c3 is only slightly larger than
c2, as shown in the last panel of Fig. 7.
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Figure 7: Phase portraits for Ra = 1, Rc = 2 and q = 3. Each panel corresponds to different
value of the probability of anticonformity p, as indicated inside of each panel. Solid colored
lines represent the trajectories and the colored circles indicate the stable fixed points. The colors
and symbols inside the circles representing stable fixed points correspond to different stationary
opinion distributions, as presented in Fig. 1. Empty circles indicate unstable fixed points. The
critical point, above which there is only one stable fixed point p∗ = p∗(q = 3,Ra = 1,Rc = 2) ∈
(0.285,0.290).
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4.4. Monte Carlo results
In this section we will compare the results obtained within two independent

methods: numerical solutions of the MFA equations (5) and (6), as well as Monte
Carlo (MC) simulations. In the latter case, we will present results for N = 105,
because then the MC results overlap the MFA results that correspond to N → ∞,
similarly to other papers on the q-voter model [22, 23].

In order to limit the parameter space, for which MC simulations are performed,
we will present results satisfying cst

1 = cst
3 , i.e., stationary concentrations corre-

sponding to CD or P. Employing this symmetry, which is seen from the descrip-
tion of the model, as well as from phase portraits, allows us to present the fixed
points of the system only in terms of c2, as proposed in [24]. In Fig. 8 the depen-
dence between the stationary value of the central opinion concentration cst

2 and the
probability of anticonformity p is shown. The fixed points obtained within MFA
are complemented with the results of MC simulations to confirm the agreement
between the methods.

From a bifurcation point of view, the results for the two versions of the model,
Ra = 0 and Ra = 1 are different and results almost look like mirror images relative
to the cst

2 = 1/3. If we look at the actual values of cst
2 for a given p there are

not so much differences for Ra = 0 and Ra = 1. For p < p∗ there are two stable
values of cst

2 , which approach 0 (maximal Polarization) and 1 (maximal Central
Dominance) for decreasing values of p. For p > p∗ the system never reaches the
state of disagreement c1 = c2 = c3 = 1/3, which is a typical behavior of the three-
state q-voter model with bounded confidence and independence. However, for
both values of Ra the system is approaching this state with the increasing value
of p: for Ra = 0 from above cst

2 = 1/3 and for Ra = 1 from below cst
2 = 1/3.

Formally, this corresponds to two different social structures: Central Dominance
for Ra = 0 and Polarization for Ra = 1 but the differences between c1, c2, c3 are
very small.

4.5. Phase diagrams
Because MFA and MC results clearly overlap, as shown in Fig. 8, in this

section we will use MFA to compare all four versions of the model and evaluate
the role of the size of the influence group q, which was neglected so far. Moreover,
we will present phase diagrams based on MFA for all four versions of the model.

We start with presenting in Fig. 9 the stationary value of the central opinion
concentration cst

2 as a function of the probability of anticonformity p, satisfying
the condition cst

1 = cst
3 for different values of q. We see that if we focus on the

region of phase space corresponding to the line c1 = c3, the size of the influence
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(a) (b)

Figure 8: Stationary value of the central opinion concentration cst
2 as a function of the probability

of anticonformity p, satisfying the condition cst
1 = cst

3 for q = 3, Rc = 1 and (a) Ra = 0, (b) Ra = 1.
MFA results are represented by solid (stable fixed points) and dotted (unstable fixed points) lines.
Symbols represent the MC results from a single run for the system size N = 105 and equilibration
time τ = 105 MCS. Results for two different initial conditions are shown: full circles correspond
to c1(0) = c3(0) = 0, and empty diamonds to c1(0) = c3(0) = 0.5.

q seems to have much larger impact for the models with Rc = 1. In this case,
independently on Ra, the critical point p∗ = p∗(q) is the increasing function of q,
similarly as in other versions of the q-voter model with anticonformity but without
bounded confidence [23]. For Rc = 2 no critical points are visible and q virtually
does not affect the results.

However, if we look at phase portraits for the entire space (c1,c3), as shown
in Figs. 3, 5, 6, 7, and not just the line c1 = c3, we see much richer behavior.
In particular, for both cases with Rc = 2 there is a bifurcation at p < p∗(q) (the
value of p∗ is different for Ra = 0 and Ra = 1), during which Extreme Dominance
vanishes.

Therefore, to compare models systematically, we decided to prepare phase
diagrams, as shown in Fig. 10. To derive them, we performed a similar analysis
to the one presented in Figs. 3,5,6 and 7. To clarify this, let us focus for a while
on Fig. 3, which corresponds to Ra = 0,Rc = 1 and q = 3. We see that for p < p∗,
where p∗ ∈ (0.291,0.293) there are three types of stable fixed points: Central
Dominance, Extreme Dominance and Polarization. Therefore, we denote this
phase as CD+ED+P. For p> p∗ there is only one fixed point, Central Dominance,
and thus we denote this phase CD. Conducting a stability analysis of fixed points
for different values of q we can obtain the critical value p∗ = p∗(q), which gives
us the border between the CD+ED+P and CD phases, as shown in the upper left
panel of Fig. 10. In the same way, we construct phase diagrams for other values
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of Ra,Rc.
As seen in Fig. 10, p∗ = p∗(q) is an increasing function of q. In general, in

all four models, there is only one critical point p∗ = p∗(q), which is always an
increasing function of q. The difference between models is that at this critical
point separates different phases, as shown in Fig. 10, and is related to different
numbers of bifurcations.

In panel (d) of Fig. 10, that is, for Ra = 1 and Rc = 2, we see three, not two
phases, which might suggest an additional critical point. However, as seen in Fig.
7, this is not the case – there is no bifurcation responsible for the appearance of this
phase. It appears because the stable fixed point related to CD moves continuously
along the line c1 = c3, and at p = peq = 2/3 (independently on q) crosses the
point of equality c1 = c2 = c3. The specific value of peq = 2/3 stems directly
from the construction of the model. When the range of bounded confidence spans
the entire opinion space (Ra = 1, Rc = 2) then all transitions are possible and the
fixed point in the phase space region c1 = c3 corresponds to a solution of the
following equation: (

cst
2 − cst

1
)

cst
1

q
+
( p

2
− cst

1

)
cst

2
q
= 0. (13)

The former term on the left-hand side of Eq. (13) arises from the interactions with
the source which holds an extreme opinion, whereas the latter with the middle
one. Keeping in mind that the number of agents is conserved, which is described
by Eq. (4), one can directly check that cst

1 and cst
2 must be nonzero and since

c1 = c2 ⇐⇒ c2 =
1
3 , the fixed point cst

2 clearly must satisfy:
(

p < 2
3 ∧ cst

2 > 1
3

)
∨(

p = 2
3 ∧ cst

2 = 1
3

)
∨
(

p > 2
3 ∧ cst

2 < 1
3

)
. Otherwise, the terms in Eq. (13) do not

cancel out and it cannot equate to zero.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 9: Stationary value of the central opinion concentration cst
2 as a function of the probability

of anticonformity p, satisfying the condition cst
1 = cst

3 for (a) Ra = 0, Rc = 1, (b) Ra = 1, Rc = 1, (c)
Ra = 0, Rc = 2, (d) Ra = 1, Rc = 2. Solid lines represent stable fixed points, whereas dotted lines
unstable fixed points. Results for q = 2, 3, 6, 12 are plotted with lines, which intensity increases
with q.

19



q

1

3

5

7

9

11

13

15

p
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

q

1

3

5

7

9

11

13

15

p
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

(a)

CDCD + ED + P

(b)

CD + P P

(c)

CDCD + ED

(d)

CD + ED CD P

Figure 10: Phase diagrams showing the coexistence of different stable fixed points that occur
for given values of model parameters p,q and: (a) Ra = 0, Rc = 1, (b) Ra = 1, Rc = 1, (c) Ra =
0, Rc = 2, (d) Ra = 1, Rc = 2. The phases are denoted by colors and labeled with the abbreviations
introduced at the beginning of Sec. 4 and repeated in the caption of Fig. 1.
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5. Discussion

In this work we asked the question about the role of anticonformity in shap-
ing social polarization in the discrete-choice scenario. Mäs and Flache demon-
strated within an agent-base model and a group discussion experiment that polar-
ization can be explained without negative influence [3]. Similar result has been
obtained in several models of continuous opinion dynamics with bounded confi-
dence [6, 7, 26]. Within continuous opinion models, even if random deviations
from bounded confidence are taken into account, it is still possible to explain po-
larization without negative influence if only some noise is added to the system
[27]. In fact, it is possible to explain polarization even completely disregarding
bounded confidence and negative interactions [28]. However, in this paper we do
not deal with continuous opinions. Instead we focus on the three-state variables,
which can describe the choice between three ranked alternatives: two extremes
and the central (moderate) one. Our model is not the first model with three-state
opinions and bounded confidence – several others have already been proposed
[24, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34].Below we shortly review them and explain their rela-
tion to our model.

5.1. Related models
Vazquez et al. [29] introduced a three-state voter-like dynamics with confor-

mity and bounded confidence on a grid. Within this model, a target agent adopts
the opinion of their randomly selected neighbor if the difference between their
opinions equals one. Such a simple rule leads either to ultimate consensus or to a
frozen population of leftists and rightists, which can be interpreted as an extreme
polarization. Neither ultimate consensus nor an extreme polarization is seen in
real societies, and thus the model is certainly oversimplified. However, it provides
a minimalist description for how consensus or polarization can be achieved. It
was later examined by Vazquez and Redner [30] on the complete graph, which
corresponds to our model in the case of p = 0,q = 1,Rc = 1. Note that the value
of Ra is not relevant since only conformity is allowed. Mobilia [31] further gen-
eralized this model with the inclusion of bias towards polarization or centrism. In
this paper, we do not introduce any kind of bias, but such an extension could be
done in the future.

The most crucial difference between our model and the one proposed Vazquez
et al. [29] is the presence of not only conformity, but also anticonformity. The
competition between these two social forces allows for more realistic social struc-
tures, under which all 3 opinions coexist, as shown in Fig. 1. However, the three-
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state opinion models in which both conformity and anticonformity are present,
have also been studied previously [32, 33]. The main difference between them
and the one introduced in this paper is the definition of the middle state. Unlike
our approach, it is not interpreted as a distinct opinion, but rather as a lack thereof.
In [32] the undecided agent cannot influence others, while in [33] they can be more
easily persuaded than those with established opinions. The mechanisms of social
response differ as well, in [33] positive interactions occur exclusively between
similar agents and negative interactions between dissimilar ones, while in [32] the
type of interaction between each pair of agents is given by a quenched random
variable independent on their relative opinions. Hence, both [33] and [32] cannot
be translated into our model. Contrary to our results, the coexistence of non-
zero steady concentrations of all three opinions has not been reported in [32, 33].
Moreover, in both models, a source of influence consists of a single neighbor, as
in [29, 30], which corresponds to the special case of qVM with q = 1. Therefore,
the role of the size of the influence group could not be studied there.

Within three-state qVM with BC, only the interplay between conformity and
independence (noise) has been examined so far [24, 34]. Although the model in-
troduced in [24] can lead to opinion polarization, it does not exhibit transitions be-
tween polarization and central dominance. Furthermore, in contrast to the model
studied here, in [24] polarization is never observed as the only stable fixed point
whose basin of attraction extends over the entire space of initial conditions.

5.2. Conclusions
We believe that taking into account both types of social response (positive and

negative) is important when modeling the dynamics of opinion within an organiza-
tion, because disagreement can be fruitful and improve organization performance
[4, 5]. On the other hand, what is not desirable is polarization, which can hinder
any common decision from being made. That is why we wanted to check how
anticonformity influences polarization. Although a negative influence appearing
with a certain probability p has already been considered in some three-state mod-
els [32], to our knowledge independent ranges of conformity and anticonformity
interactions are the novelty introduced in this work.

As a starting point for our model we have chosen the q-voter model, which
seems to be particularly interesting from the psychological point of view, as re-
viewed in [21]. Within the proposed model, we showed that strong polarization
appears when two conditions are met:

1. The range of bounded confidence for conformity Rc = 1, which corresponds
to homophily.
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2. The probability of anticonformity p is low.

Although in the case of Rc = Ra = 1 the opinion distribution always evolves to-
wards Polarization for p > p∗(q), the system is not considered to be strongly
polarized, as cst

2 is relatively high. If Ra = 0, which means that anticonformity
appears only if the source has the same opinion as the target, then an intermediate
level of anticonformity p, which is right above the critical value p∗(q), promotes
domination of the moderate opinion, as shown in Fig. 3. In such a case, domina-
tion of the central opinion is not only strong but also reached from arbitrary initial
conditions. It means that the occasional anticonformity among the organization
members not only prevents opinion polarization from arising, but also promotes
arriving at a general agreement – a compromise is reached even in the case of
initial total polarization. This is a particularly interesting result, because Ra = 0
denotes the anticonformity that is caused by asserting moderate uniqueness. In-
terestingly, it was shown experimentally that people feel better when they see
themselves as moderately unique [17], indicating that Ra = 0 may be psycholog-
ically justified. The results we present lead us to the conclusion that challenging
the viewpoints of like-minded peers and rebelling against unanimous groups can
prove to be valuable mechanisms in the process of collective opinion formation,
provided that they are not too frequent.
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