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Abstract—Competitive Influence Maximization (CIM) in-
volves entities competing to maximize influence in on-
line social networks (OSNs). Current Deep Reinforcement
Learning (DRL) methods in CIM rely on simplistic binary
opinion models (i.e., an opinion is represented by either 0 or
1) and often overlook the complexity of users’ behavioral
characteristics and their prior knowledge. We propose a
novel DRL-based framework that enhances CIM analysis
by integrating Subjective Logic (SL) to accommodate un-
certain opinions, users’ behaviors, and their preferences.
This approach targets the mitigation of false information
by effectively propagating true information. By modeling
two competitive agents, one spreading true information
and the other spreading false information, we capture the
strategic interplay essential to CIM. Our framework utilizes
an uncertainty-based opinion model (UOM) to assess the
impact on information quality in OSNs, emphasizing the
importance of user behavior alongside network topology
in selecting influential seed nodes. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that our approach significantly outperforms
state-of-the-art methods, achieving faster and more influ-
ential results (i.e., outperforming over 20%) under realistic
network conditions. Moreover, our method shows robust
performance in partially observable networks, effectively
doubling the performance when users are predisposed to
disbelieve true information.

Index Terms—Competitive influence maximization, deep
reinforcement learning, uncertainty, opinion models, influ-
ence propagation

I. INTRODUCTION

Online Social Networks (OSNs) are primary platforms
for information exchange and opinion formation. In sit-
uations where exclusive decisions are required, such as
service selection or voting, a competitive environment

arises. This sets the stage for a Competitive Influence
Maximization (CIM) problem, where political parties and
corporations vie to sway these decisions. CIM involves
these entities strategically selecting key individuals, called
seed nodes in a network, within the network to act
as opinion leaders and maximize the spread of their
influence throughout the network. This study tackles the
CIM problem in OSNs, focusing on two opposing parties:
the true party disseminating true information and the false
party spreading false information.

Our work explores strategies for the true party to
effectively counteract the false party and curb the spread
of false information, given its harmful consequences, such
as damaged reputations, financial losses, and manipulated
public opinion [8]. The aim is to enhance the propagation
of true information and mitigate the negative impacts of
false information in the OSN.

Prior studies on CIM in OSNs [3, 5, 16, 21] typically
represented user opinions as fixed and binary, ignoring the
complex, dynamic nature of individual preferences and
behaviors. They mainly leveraged the Linear Threshold
(LT) model and relied heavily on network topology,
resulting in inconsistent effectiveness across different
network topologies [16]. This explains the need for
adaptable strategies to varying network structures and
evolving competitive dynamics. Reinforcement Learning
(RL) emerges as a viable approach, facilitating real-time
data gathering and strategy optimization to address the
intricate requirements of CIM tasks.
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We present a Deep RL (DRL)-based CIM framework
to enhance the dissemination of accurate information
and counter false information. We aim to identify an
optimal set of seed users to maximize information spread,
acknowledging that user opinions are not simply binary
but are formed and evolve over time. To this end, we
made the following key contribution in our work:

1) Refining CIM Analysis with Uncertain Opinions in
OSNs: Traditional CIM research often reduces user
opinions to binary states, inadequately reflecting the
dynamic shifts in user opinions within OSNs [1, 2,
5, 16]. We incorporate Subjective Logic (SL) [9] into
our CIM framework to accurately model the uncertain
and subjective nature of user beliefs. This approach
provides a deeper understanding of opinion evolution
in OSNs, enhancing CIM analysis.

2) Enhancing CIM with Dual DRL Agents: Previ-
ous CIM research utilizing DRL often focused on a
single influence strategy and simplified user opinions
to binary states, missing real-world complexities [5,
14, 16]. We present a dual-agent DRL framework
that models the dissemination of both true and false
information. This approach considers network struc-
tures and user behaviors, providing a comprehensive
method for selecting influential seed nodes and deep-
ening the strategic dynamics within CIM.

3) Evaluating UOM’s Impact on OSN Informa-
tion Quality: We explore the effectiveness of the
Uncertainty-aware Opinion Model (UOM) in en-
hancing information quality within OSNs. Our find-
ings reveal that UOM captures the dynamics of
false information, which often dominates before the
truth emerges, posing challenges in correcting estab-
lished misconceptions. Implementing UOM improved
user engagement with content critically, reducing the
spread and impact of false information. Further, these
results affirm the UOM’s potential to enhance infor-
mation veracity in OSNs.

4) Exploring CIM Performance under Partial Ob-
servability with UOM: While the impact of partially
observable networks (PONs) on CIM has been rec-
ognized [17, 20], the influence of non-binary opinions
modeled by specific opinion frameworks like UOM on
CIM’s observability remains underexplored. Our work
aims to delve into how partial observability impacts
CIM performance using the UOM framework with
non-binary opinion models.

5) Identifying Traits for Influential Seed Node Selec-
tion: Through simulations of various scenarios with
two parties employing different strategies, we identify
critical user behavioral traits and network characteris-
tics that optimally indicate influential seed nodes.

We specifically use the term false information instead
of misinformation or disinformation to maintain clarity.

Misinformation refers to inaccurately shared information
without intent to deceive, stemming from misunderstand-
ing or ignorance. In contrast, disinformation is deliber-
ately spread to mislead others, characterized by malicious
intent. The nuanced differences between misinformation
and disinformation, along with their separate impacts, fall
outside the purview of our research focus.

II. RELATED WORK

The Influence Maximization (IM) problem, initially
conceptualized in Domingos and Richardson [6] as an
algorithmic challenge, involves maximizing influence
across OSNs by selecting optimal seed sets. Kempe et al.
[12] further refined it into a discrete stochastic opti-
mization problem, enhancing its theoretical framework.
CIM extends the IM problem, featuring multiple enti-
ties competing to maximize their influence, with various
methodologies demonstrating effectiveness in addressing
CIM challenges.

A. Propagation Models

Propagation models like Independent Cascade (IC) [13]
and Linear Threshold (LT) [7] are established frameworks
for analyzing network influence [3, 19, 18, 21]. The IC
model activates a node and attempts independent influ-
ence on its neighbors, whereas the LT model activates a
node if the cumulative influence from neighbors surpasses
a preset threshold.

Despite their wide acceptance, both models are limited
in real-world scenarios due to static probabilities and
thresholds, which overlook individual response variations
to information. Our study enhances these models by inte-
grating diverse opinion dynamics, particularly evaluating
their effectiveness against the spread of false information.

B. DRL-based CIM

Lin et al. [16] introduced STORM, a STrategy-
Oriented ReinforceMent-Learning-based framework for
multi-round CIM within the competitive LT model [24],
marking the first use of RL in CIM. STORM employed
RL to dynamically select IM strategies based on evolving
user opinions and competitor actions. Building on this,
Chung [5] developed a DRL-based CIM framework,
enhancing strategic seed selection across multiple rounds
using Deep-Q Learning (DQN) and a spectral community
detection method to optimize seed choices and improve
influence spread. Furthermore, Ali et al. [1] extended
DRL applications to CIM in unknown network topolo-
gies, adapting STORM’s reward and action spaces with
additional network exploration actions.

However, the prior work in [5, 16] often assumed
complete knowledge of network topology, an unrealis-
tic scenario in practical applications. Moreover, DRL
approaches in [1, 2] simplified opinion evolution with
binary models. Our work addresses these limitations by
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integrating detailed opinion dynamics and accounting
for uncertainties in opinions and network structure, thus
developing a more realistic CIM framework.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

An OSN is modeled as an unweighted, undirected
graph G = (V,E), with V as users and E as relation-
ships. Within G, two parties, T for true information and
F for false information, aim to maximize their influence.
Their central decision makers (CDMs) select seed users
ST and SF to spread their respective information types.
DRL is employed to strategically select action A to select
seed nodes for maximizing influence. Each party’s node
selection process will follow the procedures and opinion
models described in Section IV.

To formally put, each party’s CDM seeks to optimize
the objective of maximizing their influence by:

argmax
S,A

IF(G,S,uc), (1)

where uc represents the characteristics of users, detailed
in Section IV-C.

IV. PROPOSED CIM FRAMEWORK

A. SL-based Opinion Formulation

In an OSN, users adopt opinions modeled by Subjective
Logic (SL), accommodating multidimensional uncertain-
ties [9, 10]. SL articulates a binomial opinion ω =
(b, d, u, a), incorporating belief (b), disbelief (d), uncer-
tainty (u), and base rate (a), where b+d+u = 1 and each
element is ranged within [0, 1] as a real number. Here,
b reflects agreement with true information, d captures
disagreement with false information (or disbelieving true
information), u represents uncertainty due to insufficient
evidence, and a (and 1 − a) indicates the prior belief
favoring true information (i.e., belief) or false information
(i.e., disbelief). A user’s opinion update adjusts these
elements based on evidence for or against belief and
disbelief. An opinion ω is formulated by:

b =
r

r + s+W
,d =

s

r + s+W
,u =

W

r + s+W
, (2)

where r and s are the numbers of evidence to support
b and d, respectively, and W refers to the number of
uncertain evidence that cannot be judged as true or false,
supporting neither b nor d.

We denote user i’s opinion by ωi = (bi, di, ui,ai).
Since users make decisions from the two choices, bi or
di, they interpret uncertainty based on their prior belief,
ai = {ai, 1 − ai} to support bi and di, respectively,
and ai + (1 − ai) = 1. Users incorporate the projected
belief or disbelief and uncertainty to make decisions in
practice. The projected belief P (bi) and disbelief P (di)
are obtained by:

P (bi) = bi + ai × ui, P (di) = di + (1− ai)× ui, (3)

where P (bi) + P (di) = 1 and aiui + (1 − ai)ui = ui

with bi + di + ui = 1.
We consider two types of uncertainty in user i’s

opinion [10]: vacuity and dissonance. Vacuity refers to
uncertainty caused by a lack of evidence. Dissonance
indicates uncertainty due to conflicting evidence. Vacuity
uncertainty mass in user i’s opinion, ωi, is measured by
ui. Dissonance uncertainty mass is defined as:

bDiss
i = (bi + di) · Bal(bi, di), (4)

where bi(x) = {bi, di} and the relative mass balance
between belief masses, bi and di, is given by:

Bal(bi, di) = 1− |bi − di|
bi + di

. (5)

We incorporated uncertainty estimates, such as vacuity
and dissonance, to develop a UOM in Section IV-C.

B. User Types

We consider three types of users as follows:
• True information propagators (TIPs) have their opinion

initialized by ωT = (b, d, u, a) = (b → 1, d → 0, u →
0, a = 1). This opinion implies TIPs have a strong
belief in true information (b is close to 1), while they
lack belief in false information (d is close to 0). TIPs
selected as seed nodes will not change their opinions.

• False information propagators (FIPs) have their opin-
ion, initialized by ωF = (b, d, u, a) = (b → 0, d →
1, u → 0, a = 0). This means FIPs have a strong belief
in false information (d is close to 1) while having a
lack of belief in true information (b is close to 0). FIPs
selected as seed nodes will not change their opinions.

• Legitimate users have a highly uncertain opinion, ini-
tialized by ωL = (b, d, u, a) = (b → 0, d → 0, u →
1,a). The users’ prior beliefs are initialized based on
uniform distribution with ai = 1−ai = 0.5 and will be
updated based on the consensus operation in Eq. (8).

C. Opinion Models

Each user i’s behavior is characterized by the following
main components: opinion updating, sharing, and reading,
denoted by a set of user behaviors, uci. In our objective
function, described in Eq. (1), uc refers to a set of users
about these behavioral components. To formally put, uc
is defined by:

uc = {uc1, . . . ,uci, . . . ,ucn}, (6)

where uci = {updatingi, readingi, sharingi}. Details
about each behavioral component are shown below.

1) Opinion Updating: Recall that we choose SL as it
offers the ability to formulate a subjective opinion that can
handle multiple types of uncertainty caused by different
causes (i.e., vacuity or dissonance). At time t, when user
i encounters user j and reads user j’s information (i.e.,
ωj(t)), user i will update the opinion as ωi ⊕ ωi⊗j =
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(bi ⊕ bi⊗j , di ⊕ di⊗j , ui ⊕ ui⊗j , ai ⊕ ai⊗j), and ωi⊗j

indicates user j’s opinion based on user i’s trust in user
j. The ωi⊗j = (bi⊗j , di⊗j , ui⊗j , ai⊗j) is obtained where
each component of the opinion is estimated by:

bi⊗j = cji bj , di⊗j = cjidj , (7)

ui⊗j = 1− cji (1− uj), ai⊗j = aj ,

where cji is a discounting operator decided by different
opinion models (detailed below), representing user i’s
trust in user j. Finally, ωi ⊕ ωi⊗j is obtained by:

bi ⊕ bi⊗j =
bi(1− cji (1− uj)) + cji bjui

β
, (8)

di ⊕ di⊗j =
di(1− cji (1− uj)) + cjidjui

β
,

ui ⊕ ui⊗j =
ui(1− cji (1− uj))

β
,

ai ⊕ ai⊗j =
(ai − (ai + aj)ui)(1− cji (1− uj)) + ajui

β − ui(1− cji (1− uj))
,

β = 1− cji (1− ui)(1− uj) ̸= 0,

For simplicity, if uncertainty (u) is very low (u ≤ Tu), we
assume u = 0, halting further opinion updates by users.

We explore three opinion models (OMs) based on
their types of trust, including uncertainty-based trust,
homophily (like-mindedness)-based trust, and no-trust-
based trust:
• Uncertainty-based OM (UOM): This OM uses un-

certainty (or certainty)-based trust and calculates the
uncertainty discounting operator ucji between two users
as ucji = (1 − ui)(1 − uj). To ensure non-zero
uncertainty for using the consensus operator in Eq. (8),
a vacuity (uncertainty) maximization technique [9] is
employed, defining a vacuity-maximized opinion for
user i as ω̈i = (b̈i, d̈i, üi,ai). Here, üi is the mini-
mized projected belief and disbelief, adjusted by ai and
(1−ai), with b̈i and d̈i calculated by reducing üi from
P (bi) and P (di), respectively. When ui < ξ (indicating
low uncertainty or vacuity with sufficient evidence) and
dissonance (uncertainty caused by conflicting evidence)
bDiss
i > Td remains high, uncertainty üi is used to

consider the effect of new information more dynami-
cally. We set ξ = 0.01 and Td = 0.6 as thresholds to
effectively maximize each party’s influence based on
our experimental analysis.

• Homophily-based OM (HOM): Homophily, i.e., the
tendency of like-minded individuals to associate, signif-
icantly influences opinion updates [15]. The homophily
discounting operator hcji is determined using cosine
similarity [25] to measure the alignment between two
users’ beliefs and disbeliefs by:

hcji =
bibj + didj√

b2i + d2i

√
b2j + d2j

. (9)

Utilizing cosine similarity evaluates the similarity in
opinions by focusing on belief and disbelief dimen-
sions within an SL-based opinion model. This sidesteps
direct consideration of uncertainty since belief and
disbelief imply uncertainty due to b+ d+ u = 1.

• No-Trust-based OM (NOM): When we use neither
UOM nor HOM, i.e., no trust filter used, we name the
opinion model ‘No-Trust-based OM’ and set ncji = 1.

2) Opinion Reading: Following [4], we define a
user’s reading behavior as a probability Pr, indicating
how often they read messages from neighbors. Pr varies
among 1 (multiple times per day), 0.5 (daily), 0.25
(weekly/monthly), and 0.1 (never) to model different user
engagement levels with the received content.

3) Opinion Sharing: Each user shares an opinion
ωi with friends j’s based on a sharing probability Ps.
Following the distribution from [4], Ps varies to reflect
sharing frequency: 1 (always/mostly), 0.5 (half the time),
0.25 (sometimes), and 0.1 (never). Considering reading
messages motivates updating opinions [11], we assume a
user will possibly share only if they read before.

D. Partially Observable Network

Following [20], we define a partially observable net-
work within an undirected graph G = (V,E). G′ =
(V,E′) represents the known portion of the network, with
E′ ⊂ E. Network visibility probability Pnv dictates the
selection of E′, influencing the visibility of edges.

E. DRL-based Seed Set Selection Process

We utilize DRL to guide the decision-making pro-
cess, optimizing strategy selection for maximal influence
spread within the network. We consider multi-round in-
fluence propagation. Each round consists of two steps:
the false party (FP) selects one seed node and begins
sharing assigned false information in the first step. After
that, the true party (TP) follows in the second step with
the assigned true information. An episode comprises a
fixed number of rounds, which equals the number of seed
nodes. The design of states, actions, and rewards of the
DRL agent are described below.

1) States: At each step t, the state st encompasses the
network’s current structure, defined as:

st =

{ ∑
i,j∈Ui

ei,j ,max
i∈Ui

degi

}
, (10)

where
∑

i,j∈Ui
ei,j calculates the number of edges among

free nodes, and maxi∈Ui
degi identifies the highest degree

among these nodes. We define free nodes as {j|ut
j ≥ 0.5},

meaning user j still has a high uncertainty level and has
yet to align with either party. Recall that ut

j refers to the
‘vacuity’ (in Eq. (2)) of user j at step t.
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Fig. 1: CIM using Subjective Logic-based opinion model

2) Actions: Action space at step t is at =
{aAF

t , aBF
t , aSGF

t , aCF
t }. Actions focus on the user’s

behavioral or opinion traits and their network position:
• Active First (AF, aAU

t ) prioritizes the most active user,
determined by the highest Pr × Ps in the network
where Pr and Ps refer to a user’s reading and sharing
probabilities.

• Blocking First (BF, aBt ) targets a user who is a neighbor
of nodes belonging to the opponent’s party and has the
highest free degree (i.e., the maximum number of free
nodes connected to it). A user is considered to belong
to a party based on its expected belief or disbelief. User
i belongs to the TP when P (bi) > 0.5, or belongs to
the FP if P (di) > 0.5.

• SubGreedy First (SGF, aSG
t ) chooses a node with

the maximum number of neighboring nodes within d-
hops [16, 5]. This aims to efficiently capture a user’s
network power in a local network. In this work, we
choose d = 2, which balances efficiency and effective-
ness based on our experimental investigation.

• Centrality First (CF, aCD
t ) selects a user with the

highest degree centrality.
3) Rewards: The reward at step t by each party, T

and F , is estimated by:

RT
t = nT

t − nT
t−2, RF

t = nF
t − nF

t−2. (11)

The reward calculation for each party is based on the net
change in the number of users aligned with them from the
previous round. Specifically, for the FP which selects first,
the reward at time t = 1 is given by RF

t = nF
t − nF

t−1.
The TP starts its calculation from t = 2. The accumulated
reward in one episode is:

RT =

∞∑
t=T

γt−T+1Rt, (12)

where Rt is either RT
t or RF

t in Eq. (11) and γ is a
discounting factor, we choose γ = 0.95 in this work.

Fig. 1 presents an overview of the CIM problem
using Subjective Logic, illustrated through an OSN case

example. The figure employs a color gradient to repre-
sent belief strength: lighter colors indicate less certainty,
with white denoting neutral users. Blue signifies users
inclined toward true information, with the darkest blue
representing true information propagators. Conversely,
red indicates users leaning towards false information, with
the darkest red marking FIP identified by the FP.

V. EXPERIMENT SETUP

Experimental Setting: We employ Proximal Policy
Optimization (PPO) [23] as a DRL algorithm to select
optimal seed nodes because PPO allows agents to update
multiple times with the same group of data with reduced
computational complexity. We assume six possible FPs
using different strategies, including the four strategies in
the action space (i.e., AF, BF, CF, SGF), Random, and
DRL. ‘Random’ means randomly choosing a strategy out
of the action space. We train six distinct DRL agents
for TP, given each FP, and then test with the corre-
sponding FP in Section VI. In reality, true information
often counters false narratives, so we give FIPs the first-
mover advantage to select seed nodes and propagate
information first in each round using Breadth-First Search
for information spread. We initialize SL-based opinions
for legitimate users using the mapping rule in Eq. (2) with
(r, s,W ) = (1, 1, 101), indicating high uncertainty due to
insufficient evidence. For TIPs, seed nodes’ opinions are
set to (r, s,W ) = (100, 1, 2), denoting strong confidence
in their true information. Conversely, FIPs have opinions
initialized at (r, s,W ) = (1, 100, 2), reflecting confidence
in the false information.We use an HPE Apollo 6500
system equipped with AMD EPYC 7742 chips, featuring
a base frequency of 2.25 GHz and a boost of up to 3.4
GHz for all experiments.

Datasets: We use the URV Email Network [22] for
the current experimental results. The dataset is the email
communications at Universitat Rovira i Virgili in Spain,
an undirected graph with 1,133 nodes and 5,452 edges.

Metrics: The effectiveness of each party’s information
maximization is measured by the number of users holding
the party’s beliefs, as determined by Eq. (3). Users with
Pi(bi) ≥ 0.5 are classified as TP, indicating TP’s influ-
ence, denoted by nT . Algorithmic efficiency is assessed
by the simulation’s running time per episode.

Comparing Schemes: Unlike [3, 5, 16, 21], our ap-
proach employs a dynamic opinion model, allowing user
opinions to evolve through interactions using SL [9].
To ensure a fair comparison with existing state-of-the-
art (SOTA) approaches, all models will operate under
the same conditions. This includes utilizing the same
opinion models (HOM, UOM, or NOM), identical seed
node selection counts (i.e., k = 50), and opinion up-
dating mechanisms as detailed in Section IV. Adapting
these schemes to our settings might alter their original
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TABLE I: TRUE PARTY (TP)’S INFLUENCE IN nT

UNDER VARIOUS CIM ALGORITHMS WITH
DIFFERENT OMS

Scheme / OM Random AF BF SGF CF DRL
DRIM-A/UOM 937.5 1008 894.3 951.4 937.3 890.8
DRIM-A/HOM 150.5 61.5 576.3 57 227.6 142.9
DRIM-A/NOM 474.9 89 561.3 60.2 65.1 102.2

DRIM-NA/UOM 897.3 992.4 826.8 937.9 808.6 926.9
DRIM-NA/HOM 232.6 48.2 672.2 109.3 62.9 53.6
DRIM-NA/NOM 476.2 79.8 486.8 66.6 76.2 150.5
C-STORM/UOM 659.7 704.2 1051.3 858.3 898 743
C-STORM/HOM 238.3 618 679.7 149.8 64.2 58.7
C-STORM/NOM 563.2 586.7 403.8 74.4 77.1 65.7
STORM/UOM 722.3 652 1007.3 861 877 674.7
STORM/HOM 373.7 659.2 779.3 62.4 62.1 68.6
STORM/NOM 341 477.6 659.1 74.4 72.7 358.3

performance, but this standardization is crucial for as-
sessing their performance in the more realistic scenarios
addressed in our study. We evaluate the performance of
the following CIM algorithms:
• DRIM-A implements a complete action set for seed

node selection as detailed in Section IV-E. ‘A’ repre-
sents the AF strategy.

• DRIM-NA utilizes a subset of actions, specifically
excluding AF where NA represents No-AF, for seed
node selection.

• STORM is a SOTA approach in [16]. For a fair com-
parison, we apply our user opinion model to STORM
where we define free node ({j|ut

j ≥ 0.5}) as the non-
occupied node, which is different from the concept of
free nodes used in [16]. We also simplify STORM’s
action space as max-weight and max-degree are the
same in an unweighted graph.

• C-STORM [5] advances STORM by adding a pre-
liminary step of identifying the optimal community
for seed selection detected by a community detection
algorithm, named it as C-STORM (i.e., community-
based STORM). For a fair comparison, we use our
opinion model and the free nodes defined in our work.

VI. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS & RESULTS

We apply the trained model as the node selection agent
when applying the DRL-based strategy. Then, we let
both parties pick 50 seeds and propagate in turns. We
assume TIP propagates twice after picking a seed while
FIP does once. We make this assumption because a mix
of human judgment, diversity in algorithm design, and
public awareness play critical roles in the ongoing battle
against false information on OSNs, it is natural that true
information can gain more valid propagation in OSNs.
All the experiment results have an average of 20 runs.

A. Effect of Various Opinion Models

We compare the performance of four schemes against
various-strategy FP under three different opinion models:
UOM, HOM, and NOM. As shown in Table I, the first
column marks the scheme names associated with the
opinion models, and the first row represents the node

Fig. 2: TP’s influence under various CIM algorithms

selection strategy applied by FP. Performance is repre-
sented by the number of nodes nT aligned with TP T . As
shown in Table I, UOM always lets true information gain
the highest impact. This is because when user i adopts
UOM, user i tends to accept new evidence when the ui is
low. Thus, even with the first-mover advantage of FP, true
information can still be well spread through the OSN.

The poor performance with HOM and NOM also
shows that it is crucial to reach out to the users with the
correct information earlier rather than later. It requires fast
detection and quick response to combat False information.

B. Effect of DRL-based TP’s Influence Under Various
Strategies Taken by FP

Fig. 2 presents the comparative performance analysis
of the TP’s influence under various CIM algorithms and
UOM when the TP selects strategies to find seed nodes
using DRL. At the same time, the FP takes the fixed
strategy to select seed nodes under a fully observable
network. It illustrates the effectiveness of these four CIM
algorithms under UOM when the FP chooses seed nodes
by a random strategy, one of four strategies in the action
space, or DRL-agent. Except for Blocking First (BF, aBt ),
when the FP applies the other five strategies, DRIM-A
and DRIM-NA outperform C-STORM and STORM. The
reason for lower performance under DRIM-A and DRIM-
NA with the opponent taking BF is that blocking can
mitigate the impact of opponents but is not effective in
increasing its party’s influence. Therefore, our schemes
are more suitable for proactive opponents.

DRIM-A outperforms the DRIM-NA in most of the
cases as the beneficial of Active First (AF, aAU

t ) action.
The gap is distinct, especially when FP uses CF, a
common and widely accepted strategy in IM. Hence, the
user behavior is worth considering in the CIM problem.

C. Sensitivity Analyses

This section discusses the sensitivity analyses of how
the number of times propagating true information or the
percentage of network observability affects the perfor-
mance of the considered CIM algorithms that use UOM
as an opinion model.
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(a) Varying # of information propagation (IP) (b) Varying % of network observability (c) Varying users’ prior belief

Fig. 3: True party (TP)’s influence under various CIM algorithms when both TP and False party (FP) use DRL for
seed node selection
TABLE II: SIMULATION RUNNING TIME (RT) OF THE

CONSIDERED CIM ALGORITHMS
Algo. DRIM-A DRIM-NA C-STORM STORM

RT (sec.) 0.108 0.099 0.132 0.244

1) Effect of Varying the Number of Information Prop-
agation by TIPs: In Fig. 3(a), we examine the effect of
increasing the number of information propagation (IP)
instances for the TP from 1 to 5 while the FP maintains
a fixed, single strategy. Naturally, all schemes demon-
strate increased influence with more IPs. Specifically, our
schemes, DRIM-A and DRIM-NA, exhibit a significant
gain in influence when IP is increased from once to
twice per step, efficiently countering false information
with minimal additional resource investment. Beyond IP
> 2, the increase in influence plateaus, which justifies
setting the default IP value at 2 to optimize resource use
while maximizing influence.

2) Effect of Varying the Degree of Network Observ-
ability: As depicted in Fig. 3(b), DRIM-A and DRIM-
NA maintain influence comparable to C-STORM under
conditions of partial network observability, impacting
both the TP and FP. This shared visibility condition means
that any increase in network transparency benefits FP’s
performance as well. In contrast, STORM and C-STORM
show fluctuating performance improvements with greater
network visibility, indicating their lack of robustness
against opponents who possess enhanced information.

3) Effect of Varying the users’ prior belief: Prior
belief represents the initial probability favoring belief
acceptance. A higher prior belief enhances TP’s influence,
as demonstrated in Fig. 3(c). Notably, even with low
(a < 0.5) or neutral (a = 0.5) prior belief, DRIM-
A and DRIM-NA outperform C-STORM and STORM,
indicating effectiveness even when initial user beliefs do
not favor true information. In summary, DRIM-A and
DRIM-NA are resource-efficient and robust in partially
observable networks. They effectively combat false in-
formation by maximizing the impact of true information,
even when users initially lean towards false information.

D. Running Time Analysis of CIM Algorithms

Our DRIM-A and DRIM-NA demonstrated superior
running time as shown in Table II. DRIM-NA is more
efficient because of the smaller action space, but sacrific-
ing the performance as shown in Fig. 2.

VII. CONCLUSIONS & FUTURE WORK

This work introduced a deep reinforcement learning
(DRL)-based framework enhanced with Subjective Logic
(SL) to refine competitive influence maximization (CIM)
analysis by integrating uncertain opinions and user pref-
erences in Online Social Networks (OSNs). Unlike tradi-
tional CIM approaches that rely on binary opinions (i.e.,
either 0 or 1), our model incorporates a more nuanced
Uncertainty-based Opinion Model (UOM), which reflects
a more realistic representation of user attitudes. Our
proposed schemes, DRIM-A and DRIM-NA, demonstrate
superior efficiency and effectiveness in countering false
information by leveraging this model.

Our experimental results demonstrated that UOM sig-
nificantly enhances the dissemination of true informa-
tion, even with less engaged users, a typical scenario
in combating false information. Further, recognizing user
behavior patterns and engagement levels is crucial when
designing the action space for the True Party, particularly
as active users with high reading and sharing frequency.

Future work aims to extend these experiments to
larger and denser social networks to evaluate the scal-
ability of our framework. We will explore the nuances
of uncertainty further to develop more sophisticated and
practical solutions, contributing significantly to advancing
CIM research.
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imizing the Spread of Influence through a Social
Network. In Proc. 9th ACM SIGKDD Intl. Conf. on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining (Washing-
ton, D.C.) (KDD ’03). Association for Computing
Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 137–146.

[13] D. Kempe, J. Kleinberg, and É. Tardos. 2003. Max-
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