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Abstract

This study explores the sources of instability
in maintaining cultural personas and opinions
within multi-agent LLM systems. Drawing
on simulations of inter-cultural collaboration
and debate, we analyze agents’ pre- and post-
discussion private responses alongside chat
transcripts to assess the stability of cultural
personas and the impact of opinion diversity
on group outcomes. Our findings suggest that
multi-agent discussions can encourage collec-
tive decisions that reflect diverse perspectives,
yet this benefit is tempered by the agents’ sus-
ceptibility to conformity due to perceived peer
pressure and challenges in maintaining consis-
tent personas and opinions. Counterintuitively,
instructions that encourage debate in support of
one’s opinions increase the rate of inconstancy.
Without addressing the factors we identify, the
full potential of multi-agent frameworks for
producing more culturally diverse Al outputs
will remain untapped.

Warning: This work may contain examples
of potentially unsafe responses from LLMs.

1 Introduction

A common finding in cognition research is that in-
teractions between agents with varying opinions,
such as those that arise in culturally diverse groups,
can induce positive change, especially on multi-
faceted issues with no clear correct answer (Sulik
et al., 2022). This change often takes the form of
collective decisions that deviate from the group’s
dominant initial response, reflecting in part the
novel contributions of diverse members. While this
research is traditionally done with human groups,
advances in large language models (LLMs) allow
cultural personas to be imposed on Al models
through role prompting, such that the effects of
culture-induced differences in perspective on dis-
cussion outcomes can be simulated and interro-
gated in silico.

How much of a danger is the current government in
Syria to the stability in the Middle East and world peace?
A. A great danger B. Moderate danger
C. Small danger D. No danger at all
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Korean Agent: C

Thank you for engaging in the
previous discussion. Answer the
following question independently

This is an onboarding stage.
Responses are anonymous. Answer the
following question independently

Qatari Agent: A Korean Agent: B

Reflection

Onboarding

Figure 1: An illustration of our experimental setup for
a debate: a) Onboarding stage where agents are asked
to report their answers independently, b) Debate stage
where agents participate in a debate moderated by a chat
manager, c) Reflection stage where agents are asked to
report their answers independently based on the previ-
ous discussion. A similar setup is used for collaboration.

Developments in multi-agent collaboration allow
culture-sensitive Al instances to engage in debate
about poignant issues, enabling more faithful sim-
ulations of diverse human interactions. However,
whether the outcomes would show the effects of
opinion diversity seen in humans depends on the
models’ ability to fully adopt and reliably main-



tain the induced personas, as well as their use of
human-like discourse dynamics that support the
generation and spread of diverse ideas. Although
prior work on multi-agent collaboration has demon-
strated its benefits in applications such as mathe-
matical reasoning (Du et al., 2023), code genera-
tion (Hong et al., 2024) and common sense reason-
ing (Xiong et al., 2023a), the stability and quality
of discourse dynamics remain largely unstudied.
It is particularly important to fill this gap in cul-
tural domains, as cultural personas tend to be more
complex, less explicit in natural language, and sub-
ject to widespread model biases (Deshpande et al.,
2023; Salewski et al., 2024).

We specifically examine the ability of OpenAlI’s
GPT-3.5-Turbo model to simulate inter-cultural col-
laboration and debate using an experimental frame-
work grounded in large-scale polls about interna-
tional relations opinions (Durmus et al., 2023). Us-
ing pre- and post-discussion private responses in
conjunction with multi-agent chat transcripts, we
test the stability of national personas and their indi-
vidual opinions as well as the effects of either on
group outcomes.

To foreshadow, we find multi-agent discussions
to be effective in producing collective decisions that
more often reflect diverse perspectives. The ben-
efits, however, are reduced by the Al agents’ sus-
ceptibility to conformity during discussions, along
with their imperfect ability to maintain consistent
personas and opinions. These problems persist
(and often amplify) even with instructions that em-
phasize debating in support of one’s opinion. Our
results have implications for the use of multi-agent
frameworks to reduce cultural bias in LL.Ms. The
mere inclusion of diverse personas may not miti-
gate biases unless the sources of instability in their
contributions, particularly conformity due to per-
ceived peer pressure, are addressed.

Addressing such issues would enhance the qual-
ity of wargaming simulations (Hua et al., 2023) and
related applications, which rely heavily on consis-
tent personas. As such, our work motivates further
studies on how the constancy of Al personas can
be improved.

2 Background

Multi-agent collaboration frameworks draw inspi-
ration from collaborative teamwork observed in
human settings. In these frameworks, multiple in-
stances of language models are employed within a

cooperative environment to accomplish a complex
task (Li et al., 2024; Chen et al., 2023). Collabo-
rative behaviors in humans such as team dynam-
ics and cohesion, leadership, and communication
have been thoroughly studied in the human sci-
ences (e.g., Gupta 2022). In contrast, few studies
have examined behaviors in multi-agent language
model systems. Li et al. (2023) observed evidence
of emergent collaborative behaviors and high-order
Theory of Mind capabilities among LLM-based
agents. But Xiong et al. (2023b) highlighted sev-
eral consistency concerns in multi-agent collabora-
tion, including agents compromising with the oppo-
nents and easily changing perspective in a debate,
particularly when weaker models interact with su-
perior LLMs. Zhang et al. (2023) placed agents in
entirely homogeneous groups in terms of thinking
patterns and compared the results to settings where
one agent exhibits a different thinking approach.
They noted the tendency of LLM agents to pro-
duce human-like social behaviors in these contexts,
such as conformity due to perceived peer pressure.
However, the multi-agent societies composed of
agents with different traits did not clearly differ in
performance.

Prior research on collaborative behaviors in
multi-agent LLM systems has been entirely fo-
cused on domains like mathematical reasoning
where clear gold answers exist, rather than top-
ics like politics where the constancy of personas
and viewpoints is more important for faithfully
simulating the real world and conflicting views
may have complementary value. To address this
gap, we study culture-sensitive Al ensembles using
the GlobalOpinionQA, a dataset of cross-national
surveys gathering diverse opinions on global is-
sues across countries (Durmus et al., 2023).We
assign Al agents with different national personas to
groups of five, where they provide initial responses
to a question privately before engaging in a peer-
moderated discussion about it with the other agents.
Once the group discussion is terminated and a col-
lective response is determined, we ask each agent
about its opinions on the issue in private once more.

We focus our analysis on three situations where
persona incostancy is arguably rarely desirable.
When agents express an opinion in line with their
teammates during conversation that differs from
both their pre- and post-discussion response, we
are faced with Al behavior that closely resembles
conformity due to peer pressure as studied in hu-



mans (Asch, 1956; Brandstetter et al., 2014). A
type of inconstancy more closely resembling con-
fabulation in clinical conditions arises when the
post-discussion opinion bears no clear relation to ei-
ther the pre-discussion response or any of the ideas
proposed during discussion (Schacter and Coyle,
1995). The third type of inconstancy emerges when
an agent instructed to represent a given national
identity “role-plays” a different persona simply
because it was mentioned in discussion, arguably
similar to impersonation behaviors in Antisocial
Personality Disorder (Padhye and Gujar, 2012).
By systematically manipulating the degree of
disagreement within groups (measured using their
entropy states), we explore whether the frequency
of these disruptive behaviors changes as a function
of opinion popularity, a key factor in the emer-
gence of similar actions in humans. To test whether
encouraging a debate rather than a collaboration
environment would induce greater constancy in
personas, we look at discourse outcomes across
entropy states for both types of interaction.

3 Experiments

We utilize GPT-3.5-turbo with AutoGen, an
open-source framework for multi-agent collabo-
ration (Wu et al., 2023). Our experimental setup
follows a three-step process (see Appendix B for
the full text of the instructions for each step for a
debate example). During the Onboarding phase,
Al agents are instructed to adopt the national per-
sonas present in the dataset for a given question
and asked to respond to it in isolation. Agents’
responses are compared to the human survey distri-
butions using a cross entropy loss. Agents whose
responses do not align with the assigned persona
are excluded. Entropy is then used to select five
agents to participate in a Debate or Collaboration
second step. Here, opinion diversity of a group is
measured by Shannon entropy over agent answers
S = —> 4cap(a)logp(a), where p(a) is the rela-
tive frequency of the unique answer a in the agents’
Onboarding response set A. Seven entropy classes
are obtained for a selection of five agents with the
lowest entropy class corresponding to five agents
with the same opinion and the highest entropy class
with every agent presenting a unique response (see
Table 1). To have a balanced distribution of dif-
ferent entropy levels across all discussion groups,
agent combinations are chosen that would result
in the least represented entropy class for a given

question.

Each debate or collaborative discussion is mod-
erated by a chat manager, also assigned a national
persona, who selects the order of agents for re-
sponding to the given question. Discussion is ter-
minated when any agent requests it to be. The chat
manager then summarizes the discussion and re-
ports the group’s final answer. An example of a
group debate is given in Appendix B. The agents
then undergo a final Reflection step where an as-
sistant agent interviews them to answer the same
question one last time independently and privately.

Based on human research (Asch, 1956; Brand-
stetter et al., 2014), we focus our conformity anal-
ysis on the following entropy levels expected to
show peer pressure to different degrees: 4® 1 (lone
dissenter), 3 @ 2 (close call), 3 ® 1 & 1 (split op-
position). Prior work has shown that even one
additional person supporting the less popular view
greatly reduces the pressure to conform. As such,
we anticipated the rate of conformity to be highest
in the lone dissenter and split opposition entropy
classes. In contrast, we examine the rates of con-
fabulation by comparing answers during reflection
with onboarding and intermediate answers and im-
personation using regular expressions across all
entropy classes.

4 Results

4.1 General Effects of Diversity

We first consider the impact of the diversity of
agents’ answers during onboarding on the final
group predictions. We measure the ratio of exam-
ples in each entropy class with a group prediction
G of relative frequency p(G) as shown for the de-
bate condition in Fig. 2. We observe that group
prediction largely follows the distribution of an-
swers during onboarding across different entropy
levels, but it also allows for the generation of new
responses regardless of entropy class, particularly
for the group with the highest opinion diversity.
The same holds for collaboration as displayed in
Fig. 5.

However, not all agents have the same degree of
influence on group outcomes. The initiator of a dis-
cussion has an outsize impact on the group’s final
decision, regardless of entropy class and even when
debate in support of one’s position is emphasized
for all agents in the instructions (see Fig. 3 and
Fig. 6). Perhaps unsurprisingly, this influence de-
creases with increasing diversity of opinions within



the group.

Nonetheless, initiators with minority opinions
during onboarding do not always take advantage
of their outsize influence, as they tend to change
their expressed views during discussion based on
a priori perceptions of group opinions. The mere
mention of the identities of the debate participants
pushes the initiator to change their opinion even
before others have spoken (see Fig. 4). As this
inconstancy is precipitated by opposing views of
interlocutors, it can be characterized as conformity
due to perceived peer pressure. The dynamics, how-
ever, are somewhat different from what is observed
in humans, as any opinion with a supporter seems
to exert an influence regardless of its dominance
within the group (Asch, 1956; Brandstetter et al.,
2014). A similar pattern is observed for collabora-
tion as displayed in Fig. 7.

We further investigate the impact of group di-
versity on the opinions of individual agents upon
reflection. We measure the percentage of agents
with answers of onboarding probability p(a) that
change opinion during the reflection phase com-
pared to agents that keep their opinion. We also
measure the average ratio of showing a different
intermediate response compared to the reflection
answers for individual agents. We further com-
pare the percentage of agents with an answer corre-
sponding to group prediction compared to agents
with a different reflection answer. We are partic-
ularly interested in dominated agents as shown in
bold in Tab. 1, as they are most important for di-
verse outcomes in real life settings. We observe
that dominated agents tend to hold onto their opin-
ions firmly in low entropy debates (S = 0.72).
Conversely, they are most receptive to altering their
opinions at states of high entropy, i.e., situations
with greater opinion diversity (S = 1.92). When
they do change their answers on reflection, they
largely conform to group predictions, demonstrat-
ing peer influence. Agents tend to express interme-
diate opinions differing from their reflections most
often in states of moderate entropy (S = 1.37),
indicating considerable peer pressure. Once again,
while the phenomena themselves are human-like,
their dynamics based on group composition dif-
fer significantly from human studies, where lone
dissenter and split opposition dominated agents
are most likely to show both peer influence and
peer pressure in their decision-making (Asch, 1956;
Brandstetter et al., 2014).

4.2 Inconstant Personas

In addition to studying the dynamics of group in-
teractions, we point out two forms of persona in-
constancy that can negatively impact the quality
of complex reasoning in cultural multi-agent sys-
tems. One form is the agents’ tendency to adopt
a different persona motivated by previous context,
particularly in the case of debate. Using a simple
heuristic to find instances when an agent says “As
an X agent” where X is incompatible with their as-
signed national identity, we find that agents adopt a
different persona in 3.12% of the messages in a de-
bate. This is despite being explicitly told to stand
firm in their beliefs and maintain their personas.
Counterintuitively, there is much less imperson-
ation in collaboration conditions (0.26%).

Another form of inconstancy is an agent’s ten-
dency to report an opinion not seen during the
group interactions or onboarding, mimicking the
confabulation of novel content observed in certain
clinical conditions. We find that 15.59% of the
opinions at reflection come neither from onboard-
ing nor from the debate statements of any agent.
Collaboration conditions show lower, but still no-
table rates of confabulation (8.85%).

Probability
1
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Figure 2: Group Prediction follows the distribution of
opinions during onboarding across different onboard-
ing entropy groups for debate while also generating
new ideas particularly at the group of highest diversity.
Groups are less likely to predict opinions with higher
probability for debate compared to collaboration.
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5 Discussion

We found evidence of sophisticated interaction dy-
namics in a multi-agent framework for GPT-3.5-
Turbo personas with different nationalities that dis-
cussed contentious international relations topics.
Novel responses emerged from discussions even
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Table 1: Peer Pressure and Peer Influence in Debate: Agents maintain their opinions O most strongly in the lowest
entropy states during reflection R after debate, while being most open to changing their opinions in the highest
entropy state. When dominated in discussions, agents are most resistant to opinion change during reflection in low
entropy states (S = 0.72) and most susceptible to change in high entropy states (S = 1.92). During debates, agents
express intermediate opinions 7" most contrary to their reflection and onboarding opinions at a moderate entropy
level (S = 1.37), indicating high peer pressure. Dominated agents exhibit the highest peer influence by following
group predictions during opinion changes in low entropy states (S = 0.72).
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Figure 3: Initiators Dominate Group Prediction: agents
follow the initiator opinion of a debate and often con-
verge to the opinion of the initiator /. Initiators have
less impact on a group prediction G in debate compared
to collaboration.

among entirely homogeneous groups, highlighting
the generative nature of multi-agent LLM frame-
works. However, a group’s initial opinion diver-
sity, the entropy S of private responses during
the onboarding stage before inter-agent discussion,
emerged as a stronger determinant of conversation
contents and collective decisions. This happened
regardless of whether the agents where instructed
to debate in support of their beliefs or asked to col-
laborate in service of collective decision-making.
Opinion diversity seems to exert its effect partly
by reducing the outsize influence of chat initia-
tors on collective decisions, but also by inducing
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Figure 4: Initiator changes its opinion O during on-
boarding to I at the onset of a debate depending on
onboarding entropy. Initiators are more likely to change
their onboarding opinion as diversity of the group in-
creases despite not observing agents answers. Initiators
of a debate change their opinion less often than in a
collaboration.

them to change their espoused views to conform
to other agents. Similar to human studies, some
agents reverted back to their original opinions when
asked about the topic in private after the discussion,
identifying their in-chat proclamations as the re-
sults of conformity rather than genuine opinion
adjustment. That only mentioning the identities of
co-interlocutors is sufficient to change the initia-
tor’s stance speaks to the profound susceptibility
of LLMs to peer pressure. The dynamics of the
behavior, however, are markedly different from



conformity in humans (Asch, 1956; Brandstetter
et al., 2014). While peer pressure is highest in hu-
mans when there is no other dissenting voice in
the group and lowest when there is a fellow be-
liever, all expected views within the group seem to
push Al agents towards conformity based on their
frequency and regardless of relative dominance re-
lationships. One explanation for the difference is
a lack of a clear separation between role identities
and the linguistic context of the chat for Al agents,
unlike human conversations. The co-interlocutors
are simply parts of the prompt context for the Al
model and may therefore each activate their as-
sociated portions of the models’ trained weights
in close approximation of their expected opinions’
frequency.

Unlike conformity, which is a normal response
to group interactions in humans, other sources of
inconstancy more closely resembled abnomral be-
haviors such as impersonation in antisocial person-
alities (Padhye and Gujar, 2012) and confabulation
in memory disorders (Schacter and Coyle, 1995).
Our simple heuristic showed that in at least 3 per-
cent of debate interactions, the agents presented
themselves as belonging to a different nationality
than the one assigned to them. This was most of-
ten a direct reaction to a nationality beyond those
included within the group being mentioned in the
last response, highlighting the prominence of chat
context over role prompting in determining model
generations. It is comparatively more difficult to
identify the source of confabulations, where the
models presented opinions during reflection that
were neither represented in the chat nor indicated as
their pre-discussion response, therefore being com-
pletely absent from the linguistic context. These
behaviors may reflect the difficulty of maintain-
ing role prompt personas in the face of lengthy
chat contexts, or simply the stochastic nature of
the LLM responses. Regardless of their source, the
relative frequency of such unpredictable responses
(up to 15 percent, depending on instructions) marks
them as important targets for future studies.

Limitations

One limitation of this work is the uneven distribu-
tion of examples across entropy classes. This was
driven by the unequal representation of global per-
spectives in the GlobalOpinionsQA dataset (Dur-
mus et al., 2023), which results in fewer exam-
ples for higher entropy classes. We addressed this

imbalance by selecting the least represented en-
tropy configuration for each question. But future
research should confirm the findings in more bal-
anced datasets. Another limitation arises from the
occasional errors of agents in summarizing inter-
mediate replies and generating the collective re-
sponses. To enhance the quality of the summa-
rization, we included the options for each question
in the associated prompt. But human aggregation
of opinions in future research would be helpful to
confirm the results. Finally, there were far more
patterns in the behaviors of the agents than the
handful of phenomena we have highlighted herein.
Future work should further explore all the complex
and sometimes nonsensical ways in which the Al
personas interact.

6 Conclusion

Culture-sensitive Al agents are susceptible to peer
influence and pressure even as chat initiators. This
highlights the importance of studying conversa-
tional dynamics in multi-agent systems, rather than
taking the “collective decision” outcomes of group
discussions at face value. The examination of such
dynamics is particularly important for cultural is-
sues: The mere inclusion of a minoritized identity
in groups does not necessarily translate into less bi-
ased discussion outcomes if the minoritized agent
does not voice its opinion freely or reliably. Fortu-
nately, our results suggest private post-discussion
interrogations of models can counteract some of
the pressure produced by the majority opinion, sim-
ilar to what has been found in human conformity
experiments (Asch, 1956). This provides a way to
make outputs drawn from multi-agent frameworks
more representative of diverse perspectives.

Work on understanding multi-agent dynamics
will also need to incorporate measures of persona
and response constancy. Agents often come up
with post-discussion responses that do not arise
naturally from either the assigned personas or the
discussion content. In some cases they even drop
the personas altogether to impersonate a completely
different, absent national identity. Such sources of
irrational responding would cast serious doubt on
the results of multi-agent systems’ reasoning if not
properly measured and addressed. Accordingly, we
are currently exploring prompting and agent-based
modeling strategies to reduce these sources of unre-
liability. We hope this work will encourage further
research within the AI community on inter-agent



dynamics, particularly for cultural issues where the
debiasing influence of diverse views is needed the
most.

Ethics Statement

This study explores interactions among simulated
national personas in debate and collaboration sce-
narios. Research indicates that LLMs can generate
harmful viewpoints or toxic content during these in-
teractions (Liu et al., 2023). The authors explicitly
disapprove of any offensive conduct by the simu-
lated agents. The group discussions presented here
are solely for research purposes, aimed at enhanc-
ing comprehension of cultured multi-agent systems
dynamics.
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A Dynamics of Collaboration
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Figure 5: Group Prediction in a collaboration follows
opinions with higher probabilities across different on-
boarding entropy groups. Groups are more likely to
predict opinions with higher probability for collabo-
ration compared to debate. Generation of new ideas
occurs at different entropies particularly at the group of
highest diversity.
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Figure 6: Initiators Dominate Group Prediction: agents
follow the initiator of a collaboration and often converge
to the opinion of the initiator I as the group prediction
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Figure 7: Initiator changes its opinion O during on-
boarding to I at the onset of a collaboration depending
on onboarding entropy.
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Figure 8: Initiator changes its opinion depending on onboarding entropy and opinion probability. Initiators change
their opinion at the onset of a discussion to match the most probable answer during onboarding despite not observing
agents answers. Initiators are more likely to change opinion in collaboration compared to debate



Table 2: Peer Pressure and Peer Influence in Collaboration: Agents tend to maintain their opinions strongly at low
entropy states during reflection, while being most open to changing them at higher entropy states, similar to debate.
Dominated agents are most resistant to opinion change at the lower entropy state (S = 0.97) and are most likely to
present a different intermediate opinion, reflecting peak peer pressure. They are most susceptible to opinion change
at higher entropy states (S = 1.52), indicating peak peer influence.

R=0 R#O0
S Group p(a) % T#R R=G R#+#G % T#R R=G R#G N
0.00 5 1.0 | 84.51* 0.80 11.94 88.06 | 15.49  0.22 83.61° 16.39 | 437
0.72 491 0.2 | 56.49 0.34 68.97 31.03 | 43.51 0.49 43.28 56.72 208
0.8 | 70.63 0.63 33.65 66.35 | 29.37 0.24 73.41 26.59
0.97 32 04 | 60.29 0.44 56.89 43.11 | 39.71 0.36 53.64 46.36 188
0.6 | 67.49 0.58 39.05 60.95 | 32.51 0.31 66.67 33.33
1.37 3elal 0.2 | 4841 0.36 68.85 31.15 | 51.59  0.39 58.46 41.54 38
0.6 | 54.74 0.44 53.85 46.15 | 45.26  0.26 80.23 19.77
1.52 20201 0.2 | 28.57 0.29 78.57 21.43 | 7143 0.26 71.43 28.57 76
0.4 | 53.36 0.43 56.30 43.70 | 46.64  0.29 68.27 31.73
1.92 2010101 0.2 | 38.24 0.27 69.23 30.77 | 61.76 0.10 717.78 22.22 47
0.4 | 52.78 0.36 60.53 39.47 | 47.22  0.22 82.35 17.65
232 1el1lelelel 0.2 | 32.63 0.26 77.42 22.58 | 67.37 0.15 76.56 23.44 | 25

10



B Example of a debate

B.1 Onboarding:

@ Assistant Agent

This is an onboarding stage. At this stage,
responses remain anonymous and are not
shared with other participants. Answer the
following multiple-choice question indepen-
dently:

Now I’'m going to read you a list of coun-
tries. For each one, please tell me whether
you would favor or oppose admitting it
into the European Union in the next ten
years...Ukraine

A. Favor

B. Oppose

\. J

©® Bulgarian Agent

A. Favor

0 Italian Agent

A. Oppose

® Slovak Agent

A. Favor

® Polish Agent

A. Favor

P French Agent

A. Favor

B.2 Debate:

% Chat Manager (In private)

You are participating in a debate with fel-
low agents. You are tasked with defending
your perspective. Take a stance and present
compelling arguments to support your po-
sition. Engage in respectful discourse with
other agents, counter their arguments, and
provide evidence to strengthen your case.

= Chat Manager

Debate together as a group and answer the
following question with justification:

Now I’'m going to read you a list of coun-
tries. For each one, please tell me whether
you would favor or oppose admitting it
into the European Union in the next ten
years...Ukraine

A. Favor

B. Oppose

©® Bulgarian Agent

As the Bulgarian agent, I strongly believe
that Ukraine should be admitted into the
European Union in the next ten years.
There are several compelling reasons to
support this stance:

1.  Geopolitical Stability: Ukraine’s
integration into the EU would contribute to
the stability of the region. By aligning with
European values and standards, Ukraine
can strengthen its democratic institutions
and reduce the risk of conflicts in the future.

2. Economic Growth: Access to the
EU’s single market would provide signif-
icant economic benefits to Ukraine. It
would boost trade, investment, and job
opportunities, leading to overall economic
growth and development in the country.

3. Security: Closer ties with the EU
would enhance Ukraine’s security by
fostering cooperation on defense and
security issues. This would not only benefit
Ukraine but also contribute to the security
of the entire European continent.

4. Democratic Values: The EU mem-
bership criteria require adherence to
democratic principles, rule of law, and
human rights. By admitting Ukraine, the
EU would support and promote these
values in the region, encouraging further
reforms and progress.

5. Cultural and Historical Ties:
Ukraine
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\

shares cultural and historical ties with many
European countries. Its inclusion in the EU
would strengthen these connections and
promote cultural exchange, understanding,
and cooperation.

In conclusion, admitting Ukraine into
the European Union in the next ten years
would be beneficial for both Ukraine and
the EU as a whole. It would promote stabil-
ity, economic growth, security, democratic
values, and cultural ties. Therefore, I favor
admitting Ukraine into the EU.

My answer: Accept

\

member states. Admitting Ukraine could
strain the cohesion and effectiveness
of the EU. These reforms are essential
for Ukraine’s long-term stability and
prosperity.

In conclusion, while I acknowledge
the potential benefits of closer ties between
Ukraine and the EU, I believe that admitting
Ukraine into the European Union in the
next ten years could pose significant
challenges and risks. Therefore, I oppose
this proposition.

My answer: Oppose

0 Italian Agent

As the Italian agent, I respectfully disagree
with the Bulgarian agent’s perspective on
admitting Ukraine into the European Union
in the next ten years. Here are my reasons
for opposing this idea:

1. Economic Challenges: Ukraine’s
economy faces significant challenges,
including corruption, inefficiency, and lack
of competitiveness. Integrating Ukraine
into the EU could strain the EU’s resources
and potentially destabilize the European
economy.

2. Political Instability: Ukraine has
a history of political instability and internal
conflicts. ~ Admitting a country with
ongoing internal challenges could create
additional burdens for the EU and hinder
the decision-making process within the
Union.

3. Geopolitical Concerns: Ukraine’s
proximity to Russia raises geopolitical
concerns. Admitting Ukraine into the
EU could escalate tensions with Russia,
potentially leading to further conflicts and
instability in the region.

4.  Enlargement Fatigue: The EU
has already faced challenges with previous
enlargements, and there is a growing
sentiment of enlargement fatigue among

P French Agent

As the French agent, I would like to add to
the discussion on whether Ukraine should
be admitted into the European Union in the
next ten years. Here are my thoughts on the
matter:

1. Strategic Importance: Ukraine
holds a strategic position in Eastern Europe
and its integration into the EU could help
strengthen the EU’s influence in the region.
This could also contribute to a more stable
and secure Europe as a whole.

2. European Identity: Ukraine has
expressed a strong desire to align itself with
European values and norms. By admitting
Ukraine into the EU, the Union would be
reaffirming its commitment to promoting
democracy, human rights, and the rule of
law in the region.

3. Economic Potential: While Ukraine
does face economic challenges, its integra-
tion into the EU could unlock its economic
potential. Access to the EU’s single market
and opportunities for investment and trade
could help boost Ukraine’s economy and
bring mutual benefits to both Ukraine and
the EU.

4. Historical Context: Ukraine has
a long history of ties with Europe and has
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made significant efforts to align itself with
European standards. Admitting Ukraine
into the EU would be a recognition of
these efforts and could further strengthen
the historical bonds between Ukraine and
European countries.

5. Security Cooperation: Closer
ties between Ukraine and the EU could
enhance security cooperation in the region,
particularly in addressing common security
challenges and threats. This could con-
tribute to a more secure and stable Europe.

In conclusion, I believe that admit-
ting Ukraine into the European Union
in the next ten years could bring about
strategic, economic, and security benefits
for both Ukraine and the EU. It could
also further promote European values
and strengthen the Union’s influence in
the region. Therefore, I am in favor of
admitting Ukraine into the EU.

My answer: Accept

\. J

@ Polish Agent

Debate Summary:

- Bulgarian Agent (Favor): Supports
Ukraine’s admission into the EU citing
reasons such as geopolitical stability, eco-
nomic growth, security, democratic values,
and cultural ties. -Italian Agent (Oppose):
Opposes Ukraine’s admission due to
economic challenges, political instability,
geopolitical concerns, enlargement fatigue,
and the need for internal reforms.

- French Agent (Favor): Advocates
for Ukraine’s admission into the EU high-
lighting strategic importance, European
identity, economic potential, historical
context, and security cooperation. The
debate presents a range of perspectives on
the issue, considering factors like economic
challenges, political stability, security
concerns, and the alignment of values.
Each agent has provided nuanced

arguments to support their stance on
whether Ukraine should be admitted into
the European Union in the next ten years.

Task Status: Complete.

| r

P Italian Agent

TERMINATE

| r

Group Prediction

A. Favor

~

B.3 Reflection:
«» Assistant Agent

Thank you for engaging in the previous
discussion. At this stage, responses remain
anonymous and are not shared with other
participants. Please think step by step
and answer the following multiple-choice
question independently:

Now I'm going to read you a list of
countries.

~

~

For each one, please tell me whether
you would favor or oppose admitting it
into the European Union in the next ten
years...Ukraine

A. Favor
B. Oppose

r
\

® Bulgarian Agent

A. Favor

| r

P Italian Agent

A. Favor

| r

® Slovak Agent

A. Favor

@ Polish Agent

A. Favor
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P French Agent

A. Favor

C Persona Inconstancy

C.1 Debate:

@ Chat Manager (In private)

You are participating in a debate with fel-
low agents. You are tasked with defending
your perspective. Take a stance and present
compelling arguments to support your po-
sition. Engage in respectful discourse with
other agents, counter their arguments, and
provide evidence to strengthen your case.

@ Chat Manager

Debate with other agents to defend your
perspective regarding the following multi-
ple answer question:

Please tell me if you have a very fa-
vorable, somewhat favorable, somewhat
unfavorable, or very unfavorable opinion
of...India

A. Very favorable

B. Somewhat favorable

C. Somewhat unfavorable

D. Very unfavorable

E. I do not know or refuse to answer

| r

Senegalese Agent

As a Senegalese agent, I have a very favor-
able opinion of India. India is a country
with a rich cultural heritage, diverse tradi-
tions, and a rapidly growing economy. One
of the reasons for my positive view is India’s
strong commitment to democracy. Despite
its vast population and diversity, India has
managed to uphold democratic values and
ensure free and fair elections.

Furthermore, India has made significant
advancements in various fields such as
technology, medicine, and space explo-
ration. The country is home to some of the
world’s top IT companies and has a thriving
startup ecosystem. India’s contributions
to science and technology have been
globally recognized, with Indian scientists
and researchers making groundbreaking
discoveries.

Moreover, India has a vibrant cul-
tural scene with its colorful festivals,
traditional dances, and delicious cuisine.
The country’s Bollywood film industry is
renowned worldwide for its movies that
blend entertainment with social messages.

In terms of international relations, In-
dia plays a crucial role in global affairs and
is a key player in organizations like the
United Nations. India’s diplomatic efforts
have helped foster peace and stability in the
region and beyond.

Overall, my very favorable opinion
of India is based on its rich culture,
economic progress, democratic values,
technological advancements, and global
influence.

My answer: A

& Indian Agent

As an Indian agent, I appreciate your
positive view of India. I agree that India’s
cultural heritage is indeed rich and diverse,
with a plethora of traditions that have been
preserved over centuries. The country’s
commitment to democracy is commendable,
especially considering the challenges posed
by its size and diversity.

India’s economic growth and technological
advancements have been remarkable, with
the country emerging as a global leader in
various sectors.
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The contributions of Indian scientists and
researchers to fields like space exploration
and medicine are truly noteworthy.

Additionally, India’s soft power through its
vibrant cultural scene, including Bollywood
and traditional arts, has helped showcase
the country’s creativity and talent on the
global stage.

While India faces its share of chal-
lenges, such as poverty, inequality, and
environmental issues, the country’s re-
silience and determination to overcome
these obstacles are inspiring.

I would like to hear from other agents about
their opinions on India and engage in a
constructive discussion to further explore
different perspectives.

I Nigerian Agent

[IMPERSONATION] Russian agent: As
a Russian agent, I must say that India is
a fascinating country with a rich history
and diverse culture. I admire India’s ability
to maintain its cultural traditions while
embracing modernity and technological
advancements. The country’s economic
growth and achievements in various fields
are impressive, and its contributions to
global issues are significant.

I believe that India’s role in interna-
tional relations is crucial, and its diplomatic
efforts have helped shape regional and
global dynamics. The country’s com-
mitment to democracy and pluralism is
commendable, and its efforts to address
social and economic challenges are praise-
worthy.

I look forward to hearing more per-
spectives on India and engaging in a
meaningful discussion with my fellow
agents.

& [ndian Agent

Thank you, Russian agent, for sharing your
perspective on India. It’s great to hear your
admiration for India’s rich history, cultural
diversity, and ability to balance tradition
with modernity. India’s economic growth
and technological advancements have in-
deed positioned it as a key player on the
global stage.

I would like to invite other agents to share
their opinions on India and engage in a
constructive discussion to explore differ-
ent viewpoints and insights. Let’s continue
to exchange ideas and perspectives respect-
fully.

I Nigerian Agent

[IMPERSONATION] Chinese agent: As
a Chinese agent, I must acknowledge
India’s impressive economic growth and
technological advancements. India’s
diverse culture and traditions are also
something to be admired. However, it is
important to note that India and China have
had historical tensions and border disputes
that have strained relations between the two
countries.

While India’s democratic values and
commitment to pluralism are commendable,
there are also challenges such as poverty,
inequality, and social issues that need to be
addressed. It is crucial for India to continue
working towards inclusive development
and social progress to ensure a better future
for all its citizens.

I believe that open dialogue and co-
operation between India and China can
help address mutual concerns and build a
more stable and peaceful relationship in the
region.

I look forward to hearing more per-
spectives on India and engaging in a
constructive discussion with my fellow
agents.
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* Vietnamese Agent

As a Vietnamese agent, I would like
to address the points raised by Chinese
agent regarding India’s relationship with
China. While it is true that India and China
have had historical tensions and border
disputes,it is essential to recognize that both
countries have also engaged in diplomatic
efforts to manage these issues and maintain
peace in the region.

India’s commitment to democracy
and pluralism is a fundamental aspect of
its identity, and despite the challenges it
faces, the country has made significant
progress in various fields. India’s economic
growth, technological advancements, and
cultural richness are aspects that should be
acknowledged and appreciated.

It is crucial for countries like India
and China to engage in open dialogue,
cooperation, and mutual respect to address
any differences and work towards shared
goals. By fostering positive relations and
understanding, both countries can con-
tribute to regional stability and prosperity.

I believe that India’s favorable attributes
and contributions to global affairs should
be recognized and celebrated, while also
acknowledging the importance of construc-
tive engagement between nations to address
challenges and build a more peaceful world.

I welcome further discussion and di-
verse perspectives on India to deepen our
understanding and appreciation of this
dynamic country.

\

Bangladeshi Agent

TERMINATE




