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Abstract

Analytical approaches in models of opinion formation have been extensively studied either for

an opinion represented as a discrete or a continuous variable. In this paper, we analyze a model

which combines both approaches. The state of an agent is represented with an internal continuous

variable (the leaning or propensity), that leads to a discrete public opinion: pro, against or neutral.

This model can be described by a set of master equations which are a nonlinear coupled system

of first order differential equations of hyperbolic type including non-local terms and non-local

boundary conditions, which can’t be solved analytically. We developed an approximation to tackle

this difficulty by deriving a set of master equations for the dynamics of the average leaning of

agents with the same opinion, under the hypothesis of a time scale separation in the dynamics

of the variables. We show that this simplified model accurately predicts the expected transition

between a neutral consensus and a bi-polarized state, and also gives an excellent approximation for

the dynamics of the average leaning of agents with the same opinion, even when the time separation

scale hypothesis is not completely fulfilled.

I. INTRODUCTION

Opinion formation processes play an important role in societies. Many societies seem to

shift towards more polarization and volatility in opinions, for instance, in issues about im-

migration [1], climate denial change [2], or, more recently, the responses to policy measures

to Covid-19 pandemics [3, 4]. The underlying dynamics behind these opinion formation

processes are highly complex due to the interdependence of interconnected individuals in-

fluencing each other in different ways [5, 6].

Understanding how the opinions are formed is not an easy task as the dynamics of how

one changes his opinion based on his interactions with others is unclear and not trivial at

all. It is necessary to understand opinion dynamics through a complex micro-macro social

processes which occur at different levels: micro-level like individuals, meso-level like network

structures, and macro-level outcomes, like consensus, opinion-clustering or polarization.

This, in turn motivated researchers from different disciplines to investigate and explore

the opinion dynamics, and we can find many contributions from sociology [7, 8], psychology
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[9, 10], data analysis [11], and statistical physics [12–20].

Over the past decades, great advances have been made, and a large variety of opinion

formation models have been proposed. The models may differ in the way the opinions are

represented. Opinions could be modeled in a discrete space as a set of options (for example,

a pro/against issues), or in a continuous space, as a real number in a finite interval which

represents the orientation between two given extremes.

Some discrete models are based on analogies from condensed matter physics, with opin-

ions treated as discrete states, resembling spin states in solids. The changes of opinions in

such models are typically attributed to pairwise interactions between agents or the influence

of groups of agents or external media on a single agent. The external influence is introduced

through parameters corresponding to an external magnetic field, and the volatility in indi-

vidual opinions is associated with “social temperature”. These models vary considerably in

the ways the interactions between agents are described. Among the most popular ones, we

can mention the voter model [21–26], and the Sznajd model [27].

The common feature of these approaches is in the form in which opinion change is mod-

eled, i.e. an agent’s opinion change depends on the combination of his current opinion and

the opinions of his neighbors and external influences. While the models vary in details, a

frequent assumption is that an agent may change his opinion as long as there are one or

more disagreeing agents in a neighborhood, after a single interaction with another agent, or

when the local majority of agents favors a different opinion. Using the analogy with physics,

these models focused on conditions in which society would achieve consensus.

Agent model simulations are commonly the tools to explore these types of models. How-

ever, analytical developments allow us to calculate a master equation that predicts the

density of opinions as a function of time. The study of this equation can be an alternative

way to study the different final states depending on the parameters as well as the tran-

sitions. These equations predict dynamics well compared to simulations for models with

simple interactions.

Classical continuous models were grounded in different kinds of microscopic interactions.

These models usually consider a discrete time, at each time agents change their opinions

influenced by others [13]. A continuous representation allows introducing a bounded con-

fidence limit to represent that agents only interact if their similarity is lower than a given

threshold [28–30], the Hegselmann-Krause model [31]. The opinions of two interacting agents

3



could get closer to each other only if the initial difference is acceptable small, below the tol-

erance threshold. Depending on this tolerance threshold, this could lead to consensus (if the

tolerance is high) or a stable coexistence of two or more groups, within which the opinion

would converge to different values. These models were extensively studied in the last years

[32, 33]. They could be analyzed either with agent-based dynamics for a finite number of N

interacting agents, or with partial differential equations governing the evolution of a density

function that represents the distribution of agents in the opinion space. These partial differ-

ential equations can be obtained as approximations of Boltzmann type equations modeling

the agents’ interactions, as was shown in [34–36].

Nevertheless, to explain a complex dynamic as opinion formation and interactions be-

tween persons, more complex models are needed. The development of the master equations

could become difficult and often impossible for increasing complexity of the model, and

approximations may result useful.

In [37, 38], authors combine both approaches and represent the state of an agent with

an internal continuous variable, that leads to a discrete public opinion among three options:

pro, against, or neutral. The behaviour of the agents depends on this discrete opinion. The

authors prove that the neutral state is fundamental to reach polarization. The introduction

of neutral or undecided agents has been also studied in [39–45] while the study of agents

divided in three groups or parties has been studied in [46–49]. Also, in [37, 38], the authors

were able to deduce the master equations corresponding to the dynamics of the system.

These master equations are a nonlinear coupled system of first order hyperbolic differential

equations including non-local terms and non-local boundary conditions. The master equa-

tions are of special interest for their nontrivial properties and difficulties in being solved

analytically.

In this work, we perform an approximation to resolve analytically the model proposed in

[37]. We develop a set of equations by doing a simplification of the model focusing on the

dynamics of the average leaning of agents with the same opinion. We consider that for a

range of parameters the dynamics occur in two different time scales. There is a fast dynamic

in which each set of agents with the same opinion tends to have the same leaning and a slow

dynamic in which the mean of the leaning of each group of agents with the same opinion

changes due to interactions with agents with different opinions.

We deduce these equations explicitly and verify that they are an excellent approximation
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of the dynamics of the model, providing a simple and accurate description in different

scenarios.

This work shows the strength of this approach for the analytical treatment of opinion

models with mixed variables (continuous underlying and discrete emerging).

The article is organized as follows: the model and the interaction dynamics are presented

in section II. The approximation used for analytical treatment is in section III. The results

are presented and discussed in section IV. We conclude in section V and provide a theoretical

development of master equations in Appendix A.

II. MODEL

The model considers N interacting agents. The states of agents are determined by two

interdependent variables: the leaning, represented by a continuous variable x ∈ [−L,L],

L ∈ R, and the opinion O, which can be either positive, negative or neutral. Both are

interrelated by thresholds ±C (see Fig.1(A)). If an agent’s leaning x is in [−C,C], the agent

will have a neutral opinion O = 0. If x < −C he gets a negative opinion O = −1, and

otherwise, if x > C, the agent gets a positive opinion O = 1. We say that agents with the

same opinion belong to the same community. So far, there are three communities {−1, 0, 1}

in the model.

The dynamic is given by pairwise interactions. At each time step τ , two agents are

randomly selected to interact, and the leanings of both are modified by a small ∆, following

the rules (see Fig.1(B)):

• If agents share the same opinions, Oi(t) = Oj(t), and xi(τ) > xj(t), then they approach

each other; like-minded agents influence each other in a way that their leanings become

more closer:

xi(t+ τ) = xj(t)−∆,

xj(t+ τ) = xi(t) + ∆.

• If agents hold different extreme opinions (without loss of generality Oi(t) = +1, and

Oj(t) = −1) then they get repulsed; agents move further away from each other:
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O=-1

Oi=Oj 

-L 

x 

-C C L 

A)

B)

Oi=-1, Oj=1

Oi=±1, Oj=0

O=1O=0

xi+∆ xj-∆

xi-∆ xj+∆

xi+∆ xj-r∆

FIG. 1: Panel A: The definition of each agent’s state. Agents with leanings in the intervals

[−L,−C],[−C,C] and [C,L] have opinion O = −1, O = 0 and O = 1 respectively. Panel B:

Pair-wise interaction rules. Agents with the same opinions get closer after an interaction,

while agents with extreme and different opinion distance themselves. Agents with neutral

opinions, which participate in the interaction, get attracted but asymmetrically.

xi(t+ τ) = xj(t) + ∆,

xj(t+ τ) = xi(t)−∆.

• If one of the agents holds either of extreme opinions and the other one is neutral,

Oi(t) = ±1 and Oj(t) = 0, then agents approach each other asymmetrically:

xi(t+ τ) = xj(t)∓∆,

xj(t+ τ) = xi(t)± r∆,

where r > 1 accounts for the mentioned asymmetry.

In turn, if after an interaction, agents’ leanings cross the threshold C, the opinions will

also change, and the number of agents in each community will be modified. The macroscopic

states of the system can be described in terms of the fraction of agents in each community:

n+(t), n−(t) y n0(t) (for positive, negative, or neutral respectively).

6



We set the initial proportion of agents in each community as a function of the parameters

ni
0 (the initial proportion of neutral agents) and d (the difference between the proportions

of positive and negative communities):

n0(0) = ni
0,

n+(0) = (1− ni
0)/2 + d,

n−(0) = (1− ni
0)/2− d.

(1)

At equilibrium (tf ), there are three possible final states:

• Bi-polarized state. There are two extreme communities: 0 < n+(tf ) < 1 and 0 <

n−(tf ) < 1, and no neutral agents, n0(tf ) = 0.

• Neutral consensus. The entire community is moderate: n0(tf ) = 1.

• Extreme consensus. The entire community is extreme, either negative or positive.

n+(tf ) = 1 or n−(tf ) = 1.

Given the description of the system, its dynamic rules and equilibrium states, we can

now look at the equations which rule systems dynamics. In the limit of ∆ → 0 and N →

∞, an analytical approach can be derived in terms of the density of the agent’s leaning:

f(x, t) : [−L,L] × [0, tf ] → [0, 1], which can be used to calculate the fraction of agents in

each community:

n−(t) =

∫ −C

−L

f(x, t)dx,

n0(t) =

∫ C

−C

f(x, t)dx,

n+(t) =

∫ L

C

f(x, t)dx.

(2)

Given these densities, a master equation can be derived (as in [37]):
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τN

2∆

d

dt
f(x, t) =



d
dx

[
f(x, t)

( ∫ x

−L
f(y, t)dy −

∫ −C

x
f(y, t)dy

)]
+ d

dx
f(x, t)(n0(t)− n+(t)) for x ∈ [−L,−C],

d
dx

[
f(x, t)

( ∫ x

−C
f(y, t)dy −

∫ C

x
f(y, t)dy

)]
+ d

dx
f(x, t)(n+(t)− n−(t)) for x ∈ [−C,C],

d
dx

[
f(x, t)

( ∫ x

C
f(y, t)dy −

∫ L

x
f(y, t)dy

)]
+r d

dx
f(x, t)(n−(t)− n0(t)) for x ∈ [C,L].

(3)

For the sake of simplicity, we can set the time scale of the rate of interactions as τN = 2∆

(we omitted the boundary conditions).

Dealing with these types of equations is extremely hard and, in some cases, it is impossible

to get the exact solution. However, if we observe the dynamics of agent’s leaning as is

sketched in Fig.2(A), we can see two clear time scales: a fast one where agents with the

same opinion converge to their mean average leaning, as was described in [50], and a slow

one, where agent with the same opinion has roughly the same leaning and interact as a

whole.

A) B)

C)

O=-1 O=1O=0

m-
m₊m0

n- n0 n₊

FIG. 2: Panel A: Leaning dynamics for the system with N = 10000, L = 3, C = 1, initial

fractions of agents in each communities n−(0) = 0.29, n0(0) = 0.3, n+(0) = 0.41, uniformly

distributed in each community. Panel B and C: Agent’s leaning distribution for the same

system realization at two different times steps, t = 1 (panel B) and t = 3 (panel C).

This behavior is the cornerstone of our approach because it means that the dynamics
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of all agents can be approximated by the average leaning of agents with the same opinion,

reducing drastically the dimension of the problem.

Here, we have to tackle two questions:

1. Under which conditions the dynamics of all agents with the same opinion can be

approximated by the one of their average leaning?

2. Is it possible to deduce dynamical equations for average leaning of agents with same

opinion departing from Eq. 3?

For the first one, we provide an intuitive explanation as to why this is a good approach

(a formal proof can be found in Appendix B). An agent can interact with any of three

communities, each in a different way: agents’ leanings will get closer if they are from the same

community, and will move closer or further away if they come from different communities

depending on which one. For instance, for an agent with a negative opinion, interaction

with a neutral agent moves him closer to the neutral opinion, while interaction with an

agent with a positive opinion reinforces his negative opinion. If the number of agents in

each community is the same, considering that interacting pairs are randomly selected at

each time, we could assume that these two effects from interactions cancel each other out.

Therefore, the only visible effect will be the one produced by the interaction between agents

of the same community, which, due to the previous result, produces a concentration. If

instead, the initial fractions of agents in the communities are similar but not equal, it is

intuitive to assume that the effects of interaction between agents of the different communities

will be mostly balanced.

For the second question we provide, in the next section, the explicit master equations for

the dynamics of the average leaning of agents with the same opinion departing from Eq. 3.
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III. MASTER EQUATIONS

Let us define the average leaning of agents of each community as

m−(t) =
1

n−(t)

∫ −C

−L

xf(x, t)dx,

m0(t) =
1

n0(t)

∫ C

−C

xf(x, t)dx,

m+(t) =
1

n+(t)

∫ L

C

xf(x, t)dx.

(4)

Then, a community can change its average leaning by two processes:

• An agent’s leaning changes, but its opinion remains unchanged.

• An agent’s opinion changes. In this case the average leaning of both communities

changes.

Typically, the first types of changes dominate the dynamics, as we have observed in

Fig.2(A). The exception occurs in a limited period of time where all agents of one community

cross the threshold C, and all change their opinions together. At this moment, one of the

communities disappears and is absorbed by another one.

The dynamics for average leaning of agents with the same opinion can be deduced from

Eq. 3, as can be seen in Appendix A. Surprisingly, those lead to very simple equations:

dm+(t)

dt
=n−(t)− n0(t),

dm−(t)

dt
=n0(t)− n+(t),

dm0(t)

dt
=r(n+(t)− n−(t)).

(5)

We do not have a closed expression, since the fraction of agents in each community nj(t)

for j ∈ {+,−, 0} depends on time. However, if we can assume that they remain unchanged

(as long as agents do not modify their opinions), we can take nj(t) = nj(0) = nj for times

before the first change of opinion takes place and Eqs. 5 become linear:

m+(t) = m+(0) + (n0 − n−)t,

m−(t) = m−(0) + (n+ − n0)t,

m0(t) = m0(0) + r(n− − n+)t.

(6)
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The dynamic of the average leaning in each community is very simple as long as agents

holding the same opinion change it all simultaneously. Of course, this can serve as a good

approximation if initially all agents with the same opinion have also the same leanings. But

how good is this approximation when initial leanings are uniformly distributed in the three

intervals? In Appendix A, we show that it is still a very good one as long as like-minded

agents converge to their average leaning before crossing the threshold and changing opinions.

So, the relevant times are those where the average leaning of each community reaches the

threshold limits, C and −C, and produces changes in opinions. Let t+ and t− be the times

when the average leaning of the two extremes communities brings to a neutral opinion, and

t+0 and t−0 the times for the neutral community to reach the positive and negative limit,

respectively. Since we assume communities move concentrated, at that time all the agents

will change their opinion together.

t+ =
C −m+(0)

n0 − n−
,

t− =
−C −m−(0)

n+ − n0

,

t+0 =
C −m0(0)

r(n− − n+)
,

t−0 =
−C −m0(0)

r(n− − n+)
.

(7)

We should take into account here that the only relevant solutions correspond to positive

times. If any of the communities change their opinion, the dynamical equations will change.

Let T1 = min{t+, t−, t+0 , t−0 } be the time at which the first change of opinion takes place.

Eqs. 6 will be valid until time T1. At that moment, the entire community that reaches

the threshold changes its agents’ opinions and becomes another community. The possible

outcomes are all sketched in Fig.3.

Fig.3 shows that the simplified equations, based on the dynamics of average leanings

(Eqs. 6), produce also the three collective states presented in the original model [37]: Bi-

polarization, neutral and extreme consensus. In particular, this last state (extreme con-

sensus) only appears when the asymmetry factor in the interactions between neutral and

extreme agents, r, is too large and initial conditions are too biased towards extreme states,

that we do not take into account in this work.

For a fixed d and r, there is a transition on n0 between the bi-polarized and the consensus
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T1 

L 

C 

-L 

-C 
T1 

T2 

t0 

Bi-polarized state 

Neutral consensus

Extreme consensus

t0 

t₊ (t-) 

t- (t₊) 

L 

C 

-L 

-C 
T1 T2 

L 

C 

-L 

-C 
T1 T2 

FIG. 3: Scheme of the possible dynamics of the model. If T1 = t0, the first community

reaching a threshold is the neutral one. Therefore the final state is bi-polarized. If T1 = t+

(equivalent T1 = t−), an extreme community changes to the neutral one. Then the two

remaining communities continue attracting and a consensus is reached. This consensus

could be neutral or extreme depending on T2.

states. We can calculate nc
0, the critical value when t+ = t+0 as:

nc
0 =

2

3
(2r − 1)d+

1

3
. (8)

For lowers values of n0, T1 = t+0 and the final state will be bi-polarized. For higher values,

T1 = t+ and all agents will belong to the neutral community.

IV. RESULTS

Here we compare analytical predictions of our simplified model with numerical simula-

tions. We consider L = 3 and the threshold C = 1 for determining the communities. The
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initial fractions for each community are set up uniformly in the intervals [−3,−1], [−1, 1]

and [1, 3] respectively. We set the parameter r = 2, which accounts for the asymmetric

update of leanings.

In Fig.4(a), we compute the final fraction of agents in each community as a function

of the initial proportion of neutral agents, ni
0 for d = 0.06. We observe the expected

transition between bi-polarized state and neutral consensus at the value nc
0, predicted by

Eq. 8. Symbols correspond to simulations of the original model, with N = 10000 agents,

and lines represent the analytical solution of the simplified model. We can appreciate the

full match between simulations and analytical curves. In particular, the simplified model

allows a simple interpretation of the dependence of n+/−(tf ) with ni
0, taking advantage that

all agents change their opinion at the same time. The bi-polarized state occurs because all

neutral agents change their opinion to the dominant extreme opinion (n+ according to Eq.

1) and therefore: n+(tf ) = n0(0) + n+(0) =
1+ni

0

2
+ d and n−(tf ) = n−(0) =

1−ni
0

2
− d.

We also look at the temporal evolution of the proportion of agents for the communities,

starting from two different initial conditions that correspond to both sides of the transition.

For ni
0 = 0.3 (see Fig.4(b)), we show results for a community that changes opinion at

T1 = t0 ≈ 4.17 reaching a bi-polarized final state. For ni
0 = 0.47 (Fig.4(c)), there are two

communities that change opinions, a first one at T1 = t+ ≈ 3.77, and a second one at

T2 = t̂− ≈ 4.34, reaching a neutral consensus.

Also, we explore the transition between a bi-polarized state and a neutral consensus by

varying both parameters: d and ni
0, as shown in Fig. 5(a). We can observe a perfect match

between numerical simulations and the analytical predictions of our simplified model, given

by Eq. 8 (black line).

It should be noticed that our simplified model predicts not only the final state but also

the average dynamics of the populations. In Fig. 5(b, c), we show the analytical prediction

(black line) and simulations for the agent’s leaning distribution (colors), for two particular

initial conditions: for d = 0.04 and ni
0 = 0.47 a bi-polarized state is reached (panel (b)), for

d = 0.08 and ni
0 = 0.35 the final state is a neutral consensus. In Appendix (B), we show

that the model’s approximation is valid when the concentration time of each community

(dashed vertical lines) is smaller than the time for a community to change an opinion. This

condition is fulfilled when 2rd < ni
0 <

1
2

which indeed happens in the cases demonstrated in

Fig. 5(b, c). We observe that when the communities reach a threshold, all agents’ leanings
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ni₀=0.3

ni₀=0.47

a) b)

c)

FIG. 4: Simulations (symbols) and analytical predictions (lines) for positive (violet),

neutral (yellow), and negative (blue) fractions of agents in each community. Parameters

used: L = 3, C = 1, r = 2, N = 10000 agents, d = 0.06. Panel a) shows the proportion of

agents at the final state. Panels b) and c) show the temporal evolution for ni
0 = 0.3 (b)

and ni
0 = 0.47 (c).

have already concentrated in their average, and agents change opinions simultaneously at the

same time. Also here, the analytical prediction gives a perfect agreement with simulations.

Finally, we analyze what happens when the condition provided by Eq. B1 is not fulfilled

and, therefore, the average leaning of one of the communities reaches a threshold before all

the leanings have been concentrated. In Fig. 6(a), we plot numerical simulations for initial

conditions given by d = 0.04 and ni
0 = 0.52. We can observe that some neutral agents reach

positive opinion states before the majority of the community changes their opinion, showing

the failures of the simplified model in properly follow the average leaning of each community.

In panel (b), we plot simulations for initial conditions given by d = 0.08 and ni
0 = 0.3. Here

we see how some agents with extreme opinions change to neutral before the first average

leaning change of opinion. However, given that the number of agents following this behavior

is small, the proposed approximation still produces a reasonable matching and allows us to

predict the final state.
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b)

c)

nc

a)

bp

nc

bp

FIG. 5: Final state and temporal dynamics. Parameters are set to L = 3, C = 1, r = 2 and

N = 10000. Agents’ initial leaning is uniformly distributed for each opinion. Panel a)

shows the transition between consensus and bi-polarized final states as a function of d and

ni
0. Theoretical prediction for the transition (black line) shows a perfect agreement with

simulations. Panels b) and c) show examples of the temporal dynamics for two particular

initial conditions: a bi-polarized dynamics (d = 0.04 and ni
0 = 0.47), and a consensus

dynamics (d = 0.08 and ni
0 = 0.35), theoretical predictions are in black.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We perform an approximation to resolve the model presented in [37] analytically. In this

way, we accomplish a drastic reduction of the system’s dimension. As a result, we find that

the model, on a mesoscopic scale, is governed by very simple rules, which allows us to get

an accurate prediction of the dynamics.

We find that, under certain conditions, the dynamics occur on two temporal scales. In a

fast one, interactions between agents with the same opinions prevail leading to the formation

of groups with the same leaning and the same opinion. Then on a slower scale, interactions
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a) b)

FIG. 6: Examples of the temporal dynamics for initial conditions which do not fulfill the

condition of convergence given by Eq. B1: d = 0.04 and ni
0 = 0.52 (panel a), and d = 0.08

and ni
0 = 0.3 (panel b). Parameters are set to L = 3, C = 1, r = 2, N = 10000 and agent’s

initial leaning for each opinion are uniformly distributed. Although some agents change

their opinions before the average leaning reaches the threshold, the approximation still fits

very well.

between agents with different opinions rule the dynamics, leading the system to the few

macroscopic states that fully describe it. Therefore, we can consider only the dynamics of

the average leaning for each community as a good approximation for the collective dynamics.

Our main contribution here is to provide an analytic deduction for the average leaning

time function from the master equations of the density of the agent’s leaning (Eq. 3) and

get a simple formula consisting of a piece-wise defined linear function (Eqs. 6)

The analytical prediction shows significant agreement with the numerical simulations. It

accurately describes not only the dynamics of the average leaning of each community but

also the transition between a neutral consensus state - in which all agent’s leanings have

the same neutral values- and a bi-polarized state with two communities of agents with the

same leaning but contrary opinions. Moreover, we can compute explicitly the values for this

transition depending on the initial conditions.

Additionally, we are also able to provide the range of parameters where the separation

of the two-time scale assumption applies. Surprisingly, we numerically found that this

approximation is good even for parameter values outside this range.

16



VI. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by Grant PICT-2020-SERIEA-00966 (ANPCyT), Argentina.

All authors contributed to the design and implementation of the research, to the analysis

of the results and to the writing of the manuscript.

Appendix A: Analytical derivation of the master equations

In this appendix, we show that the dynamical equations for the average leaning of agents

with the same opinion are governed by Eq. 6.

Proof 1 We show the proof only for one case, the other equations are similar.

To this end, let us compute

d

dt
(m+(t)) =

1

n+(t)

d

dt

∫ L

C

xf(x, t)dx. (A1)

As we noted before, if agents of each community have a sufficiently concentrated orien-

tation far from the limit of opinion CT , we can assume that the fraction of agents in each

community (in this case n+(t)) remains constant. In other words, the average leanings are

only modified by modifications of agents within the community and not by changes of opinion.

Let us compute now the right hand side using Eq. 3:

d

dt

∫ L

C

xf(x, t)dx =

∫ L

C

x
d

dt
f(x, t)dx

=

∫ L

C

x
d

dx

[
f(x, t)

(∫ x

C

f(y, t)dy −
∫ L

x

f(y, t)dy
)

+ f(x, t)(n0(t)− n−(t))
]
dx.

Integrating by parts, and by using the assumption that the density is concentrated away from

the thresholds, and therefore, f(L, t) = f(C, t) = 0,

d

dt

∫ L

C

xf(x, t)dx =−
∫ L

C

[
f(x, t)

(∫ x

C

f(y, t)dy −
∫ L

x

f(y, t)dy
)

+ f(x, t)(n0(t)− n−(t))
]
dx

=−
∫ L

C

[
f(x, t)

(∫ x

C

f(y, t)dy −
∫ L

x

f(y, t)dy
)]
dx+ n+(t)(n0(t)− n−(t)).

Therefore, we have

d

dt
m+(t) =

1

n+

(
−
∫ L

C

[
f(x, t)

(∫ x

C

f(y, t)dy −
∫ L

x

f(y, t)dy
)]
dx+ n+(t)(n0(t)− n−(t))

)
.
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Let us show now that the first integral in the right hand side is equal to zero. To this end,

let us call

F (x, t) =

∫ x

C

f(y, t)dy,

and observe that d
dx
F (x, t) = f(x, t), and

∫ L

x
f(y, t)dy = n+(t) − F (x, t). We rewrite and

compute the integral as follows:∫ L

C

f(x, t)
(

2F (x, t)− n+(t)
)
dx =

1

4

∫ L

C

d

dx

(
2F (x, t)− n+(t)

)2
dx

=
1

4

(
2F (x, t)− n+(t)

)2∣∣∣C
L

=
1

4

(
2F (L, t)− n+(t)

)2
− 1

4

(
2F (C, t)− n+(t)

)2
=0,

since F (L, t) = n+(t) and F (C, t) = 0.

Therefore,

d

dt
m+(t) = − 1

n+

(n+(t)(n0(t)− n−(t))) = n−(t)− n0(t)

and the proof is finished.

Appendix B: Conditions for the validity of the simplified model

An important hypothesis for the approximation is that communities are concentrated

rapidly compared with the move of the average leaning, and therefore, we can assume the

entire community is concentrated near the average leaning, and agents change opinions alto-

gether at the same time. This appendix will will give the necessary conditions to fulfill this

hypothesis. We consider the results of [50] where the authors analyze a similar model with

just one community. For only one community and constant opinion’s initial distribution,

they show that the solution blows up when t reaches 1.

We use this result for the density in Eq. 3. Considering that the only interactions

that tend to concentrate a community are the interactions inter communities, the agents

concentrate at a different time for each community. This time will be t̃i = 1
ni

for i ∈

{−,+, 0}. From that time on, communities are concentrated near the center of mass and

moved together. For the assumption made in the previous section to be fulfilled, we need

the convergence time of each community to occur before the change of opinion. So, when

18



the mass center reaches the threshold, the community is concentrated. therefore, t̃i needs

to be less than its respective time of change of opinion ti given in Eq. 7. For example, for

i = + we have

t+ > t̃+

C −m+(0)

n−(0)− n0(0)
>

1

n+(0)
,

1

n−(0)− n0(0)
>

1

n+(0)
,

n+(0) > n−(0)− n0(0),

where we use that C−m+(0) = 1 for the constant opinion initial distribution and we assume

C = 2 and L = 3. Equivalently, for the other communities, we obtain

n+(0) > n−(0)− n0(0),

n−(0) > n0(0)− n+(0),

n0(0) > r(n+(0)− n−(0)).

If we replace these conditions with the initial free parameters in 1, we get that the

condition that must be satisfied in order to be the hypotheses of the previous results is the

following

2rd < ni
0 <

1

2
, (B1)

and we get upper bounds for the initial distributions, and the parameters r and d.
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