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B etter be third then second in a search for a m a prity opinion
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Abstract: M onte Carlo sinulations of a Sznaf m odel show that if a nearconsensus is
form ed out of four nitially equally widesoread opinions, the one which at Intermm ediate tin es
is second in the num ber of adherents usually loses out against the third-placed opinion.

If sseveral opinions com pete against each othervia m utualpersuasion, and nally a consensus
or very large m a prity em erges, then usually (and also in the present work) the nalw nner is
that opnion which at som e Interm ediate stage had already a narrow m aprity. Ifat the end a
tiny m inority of dissenters ram ains, it seem splausble that they are the rem nants of the second-
m ost—in portant opinion at som e interm ediate stage. H owever, we present here sin ulations in
a fouropinion m odel, where usually the tiny m nority of dissenters was on third and not on
second place halfway through the process, whik the cpinion which then was on second place

nally died out. This m odel is the Szna{ m odel on the dilute square lattice with di usihg
agents of four possible opinions.

The Sznafd model [1] (s=e R] for a recent review ) isput onto a square lattice. Each lattice
site nitially is either em pty, with probability 1/2, or has one of four possbl opinions 1, 2,
3, 4, with probability 1/8 each. Then at each tim e step every occupied site tries to m ove to
an em pty neighbour. A fferwards random ly selected pairs of nearest neighbours, who share the
sam e opinion, convince all those neighbours of the pair’s opinion, which di er by at m ost one
unit B]. Ifthis is done foreach lattice site, one tin e step is com plted, and we start again w ith
di usion and convincing. In this way the rgidity of the standard Szna{ lattices is avoided; In
principle everybody can exchange opinions w ith everybody else. The opinions no longer can
change if they have settled onto the choices 1 and 3, or 2 and 4, or 1 and 4, or if one opinion
covers everybody.

In all ten smulations of 301 301 sites, an opinion xed point was reached after about
4,000 to 100,000 tim e steps. In one case, only opinion 3 survived; in allother cases, of the two
opinionswhich survived at the end, one had only 12 to 332 adherents com pared w ith the about
45,000 ofthe w inner. But this tiny surviving m inority was on third place half way through the
process, whilke the opinion which at half tin e had much m ore (4676 to about 22500) adherents

nally had none. (In one case the kading and second opinion at halftim e had about the sam e
num ber of votes. The opinion ranked fourth at half tin e always died out.) So to be rst or
third is good, while the second place is dangerous. W ih 10000 samples of 101 101 sites,
an opinion xed point was always reached, and the at half tin e second-ranked opinion nally
vanished in about 92 percent of the cases; for 31 31 exception were lss rare.)
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T he explanation isbased on the discreteness of the four opinions and the fact that opinion
1 is not regarded as sin ilar to opinion 4. T he two extrem e opinions 1 and 4 thus can convince
only one neighbouring opinion each, w hile the two centrist opinions 2 and 3 have two neighbours
each. A fter som e tin e, m ost ofthe opinionsw illbe centrist (2 or 3). T hese two centrist opinions
then ght fora clkarm aprity, one isw nning and also w ill convince the extram ist opinion close
to it, whilke the other centrist opinion is losing out com pletely and thus laves its neighbouring
extrem ist opinion untouched. This m echanian should also work in other m odels lke Potts
Soins at low tem peratures, as long as the opinions are discrete: Being second m eans to lose
com plktely; being third allow s a an all chance of survival.

In the nal xed con guration for the 4 possbl states, in 10000 sinulations of 101 101
sites each, opinions 1 and 3 suxvived in 41 percent of the cases, opinions 2 and 4 In another 41
percent, while 9 percent each had only opinion 2 or only opinion 3 surviving. For three nstead
of four possible opinions, nearly always at the end everybody shared the centrist opinion 2;
wih ve possbl opnions, usually a sn all num ber of opinions 1 and 5 together with a big
m a prity for opinion 3, and w ithout any opinions 2 and 4, survived. For 31 31 htticesm ore
exceptions occur.

In sum m ary, for survivalofan opinion am ong four choices it m ay be better to hide on third
place then to be nearly the w inner.
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