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Frustration from Sim ultaneous U pdating in Sznajd C onsensus M odel
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In the Sznajd m odelof2000,a pair ofneighbouring agents on a square lattice convinces its six

neighboursofthe pairopinion i� the two agentsofthe pairshare the sam e opinion.Now we replace

theusualrandom sequentialupdating ruleby sim ultaneousupdating and � nd thatthischangem akes

a com plete consenus m uch m ore di� cult. The larger the lattice is,the higher m ust be the initial

m ajority forone ofthetwo com peting opinionsto becom e theconsensus.

Key W ords:opinion dynam ics,com putersim ulation,sociophysics

The application ofcellular autom ata,Ising m odels and other tools of(com putationalor

statistical)physicshasa long tradition (M ajorana 1942,Schelling 1971,Sakoda 1971,Callen

and Shapero 1974,Galam etal1981,Schweitzer1997,W eidlich 2000).In particularonewould

like to know the conditions to reach a consensus outofan initially diverging set ofopinions

(De�uantetal2000,Kobayashi2001,Hegselm ann and Krause2002).M ostm odelsassum ethat

every agentisinuenced by itsneighboursand takes,forexam ple,theopinion ofthem ajority

ofthem ,orofa weighted average. The Sznajd m odel(Sznajd-W eron and Sznajd 2000;fora

review see Stau�er 2002),on the other hand,assum es thatevery agent tries to inuence its

neighbours,withoutcaring m uch aboutwhatthey think �rst. Thusin the Sznajd m odelthe

inform ation owsoutward to theneighbourhood,asin infection orrum ourspreading (Noym er

2001),whilein m ostotherm odelstheinform ation owsinward from theneighbourhood.Also,

theSznajdm odeltakesintoaccountthewell-known psychologicalandpoliticalfactthat\united

westand,divided wefall";only groupsofpeoplehaving thesam eopinion,notdivided groups,

can inuencetheirneighbours.

On thesquare lattice,where every site isoccupied by an agenthaving one oftwo possible

opinions+1 and �1,the m ost-studied Sznajd rule is:A pair ofnearest neighbours con-

vinces its six nearest neighbours ofthe pair opinion ifand only ifboth m em bers

of the pair have the sam e opinion; otherw ise the pair and its neighbours do not

change opinion. Initially the opinionsare distributed random ly,+1 with probability p and

�1 with probability 1� p.Thisstandard m odelthen gavealwaysa consensus,which forlarge

latticeswasthatopinion which initially had a m ajority;ifp = 1=2 initially,then halfofthe

casesended with everybody havingopinion +1,and theotherhalfofthecaseswith theopposite

opinion.

In these sim ulationsrandom sequentialupdating wasused,i.e.one oftheL � L agentsin

the square lattice wasselected random ly,and then one ofitsfourneighboursto check ifthey
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sharethesam eopinion.Onetim estep wascom pleted ifon averageeach oftheL� L agentswas

selected onceasthe�rstm em berofthepair.A.Iosselevitch (privatecom m unication)suggested

tocom parethisrulewith thesim ultaneousupdatingtraditionalforcellularautom ata,used also

in the consensus m odelofKobayashi(2001): Each pairisjudged by itsopinion attim e tto

givesitssix neighbourstheirpossibly new opinionsattim et+ 1.Now wecan go through the

latticelikea typewriterto �nd the�rstm em berofthepair;only forthesecond m em berofthe

paira random selection isstillneeded. Going through the whole lattice once constitutesone

tim estep.

In both random sequentialas wellas sim ultaneous updating,an agent can belong to the

neighbourhoodsofseveralconvincing pairs. Forrandom sequentialupdating,the agentthen

followseach pairin the orderin which itreceivesorders,justlike civilservantsfollowed their

variousgovernm entsin Germ any during the 20th century. Forsim ultaneousupdating,on the

otherhand,itdoesnotknow whattodoifonepairhasopinion +1and anotheralsoneigbouring

pairhasthe opposite opinion. Itthen feelsfrustrated and doesnothing. i.e. itstayswith its

old opinion. (Sim ilar frustration e�ects are known from som e m odels ofm agnetism .) This

frustration then hindersthedevelopm entofa consensus.

W ith up to 800 sam ples,and L � 13 we neverfound a consensusatp = 1=2. One hasto

usesm alllattices,orpdi�erentfrom 1/2,to�nd allagentsattheend havingthesam eopinion.

Fig.1 shows how the num ber (am ong 800)ofsam ples without a consensus even after 10,000

tim estepsvarieswith latticesizeL and initialconcentration p;iftherewasa consensusitwas

in favouroftheinitialm ajority.(For7� L < 13also atp= 1=2rarecasesofa consensuswere

found.) Fig.2 showshow the p needed to geta consensusin halfthe casesvaried forvarying

lattice size;the problem isby de�nition sym m etric aboutp = 1=2,and only p < 1=2 isthus

plotted in our�gures.

Ofcourse,reality di�ersfrom a square lattice. Ifeverybody interactswith everybody else

equally,withoutregard ofa geom etricaldistance(Kobayashi2001),this\m ean �eld" problem

m ay besuited foranalyticalsolution ordescription by di�erentialequation.M orerealisticm ay

beanetwork wherea few agentshavelotsofneighbours,and m osthaveonly afew neighbours,

withouta sharp boundary between celebritiesand com m on folks(Albertand Barabasi2002).

Here an Ising m odelgave already an unusualphase transition (Aleksiejuk etal2002),and a

di�erentSznajd m odelwith m any possibleopinionsagreed with Brazilian election results.

Oursim ultaneousupdating correspondsto form alcom m itteem eetingsattim es�xed forall

participants,whilerandom sequentialupdating correspondsto inform alm eetingsofsubgroups

atvarioustim es. Oursim ulationsthen indicate thatinform alm eetingshave a higherchance

to lead to a consensus.

Ithank A.Iosselevitch forsuggesting thiswork and thesupercom putercenterin J�ulich for

tim eon theirCray-T3E.
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Figure1:Num ber,from 800 sam ples,ofcaseswhere stilla consensuswasreached,forL = 17

and 31.ForL = 101,301,and 1001 only 80 sam pleswere run and theresulting num bersthus

m ultiplied by 10.
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Figure2:Variation with L oftheinitialprobability forwhich in halfthecasesa consensuswas

reached.
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