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Abstract: Check ifwe need one

Introduction:

P hysicists since a long tin e have tried to apply their skills to elds outside physics, w ith
m ore or less success. Eoonophysics is a big fashion at present, though partly based on the
w rong belief that econom ists did not m ake em pirical observations of nancialm arkets orm ade
no M onte Carlo sinulations where rational judgem ent is replaced by random decisions. A 1lso
Frederick Soddy ventured into econom ics after his 1921 N obel prize in chem istry. Q uantum
m echanics co-nventor Erw in Schrodinger m ore than half a century ago wrote a book asking
\W hat is life ?", Jong before today’s Interests in biophysics and bioinform atics. Sociophysics
has been around for at least three decades, with or without that name {I, 2, 3, 4]. The
present review summ arizes som e of the m ore recent sin ulations in sociophysics and is clearly
biased by the personal preferences and experience of its author. In June 2002, I visited the

rst conference devoted only to Sociophysics, organized by F . Schweitzer and K G . Treutsch,
www.ais.fhg.de/ frank/. W e ignore here car tra c sinulations B, 6], scale-free networks
[1], social percolation 8] and active B rownian particles [§] shce they were reviewed recently.
Instead we ook at them odels of Bonabeau et al 10], Szna# [11]and sin ilar consensus m odels
12, 13]. W e concentrate on sin plke m odels which take about one page of Fortran program ,
availablk from stauffer@thp.uni-koeln.de. W e thus update sin ilar sum m aries published
before 14, 15].

H jerarchies:

How oom e som eone is bom into nobility, and others are m em bers of the proltariat. Som e
scientists are given tenure, and others have to leave academ ia T he elites of all countries and all
tin eshasalvays som e explanations, like the G race ofG od having them put into the upper kvels
of society. Statistical P hysicists, of course, assum e these hierarchies to arise from random ness.

(T he illusion that everything is random is a professional disease "m orous Bolzm ann" am ong
these physicists, just as silicosis = black lung a ects m ine corkers.)

Ifnobility is connected w ith ow nership ofthe Jand, then it cannot develop easily In a nom adic
society, whilk sedentary societies m ay have ground property. The peasants then can becom e
slaves of the nobility ow ning the piece of territory on which the peasants work. T hus sedentary
societies with agricultural elds may develop stronger hierarchies than nom adic tribes w ith
just a few light goods to be carried around. The H ollywood m ovie \D ances w ith W olves" is an
exam ple how the industrialized world m ay in agine beautifiil nom adic paradise to have been.
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The problem therefore is to develop a m odel giving rise to strong hierarchies at high popu-
lation densities and weak hierarchies at low population densities. Such a m odel, w ith a sharp
rst-order phase transition at som e critical density, was proposed by Bonabeau et al {10] and
llow ed-up by others [1§,19]. People di use on a square lattice to nearest neighbours M argit—
taiN eum ann neighbourhood, not M oore neighbourhood) . W hen one person tries tom ove to a
place already occupied by another person, the two have a ght, the w Inner takes the contested
place, and the loser m oves to (or stays at) the other place. Initially, the probability to win or
Jose is 50 percent. But after som e tin €, m em ordes of past ghts and their outoom es accum ulate
and are stored in the history h (i) for each person i, where h is the num ber of victories m inus
the num ber of defeats of this person. A fter each iteration, h is dim Inished by, say, 10 percent
of its current value to take into acoount that m em ordes fade aw ay.

Distribution of q values during last of 1000 MCS/site; 100x100, density 0.4 (dots) and 0.3 (line)
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Figure 1: Inequalities in the B onabeau m odel, fordensity 0.4. T he straight line sym bolizes the
absence ofhierarchies (@llg= 1=2) forthe lowerdensity 0.3. O nly at the higher density do the
probabilties g to win a ght concentrate on new very low and very high values.

T he probability g for 1 to win against k is assum ed as

g= 1=0+ep( hk) h@)



like a Fem i function: M ore victories in the past m ean a higher chance towin now . Here , the
Inverse w idth ofthe transition at Femm ilevel, isthe m s uctuation in the w Inning probabilities:

= K> <g>?)? @)

and thus is zero ifeverybody isequal (= 1=2), and is l=p 6 ifthe values for q are distributed
hom ogeneously between zero and unity. Thus m easuresthe nequality In this society. And this
nequality reenters into the probabilities to w In and lose, thus enhancing existing inequalities.
Forthe rstten M onte Carlo stepspersite, = 1 to allow a build-up of hierarchies.)

The sin ulations show eithera going after som e initial positive values rapidly to zero w ith
tin e (density below 32 percent), ora staying at or above 025 for density above 32 percent.
This rst-order phase transition actually has a com plicated history {0, 18, 19], and only the
present status is summ arized here. Figl show s the distrdoution of g values near the end of a
sim ulation with and w ithout hierarcy.

Even In a strongly hierarchical society, revolutions can happen, and then a new hierarchy
buidsup. T hus averaging for one Individual over very long tin e would give an average w Inning
probability q near 1/2, for all pecple. The proper way to distinguish between hierarchical
and non-hierarchical societies is thus the above snapshot m ethod, where the nequality is
detem ined from allg values at one given m om ent, via eq.(2).

F . Schweiltzer, private com m unication, has criticized the symm etry built into this m odel,
w here the probability to belong to the leaders (high q) is the sam e as the one to belong to the
followers (low g). A monarchy needs one king w ith m any sub gcts. This is only one ofm any
questions which are still open for further m odelling.

Consensus:

A dem ocracy needs both a stable governm ent and a viable opposition. But for a selection
com ittee trying to 1la professorposition at the university it ismuch nicer if nally a consensus
isestablished about who are the best candidates. T hus consensusm ay be a good or a bad thing,
depending on the application. T his section dealsw ith som e m odels of opinion form ation where,
depending on details, a com plkte consensus is or is not found RQ].

Im agine that the possibl opinions of a large sst of peoplke 1= 1;2;:::;N are described by
a realnumber S between zero and unity; it politics this correponds to the traditional left—right
classi cation. Now these pecpk tak to each other and try to convince each other of their
opinions. Nom ally people w ith vastly di erent opinionsw illnot agree on any com prom ise but
when the opinions are sin ular then a com prom ise ispossible. For exam ple, if two peopl iand
k have sin ilar opinions S; and Sy such that theirdi erence $§; Sy jisanallerthan some an all
limi ("bounded con dence"), then a reasonable com prom ise is that both accept the average
(Si+ Syx)=2 astheirnew opinions. This rul can be generalized to several people agreeing w ithin

w ith opinion S;, or to a vector of several opinion variables per person, nstead of m erely one
si L3, 12].



W ith simultaneous updating of 625 mnitially random opinions, [[3] found dozens of nal
opihionsfor = 0:01,two opihions ("polarization") for = 0:15, and one opinion ("consensus")
for = 025. Thus, the m ore tokrant peoplk are, the higher is the chance for consensus,
certainly a plausbl result show ng that the m odel is reasonable. Sin ilar results were found
by the French group [12], giving about 1=(2 ) di erent nalopinions in a sim ilar m odel. In
both cases, everybody could Interact w ith everybody, lke at a lTong conference reception where
nobody can sit and thus everybody walks around a lot.

In the opposite extram e, people site on a lattice and tak only w ith their nearest neighbours.
And In between isthe case of slow di usion when after every chat w ith a neighbour everybody
tries to m ove to an em pty neighbour place, sin ilar to {]. Computationally it is sinpler to
m odel opinions as discrete Integers S = 1;2;3; :::q such that only neighbouring opinionsS 1
can In uence opinion S. Thus geom etric space is a square lattice, and opinion space is a
one-dim ensional chain. The rolk of the previous param eter isnow played by 1=q.

T his discrete dynam ics was used In particular for the Sznaf model {11,] where, however,
opinion S; isnot in uenced by its neighbours (as in Ising m odels {1}, 31), but nstead i n uence
them . Thus in a sin ple version, one site i forces its opinion S; onto allthose nearest neighbours
on the lattice which have the opnion S; 1. Infom ation thus ows from Inside out, instead
ofthe usual infom ation ow from outside inwards. T he peopl are now m ore lke m issionaries
trying to convince others, not negotiators looking for a com prom ise or opportunists accepting
the m a prity opinion of their neighbours (voter m odels).

M ost of the ressarch on Szna{ m odels uses, however, the origihal principle of "united
we stand, divided we 211". Then two neighbours with the sam e opinion convince their six
neighbours on the square lattice. If the two people In the m iddle have divided opinions, they
do not convince anybody. Sin ilarly, the children obey perhaps their parents of both parents
agree w ith each other; ifm other says som ething di erent from father, the children arem ore free
to do what they want. Thism odel, which has also been sinulated in one and three din ensions
as well as on the triangular lattice, always leads to a consensus when g = 2, ie. when all
ophions are sin ilar to each other n the sense of the above S 1 mule. (Ifwe allow g > 2
and relax the bounded con dence restriction S 1 by lktting a pair convince all neighbours
rrepective of the di erence In opinion, then again always a consensus is found.) Since the
Sznaf m odelwas reviewed in [[6]we now summ arize m ainly the m ore recent resuls.

The di erence between sim ultaneous and random sequentialupdating ofopinions [13, 12] is
quite crucial for the Sznad m odel P1]. If sin ultaneously two pairs of neighbours tellm e that T
should vote the way they want, and these tw o pairs have di erent opinions, then Tam frustrated
and do not change my opinion. This frustration e ect m akes a consensus very di cult, one
needs a very large initialm a prity f©or one opinion to nd a consensus for this opmnion = 2,
square lattice). Thus form al comm itee m estings have less chance of sucoess than inform al
enocounters spread over a longer tin e interval.



W hat ifthe Szna{ agents di use slow Iy on a half- lled square lattice under bounded con-
dence, ie. S convinces only S 1, with g > 2 opiions. For g = 5, usually m ost people
at the end w ill have adopted the centrist opinion 3, som e the extram ist opnions 1 and 5, but
opinions 2 and 4 have died out com pktely. M ore interesting are g = 4 opiions: One of the
m ore centrist opinions, like 2, wins over nearly everybody at the end, after having eaten up
all neighbouring opinions 1 and 3. A an all opposition of opinion 4 usually rem ains keft. Thus
if you want to stay with the w Inner, ocbserve the evolution of votes: The one who is leading
halfway through the race w ill get m ost votes at the end, the one who is on second place at
halftim e w ill get nothing, whik the third- ranked opinion has a an all set of ollowers at the
end. T he Purth-ranked opinion diesout soon. Fig2 show stwo typicalexam pleson a 101 101
square lattice, wih 4 and 5 opinions. For clarity the opinions in the g= 4 case are plotted
notatl,2,3,4butat15,25,35 and 4.5; the 39 votes at 4.5 are barely visbl on this scalk.)

Final votes for g opinions in 101 x 101 Sznajd lattice; q = 4 (left peak) and g=5 (right peak)
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Figure 2: Final distrdoution of votes forg= 4 (solid line, x) and g= 5 (dashed lne, +) on a
half- Iled 101 101 Szna{ lattice. For g= 4 the opinions are shifted to the right by 1/2 for
clarty.

Thus far opinions were exchanged only am ong neighbours. There are, however, also m ass
m edia which try to in uence us through advertising. This can be sinulated R2] by assum ing



for g = 2 that at every iteration after the exchange w ith neighbours every person is Joped
Into ophion 1, ifopinion 1 is the one which advertises. Then for large lattices already a sm all
am ount of advertising is su cient to convince the whole square lhttice, if nitially the two
opinions were shared equally often.

P hysicists ke to have a Ham iltonian (usually m eaning jist energy) for their m odels; for
Szna this was achieved only in one din ension R3]. Physicists also are accustom ed that long
range foroces proportional to 1/distance® facilitate phase transitions. The Szna{ m odel w ith
Interactions only between nearest neighbours on the square lattice has such a phase transition
for g= 2: That ophion which initially has a tiny m a prty, at the end gets all votes. The
introduction of Iong-range orces P4] does not change this; n fact, z = 1 seem s to m ake the
transition less pronounced than z = 4.

Summ ary:

In the above exam pls, the whole hum an being is reduced to a sinplk number, which
represents her opnion (consensus m odels) or his history (hierarchies). This is, of courss, a
great sin pli cation, and cognitive scientists m ay dislke it. A ctually, m ore com plicated m odels
ofhum an behaviour have been sin ulated extensively as neural networks, and one could apply
these neural netw ork techniques onto the above m odels: D oes a person recognize beforea ght
the enam y through associative m em ory ? How much extemal in uence is needed to m ove from
one intrinsic xed point ofthe neuralnetw ork to another and thus to change opnion (consensus
m odels). T he above m odels ignore these details jist asK epler’s law s how the E arth circles the
Sun ignore the whol structure of the Earth. C kearly, the Earth is not ponnt-like, K epler knew
that, and geographers endanger their em ploym ent if they treat the Earth asa point m ass. But
for the purpose of describbing celestian m otions, the m odel of a point-like Earth is good and
Jead to the developm ent of theoretical m echanics by N ew ton and others later.

Hum ans, in contrast to the E arth, should have intelligence and thus the above analogy w ith
the Earth m ay be happropriate. W e m ake our own decision whether we an oke, drink beer, or
go on a diet; and all these decisions m ay in uence our health and age of death. C learly, we
do not m ake these decisions random 7. N evertheless, averaged over a Jarge population, experts
have constructed life tables, which entered Into health and life lnsurance busihess and seam to
work reasonably even though they assum e hum ans asdying random ly. The rst life tableswere
constructed centuries ago by Halley, forwhom a fam ous "com et" isnam ed. In a sin ilar sense,
the above com puter sin ulations m ay give us Infom ation on averages over m any people, but
not the fate of one speci ¢ person. For exam ple, the Sznad m odel was used to sinulate the
distrdoution of votes am ong candidates in B razilian elections in general, but could not predict
how m any votes one nam ed candidate in one speci c election got.

I hope this an all selection of exam ples encourages the readers to enter this eld and to
Invent their own sim ulation m odels. T hanks are due to A .M aksym ow icz and K . Kulalkow ski
of AGH in K rakow, Poland for hosoitality when this review was drafted there.
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