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H ow to convince others ?

M onteCarlo sim ulationsoftheSznajd m odel
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A bstract

In theSznajd m odelof2000,a pairofneighbouring agentson a squarelattice convinces

itssix neighboursofthepairopinion ifand only ifthetwo agentsofthepairsharethesam e

opinion.Itdi�ersfrom otherconsensusm odelsofsociophysics(De�uantetal.,Hegselm ann

and K rause)by having integer opinionslike � 1 instead ofcontinuous opinions. The basic

resultsand theprogresssince thelastreview are sum m arized here.

1 Introduction

Theapplicationofcellularautom ata,Isingm odelsandothertoolsof(com putationalorstatistical)

physicshasalongtradition [1,2,3,4,5,6].Ofcourse,thinkinghum an beingsarenotenthusiastic

aboutbeing treated likea random ly ipping m agneticm om ent,sincethey form theiropinionsby

com plicated cognitive processes. Butto see generalpropertiesofm asspsychology,such sim ple

approxim ations m ay be realistic enough. Sim ilarly,conceiving a child is a very private a�air;

nevertheless from average birth ratesone can predictreasonably wellhow m any babies willbe

born next year in a large country. W hether Ism oke,drink or eatsteaks,hasinuence on m y

health and on m y tim e ofdeath;nevertheless,average m ortality rates are published in m any

countriesand werealready studied threecenturiesago by com etresearcherHalley.

M orerecently,starting perhapswith [7](see[8]forrecentsim ulationsand furtherliterature),

the\consensus\literaturetried to�nd outwhen (in acom putersim ulation)acom pleteconsensus

from initially diverging opinions em erges. De�uant et al[9](henceforth denoted as D,where

earlierpaperson thism odelare cited)and Hegselm ann and Krause (HK)[10]had opinionson

a continuousscale between �1 and 1,whiletheSznajd m odel[11](fora review see [12])m ostly

used thebinary choice�1 foropinions.

TheHK m odeland m ostother\voter"m odels[13]assum ethatevery agentisinuenced by its

neighboursorbyallotheragentsand takes,forexam ple,theopinion ofthem ajorityofthem ,orof

a weighted average,asitsown nextopinion.TheSznajd m odel,on theotherhand,assum esthat

every agenttriesto inuenceitsneighbours,withoutcaring aboutwhatthey think �rst.Thusin

theSznajd m odeltheinform ation owsoutward to theneighbourhood,asin infection orrum our
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Figure1: Can theEuropean Union everagreeon a jointforeign policy ? The �naldistribution

ofopinions in the m odelofDe�uant et alis shown for little tolerance against di�erent opin-

ions(+,fragm entation),interm ediate tolerance (�,two opposing cam ps)and high tolerance(�,

consensus).Notethatsom eextrem istopinionsalwaysrem ain.
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spreading,whilein m ostotherm odelstheinform ation owsinward from theneighbourhood.The

D m odelisin between:Twopeoplewhoexchangeopinionsm oveclosertogetherin theiropinions.

Them odelsofHK and D assum ethatonly peoplewhoseopinionsarealready closeto each other

can inuence each other: bounded con�dence. The results ofthese two m odelsare sim ilarbut

the D m odelis faster to sim ulate,up to 450 m illion agents by the present author,Fig.1. The

m ain resultisthata com plete consensusisreached ifthe intervalofopinionsoverwhich people

inuence each other is large enough,while for sm allsuch intervals at the end severaldistinct

opinionssurvive. Forthe D m odelthiscan also be seen from approxim ate analyticaltreatm ent

[14].

TheSznajd m odel,with only theopinions�1 allowed,alwaysleadsto a com pleteconsensus,

and thisrem ainstrueifQ > 2 di�erentopinionsareallowed and allopinionscan inuence each

other.W ith bounded con�dencein thesense thatopinion q can inuenceonly theneighbouring

opinionsq� 1,the results are sim ilar to those ofD and HK.Fullconsensus forQ up to three

butnotforlargerQ.However,theSznajd m odeltakesintoaccountthewell-known psychological

and politicalfactthat\united westand,divided wefall";only groupsofpeoplehaving thesam e

opinion,notdivided groups,can inuence theirneighbours.

In contrastto theotherconsensusm odels,theSznajd m odelaspublished thusfardealsonly

with com m unication between neighbours,notbetween everybody.Itisa\word-of-m outh"m odel.

2 M odels

To seeifa consensusem ergesoutofinitially di�erentopinions,allthreem odelsherestartwith a

random initialdistribution ofopinionsSi;i= 1;2;:::N ofN \people",whereSiisarealnum ber

(between 0 and 1)in theD [9]and HK [10]m odels,while itisan integerin theGalam [15]and

the Sznajd m odel[11].Only the basic D and HK versionsarereviewed here. Fortran program s

arelisted in [12]orgiven in theappendix.

2.1 D e�uant et al

In theD m odel[9],atevery M onteCarlo step a random ly selected pairi;k checksiftheopinions

Si and Sk di�erby lessthan a �xed param eter�. Ifno,nothing happens;ifyes,both opinions

m ovecloserto each otherby an am ount�jSi� Skj.In Fig.1,theweight� wastaken as0.3,and

� = 0:05;0:25 and 0.40 forlow,interm ediate and high toleranceofdissent.
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2.2 H egselm ann-K rause

Also in the HK m odel[10],the opinionsvary between 0 and 1. Ateach M onte Carlo step,one

random ly selected itakes the average opinion ofallother opinions Sk which di�er less than �

from Si.Becauseofthislargesum ,thesim ulation forlargenum bersN ofpeopleism uch slower

than in theD m odel;neverthelessthe�nalresultsarequitesim ilar,Fig.2 of[16].

2.3 G alam

TheGalam m odel[15]isnotreally aconsensusm odelsincedissentersareignored,notconvinced.

N = 4n people are divided into N =4 groups offour each,each group determ ining by m ajority

vote which oftwo possible opinions the single delegate ofthat group willsupport. Four such

delegates again select one representative by m ajority vote,foursuch representatives select one

councilm em ber,and so on,untilaftern such stepsofm ajority hierarchiesoneopinion represents

thewhole com m unity.In caseofa 2:2 tie,thestatusquo ispreserved,i.e.the governm entwins

over the opposition. Even ifin the initialrandom distribution ofopinions,the opposition has

a sizeable m ajority,atthe end the m inority governm entwins,also in the case ofm ore realistic

M onteCarlo sim ulationsorm odi�ed m odels[17].

2.4 Panic

Som e sort ofconsensus is also reached ifallpeople in a room on �re run to one oftwo exits,

leaving theotherexitunused.Thispanicisthelim iting caseofa sim ulation [18]using m olecular

dynam icstechniques,wherein generaleach person followspartlythem ajoritydirection and partly

his/herown judgem ent.

2.5 Sznajd

TheSznajd peopleusually siton latticesites,and a pairoftwo neighboursi;k having thesam e

opinion Si= Sk convincesallitsneighboursofthisopinion Si.Instead ofapair,alsoasinglesite,

ora plaquetteoffouragreeing neighbourshasbeen sim ulated [19,21]to convinceallneighbours.

3 B asic Sznajd R esults

The basic Sznajd m odelwith random sequentialupdating always leads to a consensus,even if

m orethan two opinionsareallowed orforhigherdim ensions.Ifinitially halfoftheopinionsare

+1 and the otherhalf�1,then atthe end halfofthe sam pleswillhave Si = +1 foralli,and

therem aining halfhave Si = �1 everywhere. A phase transition isoften observed asa function
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ofthe initialconcentration p ofup spinsSi = 1:Forp < 1=2 allsam plesend up with Si = �1,

and forp> 1=2 they allend up in theother�xed pointSi= +1,forlargeenough lattices.This

phase transition atpc = 1=2 doesnotexistin one dim ension [11]orwhen a single site (instead

ofa pairorplaquette)on the square lattice [19]already convincesitsneighbours. Picturesand

clusteranalysisofthedom ain form ation process[20,12]show strongsim ilarity with Isingm odels.

Thetim eneeded to reach a com pleteconsensusuctuateswidely and (in thecaseswerea phase

transition isfound)doesnotfollow a Gaussian orlog-norm aldistribution.Ifconvincing happens

only with a certain probability,then no com pleteconsensusisfound [11,21].A Ham iltonian-like

description seem s possible (only ?) in one dim ension [22]. The num ber ofpeople who never

changed theiropinion �rstdecayswith a poweroftim e,and then staysatasm allbut�nitevalue

[23],quitedi�erentfrom Ising m odels.See[24]foran econom icapplication.

4 Sznajd M odi�cations

Switching from the square to the triangularora diluted lattice doesnotchange the qualitative

results[25,26].Elgazzar[27]and Schulze [28]lefttheword-of-m outh lim itofnearest-neighbour

interactionsand looked atlongerrangesofinteraction,using a \sm allworld" network [27]ora

power-law force [28]. Ifthe probability to convince othersdecayswith a powerofthe distance,

the phase transition rem ainsin the usualcase (when a pairisneeded to convince neighbours),

butno phase transition appearsin the sim plercase ofa single site being able to convince [28].

In contrast,theIsing m odelm ay show a transition forpower-law decay ofinteractionseven iffor

nearestneighboursin onedim ension no transition occurs.

Schulze also sim ulated a \ghostsite" connected to allnorm alsiteson thesquare lattice[29];

thisghostsiteconvinceseach norm alsiteoftheghostopinion with a sm allprobability.In m ar-

keting,thisprobability correspondstotheinuenceofadvertising,e.g.through TV com m ercials.

The largerthe lattice isthe sm alleristhe am ountofadvertising needed to convince the whole

m arket.

A di�erentsubjectis\frustration":W hatshould Ido ifm y neighboursto thelefttellm eto

vote for +1,and those to the right tellm e to vote for�1 ? Forthe usualrandom sequential

updatingIfollow �rsttheopinion ofwhich Iam convinced �rst,and laterIfollow theoneofwhich

Iam convinced later: no problem . Butifsim ultaneousupdating isused,then Iam frustrated,

Ido notknow whom to follow,and thusdo notchange m y opinion.In thiscase,a consensusis

di�cultin sm alllatticesand im possiblein big ones[30].(Ourintroduction ism ostly taken from

there.) These di�culties are partially reduced ifIam lessobedientto authority and in case of

conicting advicefollow m y own opinion,de�ned asthem ajority opinion in m y own pastvoting

record [31]. The blocking e�ectoffrustration isalso rem oved by a sm allam ountofnoise [31],

when peoplewith alow probability donotfollow theaboverule.Then aftersu�ciently longtim e
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a nearly com pleteconsensusisfound.

Talkingaboutvoting,theresultsofBrazilian elections(distribution ofnum berofvotesam ong

m any candidates)were reproduced quite wellifthe Sznajd m odelwith m any di�erentopinions

(instead ofonly �1) is put on a Barab�asi-Albert network [20,32]. Ifthe Sznajd dynam ics is

sim ultaneoustothegrowth ofthisnetwork,com pleteconsensusnolongerispossible[33].On the

squarelattice,ifonly Q = 4or5partiesaresim ulated [34,33]with bounded con�dence,even-odd

oscillationsasafunction oftheopinion num berm ay appearatinterm ediatetim es,with thee�ect

thattheparty which wason second placehalfway through theconvicing processendsup with no

votes,justasthe fourth-ranked party,while the third-ranked party atthe end stillhasa sm all

num beroffollowers.Also,bounded con�dencem akesitdi�cultto reach a consensusfora large

num berQ ofparties[34].

Returning to one dim ension,Behera and Schweitzer showed that num erically their Sznajd

resultscannotbe distinguished from a probabilistic voterm odelwith interactionsfrom nearest

and next-nearestneighbours[35].

5 Sum m ary

In its�rstthreeyears,theSznajd m odel[11],�rstrejected by Phys.Rev.Letters,found followers

in fourcontinents. Som e ofitsresultsare Ising like,othersare not. M ore sociologicalnum bers

than only Brazilian electionswould beniceforcom parison.

Thanksto F.P�utsch and A.O.Sousa forcom m entson them anuscript.

6 A ppendix: Sznajd C hain and Program s

In one dim ension one can see withoutcom putersim ulationswhy an initialrandom distribution

ofvotes(which isnotup-down periodiceverywherelikean antiferrom agnet)resultsin acom plete

consensus. Aftersom e tim e large dom ainsof+ and � areform ed,with dom ain boundarieslike

+ + + + � � ��. Ifthe righm ostpluspairin thispicture isselected,itconvincesthe leftm ost

m inus to becom e plus,and the boundary isshifted to the right. Ifinstead the leftm ostm inus

pairisselected,itshiftsthe boundary to the left. Thusthe boundariesundergo a random walk

untilthey annihilateeach otherorareannihilated atthetwo sam pleends.An interm ediatestep

ofthisannihilation processarecon�gurationslike+ + + + � + ++ or+ + � + � + ��.Herethe

innerm ixed region cannotexpand sincein contrastto Ising m odelsonly adjacentpairsconvince;

buttheinnerregion can shrink toannihilation when theouterpairsareselected toconvincetheir

neighbours. Thus allboundaries �nally vanish and we arrive at a com plete consensus. These

argum entsapply also to m ore than two opinions,while sim ulationsshow thisbehaviouralso in
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Figure2: Variation ofthem agnetization,thedi�erencebetween thetwoopinions,in ten separate

runsofa413 Sznajd latticewith neighborsin agreem entconvincing their18neighbours.Thetwo

horizontallinesindicatecom pleteconsensus.(Forlargerlatticesand higherdim ensionsblocking

cannotbeexcluded becauseoftheenorm ousuctuationsseen in this�gure.)

higher dim ensions,Fig.2,in not too large lattices. Sim ple program s for D and HK are listed

below.
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parameter(n=200,max=30,iseed=1,eps=0.4,weight=0.3)

c Deffuant et al consensus (Weisbuch’s C program)

c s(i)=opinion of agent i; n=number of agents

dimension s(n)

print *, n, eps, max, iseed

ibm=2*iseed-1

factor=1.0d0/2147483648.0d0

do 1 i=1,n

ibm=ibm*16807

1 s(i)=iabs(ibm)*factor

do 2 iter=1,max

do 3 i=1,n

4 ibm=ibm*16807

j=1+(ibm*factor+0.5)*n

if(j.le.0.or.j.gt.n) goto 4

if(abs(s(i)-s(j)).gt.eps) goto 3

shift=weight*(s(j)-s(i))

s(i)=s(i)+shift

s(j)=s(j)-shift

3 print *, iter, s(i)

2 continue

stop

end

parameter(n=200 ,eps=0.40,max=10,iseed=1)

c Hegselmann-Krause consensus with sequential updating

c s(i) = opinion of agent i, n = number of agents

dimension s(n)

print *, n,eps,max,iseed

ibm=2*iseed-1

factor=1.0d0/2147483648.0d0

do 1 i=1,n

ibm=ibm*16807

1 s(i)=iabs(ibm)*factor

do 2 iter=1,max

do 3 i=1,n

sum=0.0

8



neighb=0

si=s(i)

do 4 j=1,n

if(abs(s(j)-si).gt.eps) goto 4

sum=sum+s(j)

neighb=neighb+1

4 continue

s(i)=sum/neighb

3 print *, iter, s(i)

2 continue

stop

end
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