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A bstract

In the Szna m odel of 2000, a pair of neighbouring agents on a square lattice convinces
its six neighbours of the pair opinion ifand only ifthe two agents of the pair share the sam e
opinion. Tt di ers from other consensusm odels of sociophysics O e uant et al.,, H egseln ann
and K rause) by having integer opinions lke 1 instead of continuous opinions. T he basic
results and the progress since the Jast review are sum m arized here.

1 Introduction

T he application of cellilar autom ata, Isingm odels and othertoolsof (com putationalor statistical)

physicshasa long tradition [Ij,2,3,4,3,'6]. O focourse, thinking hum an beings are not enthusiastic
about being treated lke a random Iy jpping m agnetic m om ent, since they form their opinionsby
com plicated cognitive processes. But to see general properties of m ass psychology, such simpl
approxin ations m ay be realistic enough. Sim ilarly, conceiving a child is a very private a air;
nevertheless from average birth rates one can predict reasonably well how m any babies w ill be
bom next year in a lJarge country. W hether I an oke, drink or eat steaks, has In uence on my
health and on my tin e of death; nevertheless, average m ortality rates are published in m any
countries and were already studied three centuries ago by com et researcher H alley.

M ore recently, starting perhapsw ith 1] (sse B] for recent sin ulations and further literature),
the \consensus\ literature tried to nd outwhen (in a com puter sim ulation) a com plete consensus
from initially diverging opinions emerges. De uant et al B] henceforth denoted as D, where
earlier papers on this m odel are cited) and Hegseln ann and K rause HK) [10] had opinions on
a continuous scale between 1 and 1, while the Sznaf m odel {[1] (ora review see 12]) m ostly
used the binary choice 1 for opinions.

TheHK m odeland m ost other \voter" m odels [13] assum e that every agent is In uenced by its
neighbours orby allother agents and takes, for exam ple, the opinion ofthem a prity ofthem , orof
a weighted average, as its own next opinion. The Szna{ m odel, on the other hand, assum es that
every agent tries to in uence its neighbours, w ithout caring about what they think rst. Thus in
the Sznad m odel the Infom ation ow s outward to the neighbourhood, as in infection or rum our
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Model of Deffuant et al, with little (+), intermediate (x) and high (*) confidence bounds
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Figure 1: Can the European Union ever agree on a pint foreign policy ? The naldistribution

of opinions In the model of De uant et al is shown for little tolerance against di erent opin—

jons (+, fragm entation), interm ediate tolkerance ( , two opposing cam ps) and high tolkrance ( ,
consensus) . N ote that som e extram ist ophions always rem ain.



soreading, whilke in m ost otherm odels the nform ation ow s nward from the neighbourhood. T he
D modelis in between: T wo people who exchange opinionsm ove closer together in their opinions.
Themodelsof HK and D assum e that only people whose opinions are already close to each other
can In uence each other: bounded con dence. The results of these two m odels are sim ilar but
the D m odel is faster to simulate, up to 450 m illion agents by the present author, Figl. The
m ain resul is that a com plete consensus is reached if the interval of opinions over which peoplk
In uence each other is Jarge enough, whik for an all such intervals at the end several distinct
opinions survive. For the D m odel this can also be seen from approxin ate analytical treatm ent
[4).

The Szna§ m odel, w ith only the opinions 1 allowed, always lads to a com plete consensus,
and this rem ains true ifQ > 2 di erent opinions are allowed and all opinions can In uence each
other. W ith bounded con dence in the sense that opinion g can In uence only the neighbouring
ophhions g 1, the results are sin ilar to those of D and HK . Full consensus for Q up to three
but not for larger Q . H owever, the Szna i m odeltakes Into acoount the wellkknow n psychological
and political fact that \united we stand, divided we 211"; only groups of people having the sam e
opinion, not divided groups, can In uence their neighbours.

In contrast to the other consensus m odels, the Sznad m odel as published thus far deals only
w ith com m unication betw een neighbours, not between everybody. Ik isa \word-ofm outh" m odel.

2 M odels

To see ifa consensus em erges out of nitially di erent opinions, all three m odels here start w ith a
random initialdistribution ofopinions S;; i= 1;2;:::N ofN \peopk",where S; isa realnum ber
(between 0 and 1) in theD @land HK [L0]m odels, whik it is an integer in the Galam [15] and
the Sznaf model {11]. Only the basic D and HK versions are reviewed here. Fortran program s
are listed in {12] or given in the appendix.

21 De uantetal

In theD model ], at every M onte C arlo step a random ly selected pair i;k checks ifthe opinions

S; and Sy dierby lssthan a xed param eter . If no, nothing happens; if yes, both opinions

m ove closer to each otherby an amount H; SyJ In Figl, theweight wastaken as03, and
= 0:05;025 and 040 for Iow, intermm ediate and high tolerance of dissent.



2.2 Hegselm ann-K rause

Al in the HK model {1J], the opinions vary between 0 and 1. At each M onte Carlo step, one
random Iy selected i takes the average opinion of all other opinions Sy which di er lss than
from S;. Because of this large sum , the sinulation for lJarge numbers N ofpeople ismuch slower
than in the D m odel; nevertheless the nalresults are quite sin ilar, Fig. 2 of [14].

23 Galam

The Galam m odel [[] isnot really a consensusm odel since dissenters are ignored, not convinced.
N = 4" peopl are divided into N =4 groups of four each, each group determ ining by m a priy
vote which of two possibl opinions the single delegate of that group w ill support. Four such
delegates again select one representative by m a prity vote, four such representatives select one
councilm em ber, and so on, untilafter n such steps ofm a prity hierarchies one opinion represents
the whole community. In case of a 22 tie, the status quo is preserved, ie. the govemm ent w ins
over the opposition. Even if n the iniial random distrdbution of opinions, the opposition has
a sizeable m aprity, at the end the m inority govermm ent w ins, also in the case of m ore realistic
M onte Carlb sinulations orm odi ed m odels {17].

24 Panic

Som e sort of consensus is also reached if all people n a room on re run to one of two exits,
leaving the other exit unused. T his panic is the lim iting case of a sin ulation {{8] using m olecular
dynam ics technigues, w here In generaleach person follow spartly them a prity direction and partly
his/her own judgem ent.

2.5 Sznad

The Szna{ peopk usually sit on lattice sites, and a pair of two neighbours i;k having the sam e
opinion S; = Sy convinces all its neighbours ofthis opinion S;. Instead ofa pair, also a singk site,
or a plaquette of ur agreeing neighbours hasbeen simulated 14, 21]to convince all neighbours.

3 Basic Sznad Resuls

The basic Szna§{ m odel w ith random sequential updating always lads to a consensus, even if
m ore than two opinions are allowed or for higher din ensions. If initially half of the opinions are
+ 1 and the other half 1, then at the end half of the samples willhave S; = + 1 for all i, and
the ram aining halfhave S; = 1 everywhere. A phase transition is often observed as a function



of the niial concentration p ofup spins S; = 1l: Forp < 1=2 allsamplksend up wih S;= 1,
and forp > 1=2 they allend up in the other xed point S; = + 1, for Jarge enough lattices. This
phase transition at p. = 1=2 does not exist in one dim ension {I'1] or when a singlke site (instead
of a pair or plaquette) on the square Jattice {19] already convinces its neighbours. P ictures and
cluster analysis of the dom ain form ation process R0, 14] show strong sin ilarity w ith Ising m odels.
T he tin e needed to reach a com plkte consensus uctuates w idely and (in the cases were a phase
transition is found) does not ollow a G aussian or log-nom aldistrioution. If convincing happens
only with a certain probability, then no com plete consensus is found {I1,21]. A Ham itonian-lke
description seem s possible (only ?) in one dimnension P2]. The number of people who never
changed their opinion st decaysw ith a power oftin e, and then staysat a sm allbut nite value
R3], quite di erent from Ising m odels. See P4] for an econom ic application.

4 Sznajd M odi cations

Sw itching from the square to the triangular or a diluted lattice does not change the qualitative
results P§, 26]. E gazzar R7] and Schulze R8] kft the word-ofm outh lin it of nearest-neighbour
interactions and looked at longer ranges of interaction, using a \an allworld" network R7]or a
powerdaw force R§]. If the probability to convince others decays w ith a power of the distance,
the phase transition rem ains In the usual case when a pair is needed to convince neighbours),
but no phase transition appears in the sinpler case of a singlke site being abl to convince P§].
In contrast, the Isihg m odelm ay show a transition for power-Jdaw decay of Interactions even if for
nearest neighbours in one dim ension no transition occurs.

Schulze also sinulated a \ghost site" connected to allnom al sites on the square Jattice R9J;
this ghost site convinces each nom al site of the ghost opinion w ith a an all probability. In m ar-
keting, this probability corresponds to the in uence of advertising, eg. through TV comm ercials.
T he larger the Jattice is the an aller is the am ount of advertising needed to convince the whole
m arket.

A di erent sub gct is \frustration": W hat should I do ifmy neighbours to the keft tellm e to
vote for + 1, and those to the right tellme to vote for 1 ? For the usual random sequential
updating I follow rstthe opinion ofwhich Tam convinced rst, and later I ollow the one ofwhich
I am oconvinced later: no problem . But if sin ultaneous updating is used, then I am frustrated,
Ido not know whom to follow, and thus do not change my opinion. In this case, a consensus is
di cul in sm all Jattices and in possble in big ones B0]. © ur introduction ism ostly taken from
there.) These di culies are partially reduced if T am less obedient to authority and In case of
con icting advice follow my own opinion, de ned asthem a prity opinion in my own past voting
record B1]. The blocking e ect of frustration is also rem oved by a sn all am ount of noise [81],
when people w ith a Jow probability do not follow the above rule. Then after su ciently long tim e



a nearly com plete consensus is found.

Talking about voting, the results of B razilian elections (distrdoution ofnum ber of votes am ong
m any candidates) were reproduced quite well if the Szna m odel w ith m any di erent opinions
(instead of only 1) is put on a BarabasiA bert network R0, 32]. If the Szna{ dynam ics is
sin ulraneous to the grow th ofthis netw ork, com plete consensus no Jonger is possble B3]. On the
square httice, ifonly Q = 4 or5 partiesare sinulated 34,33]w ith bounded con dence, even-odd
oscillations as a function ofthe opinion numberm ay appear at Intermm ediate tin es, w ith the e ect
that the party which was on second place halfway through the convicing process ends up w ith no
votes, Just as the fourth-ranked party, whilke the thirdranked party at the end stillhas a an all
num ber of ollowers. A 1so, bounded con dence m akes it di cult to reach a consensus for a large
number Q ofparties 34].

Retuming to one din ension, Behera and Schweitzer showed that num erically their Szna
results cannot be distinguished from a probabilistic voter m odel w ith Interactions from nearest
and next-nearest neighbours B5].

5 Summ ary

In its rst three years, the Sznafdm odel [11}], rst rejcted by Phys. Rev. Letters, found ollowers
In our continents. Som e of its results are Ising lke, others are not. M ore sociological num bers
than only B razilian elections would be nice for com parison.

Thanksto F.Putsch and A .0 . Sousa for com m ents on the m anuscript.

6 Appendix: Sznad Chain and P rogram s

In one din ension one can see w ithout com puter sin ulations why an initial random distribution
ofvotes which isnot up-down periodic everyw here like an antiferrom agnet) results in a com plete
consensus. A fter som e tin e lJarge dom ains of + and  are form ed, w ith dom ain boundaries lke
+ + + + . If the righm ost plus pair in this picture is selected, it convinces the lefim ost
m Inus to becom e plus, and the boundary is shifted to the right. If nstead the lflm ost m inus
pair is selected, it shifts the boundary to the kft. T hus the boundares undergo a random walk
until they annihilate each other or are annihilated at the two sam pl ends. An Intem ediate step
ofthis annihilation process are con gurations like+ + ++ + ++ or++ + + . Here the
Innerm ixed region cannot expand since in contrast to Ising m odels only ad gpcent pairs convince;
but the iInner region can shrink to anniilation when the outer pairs are selected to convince their
neighbours. Thus all boundaries nally vanish and we arrive at a com plkte consensus. These
argum ents apply also to m ore than two opinions, while sim ulations show this behaviour also In



Three-dimensional Sznajd model with 4173 sites. Time in Monte Carlo steps per site
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Figure2: Variation ofthem agnetization, the di erence between the two opinions, In ten ssparate
runs ofa 41° Szna§ Jattice w ith neighbors in agreem ent convincing their 18 neighbours. The two
horizontal Ines ndicate com plkte consensus. For larger lattices and higher dim ensions blodking
cannot be excluded because of the enom ous uctuations seen in this gure.)

higher dim ensions, Fig2, in not too large lhattices. Sinplk program s ©or D and HK are listed
below .



parameter (n=200, max=30, iseed=1, eps=0.4, weight=0.3)
Deffuant et al consensus (Weisbuch’s C program)
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
ilm=ilbm*16807
s (i) =iabs (ilbm) *factor
do 2 iter=1l,max
do 3 i=1,n
ilm=ilm*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
print *, iter, s(i)
continue
stop
end

parameter (n=200 ,eps=0.40,max=10, iseed=1)
Hegselmann—-Krause consensus with sequential updating
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
s (i) =iabs (ilbm) *factor
do 2 iter=l,max
do 3 i=1,n
sum=0.0



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+l

4 continue
s (i) =sum/neighb
3 print *, iter, s(i)
2 continue
stop
end
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