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Abstract: In the consensus m odel w ith bounded con dence, studied by
De uantetal. (2000), two random ly selected pecple who di ernot toom uch
In their opinion both shift their opinions towards each other. N ow we restrict
this exchange of nform ation to people connected by a scale-free network. A's
a resul, the number ofdi erent nalopinions when no com plete consensus
is form ed) is proportional to the num ber of people.
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1 Introduction

Partially m otivated by a model of Axelrod [I], the m odel of D e uant et
al EZ.] sin ulates the building of a consensus, or the Jack of consensus, out
of many mnitially random opiions. O ther consensus m odels are those of
K rause and Hegselnann [J], Szna{ K] (bor a review see []), and G alam
[); they were summ arized recently in [}] and are part of sociophysics []
or sociodynam ics ], which belong to the wider eld of interdisciplinary
applications of statistical physics m ethods [2].

The D e uant m odel is the one where the largest num ber of peopl was
sinulated so far [7.] 50 that the statistics was best and this is the reason
why we selected this m odel for the present study. It assum es that every—
body can tak wih everybody else with the sam e probability, sin ilarly to
random graphs, but w ith sites living In the continuum . (So the m odelwas
not considered on random graphs in the sense of Erdos and Renyi [I(].) In
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this unrealistic lim it, analytical approxin ations work well f11]. T he opposite
Iim it of people restricted to a square lattice was also sim ulated, w ith interac—
tion between close neighbours (lke nearest neighbours) only, but m ay apply
better to trees in an orchard than to hum an beings. R eal social connections
may lie In between, with few people having lots of fidends and m any people
having few frdends to tak w ith. Everybody is still connected w ith everybody
but only indirectly over a short link of mutual frdends. The best studied
m odel for these types of connections are the scale-free netw orks of B arabasi
and A bert {12] where the num ber of people having k friends decays as 1=k>.

The e ect of network topologies on the dissem iation of culture {I] or on
the spreading of iInfom ation w illbe studied in fiture work [3].

T he next section de nes the two m odels, w ith directed and undirected
bonds In a BarabasiA bert network, whik section 3 gives the results and
section 4 the conclusions.

2 M odels

T he BarabasiA bert network startswih a snallnumberm @ = 3 In our
sim ulations) of sites (agents, peopl) all connected with each other. W e
variedm = 3 alotom = 2, 4 and 5 and observed sim ilar test results
for 100 runs each.) Then a large number N of additional sites is added as
follow s: Each new site selectsm of the already existing sites as friends, w ith
a probability proportional to the num ber of friends this already existing site
had before. W hen the new site A has selected an already existing site B as
frdend, this selection increases for both A and B the num ber of friends by
one. In the usualundirected B arabasiA bert m odel, Jater A can talk with B
and B can tak with A . In the sin pler directed version, A initiatesa talk w ith
B, but B initiates taks only wih those m people whom B had selected as
frdends. T hus in this directed version, everybody hasa uctuating number of
people connected w ith hin , but asks only one of exactly m peopl for advice
at a tin e, and these are the peopl the new site had sslected when pining
the network. (Onem ay think of a hierarchy of bosses and underlings.) For
the undirected case no such distinction between friends and people to tak
w ith is needed; the connection network of frdends then is constructed as in
[41.

O nce the network has been constructed, we start the consensus process
ofDe uant et al.. Everybody gets a random number S between zero and



one as Iniial opinion. Then for each iteration, every site A is updated once
by selecting random Iy one site B from the sites connected with A . In the
undirected case the selection is taken from allk sites who had selected A as
friend or whom A has selected as frdends. In the directed case the selection
ismade only from the m sites which A had selcted as fidends. If then
the opinions S, and Sy di er by m ore than a constant con dence bound
between zero and one, A and B refuse to discuss and do not change their
ophion. Therefore may be interpreted as a m easure for the tokrance of
people to other opinions. O therw ise both m ove closer to the position of the
otherby an amount = (S, Sg) wih = 03 in our sinulations, ie.
A takes the opinion Sp and B the opinion Sz + . The param eter
characterizes the exibility In changing the opinion. A ffer su ciently m any
fterations (unfortunately m uch m ore than the 10? in the \random " netw ork
R) no opinion moves by more than 2 10 8: a xed ponnt in the space
of opinions is approxim ated. (For di erent this an all value needs to be
adapted.) Hundred sam ples of this type were averaged over. T he opinions
are then placed in bins of width 10 ° and are counted by checking which
bins are occupied and do not have the lower neighbouring bin occupied. In
thisway, the totalnum ber of xed opinions is found. T he \directed" Fortran
program is available from the authors.

3 Resuls

Figure 1l show stheundirected and gure 2 thedirected case. For largerthan
about 04 a full consensus is reached; only one cpinion survives. For am aller
, o consensus is reached and the numberF of xed opinions ncreases w ith
decreasing . W hen the number N of people Increases, the F for anall
also increases / N for large N . This increase is the crucial di erence to the
random version w ithout B arabasiA bert restriction, when F is lndependent
ofN for largeN . Thusweplot In gures 1 and 2 the scaled exoess num ber

Fg = F 1N

versus 1= : In the random case In the sense of De uant et al. (W ithout
goeci ed network topology) F roughly equalled 1= , whilke now F N= .
T he ram aining m ild N -dependence of the scaled exoess num ber which is seen
In Figs. 1 and 2 is Interpreted asa nite size e ect getting weaker for larger
system sizesN , cf. the gures.



(opinions -1)/size from 100 runs at size = 100, 200, 500, 1000, 2000, 5000, 10000, 20000 from top
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Figurel: Scalkd excessnumberFi = F 1)=N ofdi erent opnions in the
undirected network, wih N between 100 and 20000 given in the headlne.

Figure 3 show s the enom ous uctuations in the num ber t. of terations
needed to reach the xed point, sin ilarly to the Snafdm odel §]. This feature
is understood from the fact that reaching a certain xed point, eg. that of
consensus, is a collective property ofthe N agents which cannot be cbtained
as an average over subsystem s. Values of such kind of collective quantities
may strongly uctuate lke those of ndividual ones, even forN ! 1 , ie.
they are not sslfaveraging. However, the behaviour near = 01 forN =
5000 is not understood.

4 Conclusions

O urocondition forthe con dencebound > 04 toallow a com plete consensus
is about the sam e on the BarabasiA bert network as it was In the usual
random case Q]. But when no consensus is form ed because < 04 is too
an all, then our number of di erent opinions is proportional to the number



(opinions -1)/size, directed, from 100 runs at N/1000 = .1, .2, .5, 1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50 from top to bottom
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Figure 2: Asin Figl, but for the directed case.

of people Involved and no longer size-independent. T his cbservation show s
that the choice of the links between the agentsm ay be crucial In studies of
socialbehaviour.
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Scattering of In(equilibration time) for N = 100 (+) and 5000 (x); 1000 and 100 runs; directed
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Figure 3: Fluctuations in the tine t. to reach xed points, n M onte C arlo
steps per site, r N = 100 and 5000 for the directed case. W e plot the
standard deviation ofthe logarithm ,de ned through 2=< (t)?> <
nt.>2.
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