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Abstract: In the consensus m odelwith bounded con�dence,studied by

De�uantetal.(2000),tworandom ly selected peoplewhodi�ernottoom uch

in theiropinion both shifttheiropinionstowardseach other.Now werestrict

thisexchangeofinform ation topeopleconnected by ascale-freenetwork.As

a result,thenum berofdi�erent�nalopinions(when no com pleteconsensus

isform ed)isproportionalto thenum berofpeople.

Keywords: Scale free networks, sociophysics, opinion form ation, Axelrod

m odel.

1 Introduction

Partially m otivated by a m odelofAxelrod [1],the m odelofDe�uant et

al. [2]sim ulates the building ofa consensus,orthe lack ofconsensus,out

ofm any initially random opinions. Other consensus m odels are those of

Krause and Hegselm ann [3],Sznajd [4](for a review see [5]),and Galam

[6];they were sum m arized recently in [7]and are part ofsociophysics [6]

or sociodynam ics [8], which belong to the wider �eld of interdisciplinary

applicationsofstatisticalphysicsm ethods[9].

The De�uantm odelisthe one where the largestnum ber ofpeople was

sim ulated so far [7]so that the statistics was best and this is the reason

why we selected this m odelfor the present study. It assum es that every-

body can talk with everybody else with the sam e probability,sim ilarly to

random graphs,butwith sitesliving in the continuum . (So the m odelwas

notconsidered on random graphsin the sense ofErd�osand R�enyi[10].) In
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thisunrealisticlim it,analyticalapproxim ationswork well[11].Theopposite

lim itofpeoplerestricted toasquarelatticewasalsosim ulated,with interac-

tion between closeneighbours(likenearestneighbours)only,butm ay apply

betterto treesin an orchard than to hum an beings.Realsocialconnections

m ay lie in between,with few people having lotsoffriendsand m any people

having few friendstotalk with.Everybody isstillconnected with everybody

but only indirectly over a short link ofm utualfriends. The best studied

m odelforthese typesofconnectionsarethescale-freenetworksofBarab�asi

and Albert[12]wherethenum berofpeoplehaving k friendsdecaysas1=k3.

Thee�ectofnetwork topologieson thedissem ination ofculture[1]oron

thespreading ofinform ation willbestudied in futurework [13].

The next section de�nes the two m odels,with directed and undirected

bonds in a Barab�asi-Albert network,while section 3 gives the results and

section 4 theconclusions.

2 M odels

The Barab�asi-Albertnetwork startswith a sm allnum berm (m = 3 in our

sim ulations) ofsites (agents,people) allconnected with each other. (W e

varied m = 3 also to m = 2, 4 and 5 and observed sim ilar test results

for100 runseach.) Then a large num ber N ofadditionalsitesisadded as

follows:Each new siteselectsm ofthealready existing sitesasfriends,with

a probability proportionalto thenum beroffriendsthisalready existing site

had before.W hen the new site A hasselected an already existing site B as

friend,this selection increases for both A and B the num ber offriends by

one.In theusualundirected Barab�asi-Albertm odel,laterA can talk with B

and B can talkwith A.In thesim plerdirected version,A initiatesatalkwith

B,butB initiatestalksonly with those m people whom B had selected as

friends.Thusin thisdirected version,everybody hasa
uctuatingnum berof

peopleconnected with him ,butasksonly oneofexactly m peopleforadvice

ata tim e,and these are the people the new site had selected when joining

the network. (One m ay think ofa hierarchy ofbossesand underlings.) For

the undirected case no such distinction between friends and people to talk

with isneeded;the connection network offriendsthen isconstructed asin

[14].

Once the network hasbeen constructed,we startthe consensusprocess

ofDe�uant et al.. Everybody gets a random num ber S between zero and
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oneasinitialopinion.Then foreach iteration,every siteA isupdated once

by selecting random ly one site B from the sites connected with A.In the

undirected casetheselection istaken from allk siteswho had selected A as

friend orwhom A hasselected asfriends. In the directed case the selection

is m ade only from the m sites which A had selected as friends. Ifthen

the opinionsSA and SB di�erby m ore than a constantcon�dence bound �

between zero and one,A and B refuse to discuss and do not change their

opinion. Therefore � m ay be interpreted as a m easure forthe tolerance of

peopleto otheropinions.Otherwise both m ove closerto theposition ofthe

other by an am ount � = �(SA � SB ) with � = 0:3 in our sim ulations,i.e.

A takes the opinion SA � � and B the opinion SB + �. The param eter �

characterizesthe
exibility in changing theopinion.Aftersu�ciently m any

iterations(unfortunatelym uch m orethanthe� 102 inthe\random "network

[2]) no opinion m oves by m ore than 2 � 10� 8: a �xed point in the space

ofopinions is approxim ated. (For di�erent � this sm allvalue needs to be

adapted.) Hundred sam plesofthistype were averaged over. The opinions

are then placed in bins ofwidth 10� 6 and are counted by checking which

binsare occupied and do nothave the lowerneighbouring bin occupied. In

thisway,thetotalnum berof�xed opinionsisfound.The\directed" Fortran

program isavailablefrom theauthors.

3 R esults

Figure1showstheundirected and�gure2thedirected case.For� largerthan

about0.4 a fullconsensusisreached;only oneopinion survives.Forsm aller

�,no consensusisreached and thenum berF of�xed opinionsincreaseswith

decreasing �. W hen the num ber N ofpeople increases,the F for sm all�

also increases/ N forlargeN .Thisincreaseisthecrucialdi�erenceto the

random version withoutBarab�asi-Albertrestriction,when F isindependent

ofN forlargeN .Thusweplotin �gures1 and 2 thescaled excessnum ber

FE = (F � 1)=N

versus 1=�: in the random case in the sense ofDe�uant et al. (without

speci�ed network topology) F roughly equalled 1=�,while now F � N =�.

Therem aining m ild N-dependenceofthescaled excessnum berwhich isseen

in Figs.1 and 2 isinterpreted asa �nitesizee�ectgetting weakerforlarger

system sizesN ,cf.the�gures.
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Figure1: Scaled excessnum berFE = (F � 1)=N ofdi�erentopinionsin the

undirected network,with N between 100 and 20000 given in theheadline.

Figure 3 showsthe enorm ous
uctuationsin the num bertc ofiterations

needed toreach the�xed point,sim ilarlytotheSnajd m odel[4].Thisfeature

isunderstood from the factthatreaching a certain �xed point,e.g. thatof

consensus,isa collectiveproperty oftheN agentswhich cannotbeobtained

asan average oversubsystem s. Valuesofsuch kind ofcollective quantities

m ay strongly 
uctuate like those ofindividualones,even forN ! 1 ,i.e.

they are notself-averaging. However,the behaviour near� = 0:1 forN =

5000 isnotunderstood.

4 C onclusions

Ourcondition forthecon�dencebound � > 0:4toallow acom pleteconsensus

is about the sam e on the Barab�asi-Albert network as it was in the usual

random case [2]. Butwhen no consensus is form ed because � < 0:4 is too

sm all,then ournum berofdi�erentopinionsisproportionalto the num ber
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Figure2: Asin Fig.1,butforthedirected case.

ofpeople involved and no longersize-independent. Thisobservation shows

thatthe choice ofthe linksbetween the agentsm ay be crucialin studiesof

socialbehaviour.
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