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Abstract: In this m odi cation of the Szna§ consensus m odel on the
square lattice, two peopl of arbitrary distance who agree in their opinions
convince their nearest neighbours of this opinion. Sin ilarly to the mean

eld theory of Slanina and Lavicka, the tim es needed to reach consensus
are distrbuted exponentially and are quite small. The width of the phase
transition vanishes reciprocally to the linear lattice dim ension. A dvertising
hase ects independent ofthe system size. Form ore than two opinions, three
opinionsreach a consensus In roughly halfofthe sam pls, and fouronly rarely
and only for am all lattices.

Keywords: Sociophysics, phase transition, M onte Carlo, in niterange
Interactions.

O fthem any recently sin ulated m odels of opinion dynam ics i, 2,3, 4, 3],
the Sznaf m odel [] was studied particularly often; see [1] for review s and
B, 9] for recent examples. In particular, Slanina and Lavicka Q] made a
mean eldtheory and som e sin ulations, where each pairofagents (soins) can
be neighbours. This in niterange version agreed w ith m any aspects of near-
est neighbour interactions on square (or higherdin ensional) lattices. The
maln di erence was that for In nie range the tim e needed to reach a con-
sensuswas short and itsdistribution decayed exponentially, while fornearest—
neighbour square lattices it was long and distributed in a m ore com plicated
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Width of transition region (from 0.5 to 0.7) versus linear dimension L of square lattice

Y T T T
+~0
RS

0.01 F g

width

0.001 J

,
/
4
;
,

0.0001 i

10 100 1000 10000
lattice size

Figure 1: W idth of the transition between consensus into opinion 2 to
consensus Into opinion 1, based on 1000 lattices.

way. T he present paper Introduces an Intem ediate globatocalm odel w ith
Interactions both between arbitrarily selected agents and nearest neighbours,
on the square lattice.

In thismodel, each of N = L L lattice sites carries an agent which
has one of Q possbl cpinions. At each iteration we select N times two
agents random ly; ifand only ifthey share the sam e opinion, then each ofthe
tw o agents convinces its four nearest neighbours on the lattice of the same
opinion. Boundaries are neglected asusual [}]. Ifbounded con dence [3,'4]is
used, only those neighbours are convinced whose opinionsdi erby 1 from
the opinion ofthe convincing pair; then opinion 2 can convince opinions1 and
3, but opinion 1 can convince only opinion 2, not opinion Q . If advertising
1, 12] is used, then at each iteration with ten percent probability each
agent Independently adopts opinion 2, lndependent of the previous opinion
or that of the neighbours. Initially, the opinions are distrbuted random ly
and Independently.



Distribution of equilibration times in 10,000 samples on 1001 x 1001; p = 0.5 (+) and 0.5001 (x)
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Figure 2: Histogram of the tin es needed to reach a consensus In 10,000
lattices of 1001 1001, show ing exponential tail. @Q = 2; forQ = 3 the
behaviour is sim ilar.)

For the sinpl case Q = 2 wihout advertisihg (oounded con dence is
meaninglss at Q = 2) this new m odel show s the usual phase transition: If
the initial probability p of opinions 1 is Jarger than 1/2, then at the end
everybody shares this opinion 1; ifp < 1=2, everybody has opinion 2 at the
end. In a nie lattice, the phase transition is rounded, and F igl show s the
width W ofthe transition such that at mnitial concentration p= 05+ W , of
the 1000 sam ples about 700 show consensus foropinion 1,and atp= 05 W
only 300 of 1000 do so. Over three orders of m agniude In lnear lattice
dinension L we see

w / 1=L

W e regard this sin ple power law as an indication that the m odelbelongs
to the universality class of n nite range, even though [1(] does not give
such a nite-size scaling. For nearest-neighbour interactions, [13] gave no
clear exponent. Another law W / 1=L would follow from a sin ple m aprity



Time to find consensus versus linear lattice dimension L, from usually 1000 samples; and In(1.8 L)
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Figure 3: Variation ofaverage tim e to reach consensusw ith the linear lattice
din ension L, from typically 1000 sam ples, show ing logarithm ic increase as
Ih@L)+ const. Q = 2).

rule for the initial opinions: On a nite Jattice 0of N sites the di erence in
the num bers of opnions 1 and 2 follow s a binom ial di ution about zero,
which %]_arge N approaches a G aussian of width / N or relative w idth
W / 1= N = 1=L. Thus them apriy rul has a sharp phase transition for
In nite system s, wih a nite width proportionalto 1=L for nite lattices.

The reason why up to L = 10;001 could be simulated, far larger than
any previous Szna{ Jattice, is evident from Fig2: Consensus is found after
a few iterations, and the distribution of the needed number of iterations
decays exponentially after a m axinum at about 7. A s a function of L, the
average tine < > increases logarithm ically, Fig.3. Both results agree w ith
themean eld theory of [10].

IfQ = 3 or 4, again a consensus is always found (ot shown). This
changes ifbounded con dence, as introduced above, restricts the convincing
power. Then for Q = 4, a consensus is reached only rarely, and only for



Number, from 10000, where consensus failed for three possible opinions in L x L local-global Sznajd
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Figure 4: Failures, for 10,000 sampls, to reach consensus wih Q = 3
possbl opinions. Failure m eans In m ost cases about equally m any opinions
1 and 3, while consensus m eans everybody has opinion 2.

an all Jattices (hot shown). ForQ = 3, on the other hand, about half of the
10,000 sin ulated sam ples reach a consensus, F ig4. Forthe nearest-neighbour
m odel, the border between consensus and failure wasbetween Q = 3 and 4,
while now i isnear 3.

W ih advertisng and Q = 2, Fig4 shows, In contrast to the nearest-
neighbour case [11},12], a size-independent initial concentration ofp ’ 052
at which the two percent nitialm a prity for opinion 1 counteracts the ten
percent advertising for opinion 2. (If advertising is doubled to 20 percent,
the initialm a prity also doubles to four percent: p / 0:54; not shown. In
contrast, or nearest neighbour interaction {2, 11], advertising w ins if the
system is Jarge enough.

In summ ary, our globalocal m xture of In nitetrange interaction and
nearest-neighbour interaction is far superior num erically to nearest-neighbour
Interactions, and gives the short relaxation tin es, distrbuted exponentially



Number, from 1000, of 10% advertising successes against initial majority, L = 13, 31, 101, 301, 501, 1001
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Figure 5: Advertising for opinion 2 wins in the left part and loses in the
right part against lnitialm a prity opinion 1, forQ = 2. T he larger the Jattice
is the sharper is the transition.

and increasing as log (L), of themean eld m odel [13].

Thanks are due to S. Havlin for suggesting to look for an upper critical
din ension, and D . Stau er forhelp.
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